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Simple Summary: Mosquitoes possess one of the best-developed and sensitive hearing systems
among insects. Their auditory Johnston’s organs located at the antennae bases include several
thousand radially distributed sensory cells. Male mosquitoes use their hearing for acoustic courtship
behavior, while the function of hearing in blood-sucking female mosquitoes is poorly studied. In
addition to courtship behavior, hearing is presumed to be used for host detection, including the use
of human voices as an attraction cue. Since mosquitoes spread dangerous diseases such as West Nile
fever, understanding their hearing system is of crucial importance. We studied the auditory system of
Culex pipiens female mosquitoes using behavioral and electrophysiological experiments and created
a three-dimensional model of the mosquito auditory space. The in-flight position of antennae was
found optimal for binaural hearing focused primarily in front of, above and below a mosquito. By
varying the antennae position a mosquito can adjust the directional properties of hearing depending
on behavioral context. According to our findings, the auditory system of female mosquitoes has
enough resolution to estimate the direction to the sound source, while its frequency range enables
detection of sounds produced by other flying mosquitoes and human hosts.

Abstract: The task of directional hearing faces most animals that possess ears. They approach this
task in different ways, but a common trait is the use of binaural cues to find the direction to the
source of sound. In insects, the task is further complicated by their small size and, hence, minute
temporal and level differences between two ears. A single symmetric flagellar particle velocity
receiver, such as the antenna of a mosquito, should not be able to discriminate between the two
opposite directions along the vector of the sound wave. Paired antennae of mosquitoes presume the
usage of binaural hearing, but its mechanisms are expected to be significantly different from the ones
typical for the pressure receivers. However, the directionality of flagellar auditory organs has received
little attention. Here, we measured the in-flight orientation of antennae in female Culex pipiens pipiens
mosquitoes and obtained a detailed physiological mapping of the Johnston’s organ directionality at
the level of individual sensory units. By combining these data, we created a three-dimensional model
of the mosquito’s auditory space. The orientation of the antennae was found to be coordinated with
the neuronal asymmetry of the Johnston’s organs to maintain a uniformly shaped auditory space,
symmetric relative to a flying mosquito. The overlap of the directional characteristics of the left and
right sensory units was found to be optimal for binaural hearing focused primarily in front of, above
and below a flying mosquito.

Keywords: directional hearing; mosquito; Culex pipiens; flagellar auditory receiver; particle velocity

1. Introduction
Sound localization is one of the major tasks of the auditory system. In animals, it is

differently solved depending on which components of the sound wave, pressure or particle
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velocity are being detected [1]. Hearing systems based on pressure receivers (tympanal
ears) use binaural cues such as time and level differences to localize sounds [2]. However,
the amplitude difference at the two ears, as well as the timing difference may be very
small even in mammals [3], not to mention tinier creatures such as insects. To solve this
problem, two ears often become mechanically or acoustically connected, thus creating a
pressure-difference receiver, which enables amplification of tiny acoustic cues into larger
interaural differences, which can be detected by the nervous system [4–6].

On the other hand, particle velocity receivers, such as antennae of mosquitoes, are
inherently directional [1,7,8]. The radially symmetrical structure of the Johnston’s organ
(JO), a modified second segment of the insect antenna, means that only a fraction of the
circular array of sensory cells are activated in response to a sound source. As the air particles
move back and forth during the propagation of a sound wave, a single mosquito JO and
other similarly designed auditory receivers should not be able to distinguish sounds that
come from the two opposite directions. One may assume that each antenna is functionally
omnidirectional and only the inter-antennal amplitude differences (IADs) are used to
provide the localization cues, thus converging the functionality of particle velocity receivers
to that of pressure receivers. Although the modelling experiments demonstrated that IADs
in mosquito may be sufficient for the task of the sound localization [9], the main evidence
in favour of a more complex mechanism of auditory directionality in mosquitoes is an
extremely large number of sensory neurons in the JO [10], compared to insect tympanal
ears [11].

Ablation of one antenna led to a reduced ability to locate a female [12], however, it did
not completely prevent the auditory behavior. One may assume that the above-mentioned
directional limitations of a single mosquito antenna could be overcome by the movement
of a mosquito relative to the sound source. However, due to competition in a swarm, male
mosquitoes must rapidly detect fast-flying females, which would require a mechanism of
instant directionality.

A second antenna at a short distance from the first one and held parallel to it would
provide little additional data on directionality. However, insects, and mosquitoes in partic-
ular, rarely hold their antennae in parallel, which opens up the possibility for additional
interaural cues. The most obvious approach to instantly determine the direction to the
sound source from the two opposite ones, provided by each of the two antennae, would be
to compare the responses originating in the left and the right JOs based on the directional
mapping in each of them. However, the binaural comparison may be rather complicated, as
sound fields are usually strongly divergent close to small sound sources (such as a female
mosquito), and bilateral particle velocity receivers may experience vastly different vector
fields depending on the distance from the sound source [1].

Although the JOs are morphologically symmetrical, the responses of auditory neurons
may not be physiologically symmetrical. In Culex male mosquitoes, it was demonstrated
that two of the four quadrants in the JO contained more responding auditory cells [13].
Such asymmetry may speak in favor of the presence of ‘areas of interest’ in the three-
dimensional auditory space of a mosquito and may indirectly point to the mechanisms
of interaural comparison. However, functional asymmetry in the JO could arise from a
possible experimental bias when recording the auditory responses from only a fraction of
the antennal nerve. Such a bias is hard to avoid in experiments on male mosquitoes with
their large extended antennae, which limit the direction of an electrode insertion.

The limitation can be overcome by recording from the JO of a female mosquito. The
antennal fibrillae of female mosquitoes are smaller and allow for the insertion of a recording
electrode from multiple directions, which would significantly decrease the possible bias
caused by the systematic selection of recording sites within the antennal nerve.

The question ‘What do female mosquitoes hear?’ demands much attention by itself.
The auditory system of biting female mosquitoes is poorly studied compared to that
of the conspecific males, the outstanding listeners. Since mosquitoes spread dangerous
diseases such as West Nile fever, the understanding of their hearing system is of crucial
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importance. Our very limited knowledge on such a practically important subject can be
at least partially explained by the fact that for a long time it was difficult to demonstrate
any behavioral auditory responses in female mosquitoes, although they also possess a
sophisticated auditory system, only surpassed by their male counterparts.

Pre-copulatory acoustic interaction, demonstrated for a number of mosquito
species [14–18], suggests that a female mosquito hears the flight tone of a male. Such
hearing is possible if a female detects the distortion products of the nonlinear mixing of
its own flight tone with that of a male [15,19–22]. However, there is evidence that pre-
viously reported “harmonic convergence” events are only a random by-product of the
mosquitoes’ flight tone variance and not a signature of acoustic interaction between males
and females [23].

Among bloodsucking dipterans, there are examples of distant attraction to the communi-
cation sounds of frogs in midges [24–26] and mosquitoes [27–29]. A study by Menda et al. [30]
suggests that the Aedes female mosquitoes can be attracted to sound frequencies similar
to those of human speech. Although the results on the female mosquito audition are far
from conclusive, from the existing behavioral studies one can reason that the bloodsucking
females of some dipterans, and mosquitoes in particular, can perceive the direction towards
the sound source.

The lack of direct physiological data on auditory directionality in female mosquitoes,
together with the above-mentioned experimental convenience, formed the basis of this
work. From the previous comparative physiological study [31] we already knew that the
auditory neurons in female mosquitoes are tuned to different frequencies. Accordingly,
to make a correct measure of the auditory threshold of a given unit, first we measured
its tuning frequency. Then, stimulated by the sound of that frequency, we quantified
the directionality of the same unit by measuring the thresholds of its response to sounds
coming from different directions. Such a procedure, repeated for a significant number of
auditory units, gave us the overall directional characteristics of the JO and the estimate of
the angular resolution of the auditory space. To test for the hypothesized irregularities in
the directional distribution of the auditory units, we studied both left and right JOs.

On the next step, to analyze the auditory space of a mosquito possessing bilateral
antennae, we complemented the individual auditory properties of each JO with the data on
the relative in-flight orientation of the antennae. Towards this, we photographed flying
mosquitoes, measured the orientations of their antennae in two planes and estimated
the variation of these parameters. The combination of the antenna measurements with
the dataset on the directionality of individual auditory units implied a three-dimensional
representation of the data, which we achieved by designing a graphical computer model to
present the results in a simplified and easy-to-grasp form.

In three dimensions, the neuronal irregularities mirrored in the left and right JOs
were found to fit well with the in-flight orientation of the antennae as to jointly provide
a uniformly shaped auditory space. Here, using the mosquito JO as a model system, we
describe a common methodical framework to assess directionality in similarly organized
bilateral particle velocity receivers.

As the final goal of this study, we explored if there are regions in the female mosquito
auditory space to which it pays special attention in terms of binaural hearing. We believe
that the answer to this question will lead to the design of more adequate behavioral
experiments on female mosquitoes.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Animals

Females of the Culex pipiens pipiens L. were captured in the wild in the Moscow region
of the Russian Federation. Experiments were performed at the Kropotovo biological station
(54◦ 51′ 2′′ N; 38◦ 20′ 58′′ E) from August to September 2016–2021.
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2.2. Behavioral Experiments
Imaging of freshly captured mosquitoes was performed in the field, as we noticed that

mosquitoes kept in the laboratory for one or two hours flew continuously for significantly
shorter periods. We placed individual mosquitoes into a circular plastic container, diameter
85 mm, depth 26 mm. Its flat walls were left transparent, while the curved side walls were
covered with non-transparent film. The container was positioned either vertically (viewed
from a side) or horizontally (viewed from above). In the former position, it was lit either by
sunlight or by white LED array, intensity ca. 2000 lm, both through a light-scattering paper
to provide a uniform bright background for a brightfield imaging. The other flat side of
the container was attached to a tube, which in turn was connected to a photo camera with
a macro lens (Olympus OM-D E-M10 II, 60 mm f/2.8). The pitch and roll of the camera
were minimized relative to the horizon by means of a tripod. When viewed from above,
the container was lit by scattered sunlight, and the same camera mounted on a tripod and
facing down was used for imaging. Lateral and dorsal imaging for the same mosquito
was done sequentially, one series after another. Experiments were performed at the end of
August, from 1 p.m. to 6 p.m., substantially before the swarming hours of Culex pipiens.
The mating status of the female mosquitoes was not checked.

Mosquitoes (n = 22) were serially photographed during the periods of flight, either
spontaneous or caused by a startle from a shadow. From the images acquired in lateral
view, we selected those where a mosquito was viewed strictly laterally (the second antenna
was either close to or was hidden behind the first one) and was more than 1 cm from
each wall. The selected set of images (three per each mosquito) was cropped and then
the following angles were manually measured using the FIJI software package, version
1.52p [32]: antenna to horizon; abdomen to horizon; and between the two antennae (viewed
from above, projection to the horizontal plane).

From the measurements in lateral view, we knew that the flying mosquito holds its
antennae at an angle to the horizon. When viewed from above, this angle does not allow
to directly measure the inter-antennal angle. One way to overcome this issue would be to
photograph a mosquito in two projections simultaneously. However, as we required only
the average value of the inter-antennal angle, we corrected the measured value using the
averaged antenna-to-horizon angle according to the equation, derived from the geometry
of the system:

ξ = arctg(cos(β) · tg(α/2)), (1)

where ξ is a half of the true inter-antennal angle, α is the measured inter-antennal angle,
projected to the horizontal plane, and β is an angle between the antennal plane (a plane
formed by the two antennae, Figure 1A, dashed blue line) and the horizon.

2.3. Microelectrode Recordings
The method for measuring the directional properties of the JO sensory units was

reported in detail in our previous study on male mosquitoes [13].
Experiments were conducted in laboratory conditions with air temperature 17–24 ◦C.

Focal extracellular recordings from the axons of the antennal nerve were made with glass
microelectrodes (1B100F–4, WPI Inc., Sarasota, FL, USA) filled with 0.15 M sodium chloride
and inserted at the scape–pedicel joint (Figure 2A). After the penetration of the cuticle, the
electrodes had a resistance of 10–40 MΩ.

While penetrating the antennal nerve by the electrode, the preparation was continu-
ously stimulated with tonal pulses (amplitude 60 dB SVPL, duration 80 ms, period 600 ms
and dorso-ventral direction of acoustic vector (0◦)). During this searching procedure the
groups of the JO neurons situated orthogonal to the antenna oscillation could be over-
looked, so the vector of the acoustic wave was periodically changed by 90◦. The searching
frequency was 100–130 Hz in the main series of experiments and 70 Hz during the search
for low-frequency-tuned units (see below). We considered the recording site acceptable
when the amplitude of response increased above 0.5 mV (peak to peak, Figure 2C).
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In this study, a number of axons of primary sensory neurons (PSNs) contributed to the
extracellular recording. Although we could not estimate this number in each recording,
our previous studies [31,33], which included the intracellular recordings from the axons
of PSNs, suggested that the number of simultaneously recorded axons was not large. In
our experience, the stability of intracellular recording from the axon of the JO PSN is
hard to maintain during the time required for the measurement of thresholds at different
frequencies or directions of sound. For the sake of the stability of the recording, in this
study we used only extracellular recording of neuronal responses. We use the terms ‘unit’
or ‘sensory unit’ in the sense of one or several axons belonging to the PSNs of the JO, closely
located within the antennal nerve and sharing indistinguishable frequency and phasic
properties, thus representing a single functional unit.

Insects 2023, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 5 of 25    Figure 1. Orientation of antennae in a flying mosquito. The measurements were taken from multiple still images of flying mosquitoes, photographed in lateral (A) and dorsal (B) aspects. There was no clear dependence between the angles of antenna-to-horizon (red) from the abdomen-to-horizon (green), suggesting that the orientation of antenna to the world rather than to the body matters to the mosquito. The true inter-antennal angle (2ξ) was calculated from the measurements in horizon-tal projection (α, blue) according to the Equation (1) (see Methods). 2.3. Microelectrode Recordings The method for measuring the directional properties of the JO sensory units was re-ported in detail in our previous study on male mosquitoes [13]. Experiments were conducted in laboratory conditions with air temperature 17–24 °C. Focal extracellular recordings from the axons of the antennal nerve were made with glass microelectrodes (1B100F–4, WPI Inc.) filled with 0.15 M sodium chloride and inserted at the scape–pedicel joint (Figure 2A). After the penetration of the cuticle, the electrodes had a resistance of 10–40 MΩ. While penetrating the antennal nerve by the electrode, the preparation was continu-ously stimulated with tonal pulses (amplitude 60 dB SVPL, duration 80 ms, period 600 ms and dorso-ventral direction of acoustic vector (0°)). During this searching procedure the groups of the JO neurons situated orthogonal to the antenna oscillation could be over-looked, so the vector of the acoustic wave was periodically changed by 90°. The searching frequency was 100–130 Hz in the main series of experiments and 70 Hz during the search Figure 1. Orientation of antennae in a flying mosquito. The measurements were taken from multiple
still images of flying mosquitoes, photographed in lateral (A) and dorsal (B) aspects. There was
no clear dependence between the angles of antenna-to-horizon (red) from the abdomen-to-horizon
(green), suggesting that the orientation of antenna to the world rather than to the body matters to the
mosquito. The true inter-antennal angle (2ξ) was calculated from the measurements in horizontal
projection (α, blue) according to the Equation (1) (see Methods).
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Insects 2023, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 6 of 25   for low-frequency-tuned units (see below). We considered the recording site acceptable when the amplitude of response increased above 0.5 mV (peak to peak, Figure 2C). In this study, a number of axons of primary sensory neurons (PSNs) contributed to the extracellular recording. Although we could not estimate this number in each record-ing, our previous studies [31,33], which included the intracellular recordings from the ax-ons of PSNs, suggested that the number of simultaneously recorded axons was not large. In our experience, the stability of intracellular recording from the axon of the JO PSN is hard to maintain during the time required for the measurement of thresholds at different frequencies or directions of sound. For the sake of the stability of the recording, in this study we used only extracellular recording of neuronal responses. We use the terms ‘unit’ or ‘sensory unit’ in the sense of one or several axons belonging to the PSNs of the JO, closely located within the antennal nerve and sharing indistinguishable frequency and phasic properties, thus representing a single functional unit.  Figure 2. Method of measurement of the JO directionality in mosquitoes. (A) Schematic view of the insertion of recording glass microelectrode through the scape–pedicel joint into the antennal nerve. (B) Vector superposition of the signals from two orthogonally oriented speakers at the point of the antenna. The mosquito is positioned at the crossing of the axes of two speakers. The axis of the antenna′s flagellum (red dotted line) is perpendicular to the directions of the sound waves (magenta and blue arrows) produced by both speakers. On the right, the same schematic is shown as viewed from the base of the antenna along its flagellum. The resulting direction of the air vibration velocity (v) that affects the antenna is determined by the vector superposition of two signals, allowing us to set the desired direction for the acoustic stimulation. (C) Extracellular response to sinusoidal stim-ulation recorded from the axons of the antennal nerve. Voltage scale is given for neuronal response. Lower trace: stimulation signal. (120 Hz, 58 dB SPVL), recorded by the microphone located 2 cm from the mosquito. (D) Sonogram (frequency spectrum of signal against time) of response to a pos-itive feedback stimulation, when the electrical potential recorded from the antennal nerve is Figure 2. Method of measurement of the JO directionality in mosquitoes. (A) Schematic view of the
insertion of recording glass microelectrode through the scape–pedicel joint into the antennal nerve.
(B) Vector superposition of the signals from two orthogonally oriented speakers at the point of the
antenna. The mosquito is positioned at the crossing of the axes of two speakers. The axis of the
antenna′s flagellum (red dotted line) is perpendicular to the directions of the sound waves (magenta
and blue arrows) produced by both speakers. On the right, the same schematic is shown as viewed
from the base of the antenna along its flagellum. The resulting direction of the air vibration velocity
(v) that affects the antenna is determined by the vector superposition of two signals, allowing us to set
the desired direction for the acoustic stimulation. (C) Extracellular response to sinusoidal stimulation
recorded from the axons of the antennal nerve. Voltage scale is given for neuronal response. Lower
trace: stimulation signal. (120 Hz, 58 dB SPVL), recorded by the microphone located 2 cm from
the mosquito. (D) Sonogram (frequency spectrum of signal against time) of response to a positive
feedback stimulation, when the electrical potential recorded from the antennal nerve is amplified
and fed to the speaker in real time. Colour represents the relative amplitude of response, from blue
to red. The recording starts in silence (−17 dB below the threshold), then the level of feedback is
gradually increased, indicated by arrows with respective values of the feedback level. The traces of
the feedback effects appear at −9 dB (narrow-band frequency-selective increase in noise). At 0 dB
(threshold) there appears a sustained autoexcitation at 114 Hz and a weaker autoexcitation at 69 Hz.
Two traces of simultaneous excitation at different frequencies (69 and 114 Hz) represent differently
tuned sensory units. Traces at higher frequencies are harmonics.

2.4. Acoustic Stimulation
We used two orthogonally oriented Scandinavia 75 (DLS, Örebro, Sweden) stationary

speakers to create a vector superposition of acoustic waves at the point of mosquito antenna
(Figure 2A,B), as described in detail in [13]. The mosquito was positioned at the crossing
of the axes of two speakers in such a way that the antenna′s flagellum was perpendicular



Insects 2023, 14, 743 7 of 23

to the directions of sound waves originating from each of the two speakers (Figure 2B).
This approach enabled us to set the desired direction of the acoustic vector relative to the
antenna flagellum.

The moving parts of the speakers had a low resonant frequency (90 Hz). Due to the
considerable response lag of the dome of the speaker and its support, the emission phase
delay increased with the signal frequency up to the point of inversion. To stabilize the
phase delay, a phase correction depending on the stimulation frequency was included in
the speaker control circuit. Both speakers were covered by a metallic mesh to screen the
recording electrode from the electrical signals that drove the speakers.

The sinusoidal stimuli were generated by the digital-to-analog converter LA-DACn10m1
(Rudnev-Shilyaev, Moscow, Russian Federation). Acoustic calibration of the stimulating
device was performed with an NR-231-58-000 differential capacitor microphone (Knowles
Electronics, USA) attached to a micropositioner with an axial rotation feature and set in the
position of the mosquito. The same microphone placed 2 cm from the mosquito was used
to record the stimulation signals during the experiments.

The speakers were powered by the home-made amplifier via a passive Sin–Cos (SC)
transducer which produced two derived signals with the amplitudes

A1 = 0.25 ·U · cos
( π

180
· (ϕ + 45)

)
(2)

A2 = 0.25 ·U · sin
( π

180
· (ϕ + 45)

)
(3)

where A1 and A2 are the amplitudes of the signals for the first and the second speaker,
respectively; U is the alternating voltage at the input of the SC transducer; ϕ is the angle
between the dorso-ventral axis passing through the mosquito′s head and the vector of
the vibrational velocity of the air particles. An increase in ϕ corresponds to the clockwise
rotation of the velocity vector when viewed from the mosquito′s head along the antenna.

The resulting direction of the air vibration velocity in the stimulating system was
determined by the vector superposition of the signals from both speakers. Changes in
the sound wave direction relative to the mosquito in 15◦ steps were accomplished by
coordinated switching of voltage dividers in the SC transducer. For those angles at which
the values of the functions sin(ϕ + 45) or cos(ϕ + 45) were negative, the signal polarity was
inverted by switching the terminals of the speakers.

The differential microphone together with its amplifier was previously calibrated in
the far field using a B&K 2253 sound level meter with a B&K 4135 microphone (Brüel &
Kjær, Nærum, Denmark). All sound level data in this study are given in the logarithmic
scale in dB RMS SPVL (root mean square sound particle velocity level), with a reference
level of 0 dB being equal to 4.85 × 10−5 mm/s, which corresponds in the far field to the
standard reference sound pressure of 20 µPa.

The stereotyped way of positioning the mosquito relative to the experimental setup,
especially to the recording electrode, could lead to selective recording only from a certain
part of the antennal nerve. To minimize the probability of such a bias, the mosquito was
occasionally positioned ventral side up (180◦ rotation, n = 15) or rotated by ±45◦ (n = 16)
or ±90◦ (n = 37) around the longitudinal axis of its body. In each case, the recording
electrode was inserted through a different part of the scape–pedicel joint. The directional
data measured in all such experiments were corrected accordingly. To make an additional
control for the above-mentioned experimental bias, in a separate series of experiments
(n = 24) we performed recordings from the right JO instead of the left one, keeping similar
all other properties of the experimental setup. To avoid confusion due to the possible
symmetrical nature of the two antennae, unless specifically stated, the presented data
include measurements from only the left JO, while the data from the right JO serve only as
a control.
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2.5. Positive Feedback Stimulation
The essence of the positive feedback stimulation is a feedback loop established using

the amplified in-phase response of a sensory unit as the signal to drive the stimulation
loudspeaker. Applying such a stimulation to the sensory unit, we expect it to ‘sing’ at
the frequency which is close to its intrinsic tuning frequency—an effect hereafter called
‘autoexcitation’. According to our view, several differently tuned PSNs near the electrode
tip compete to set the autoexcitation frequency (AF). When one of them (in some cases
two or, rarely, three) puts the system into the autoexcitation, other sensory units with
different tuning frequencies become inhibited due to the general level adaptation of the JO.
Many similarly tuned units oriented in line with the stimulation sound wave may be active
during the autoexcitation, but the ability to determine the AF must be extremely sensitive
to the amplitude of a unit’s recorded response, which in turn depends on the distance to
the recording electrode.

The value of the AF was inevitably affected by the total phase shift in the feedback
loop, arising primarily from the latency of the sensory cell response. As the phase shift was
not constant along the frequency range, for each frequency measurement, a compensatory
phase shift was introduced into the loop. The value of that phase shift was adjusted to
provide the maximal amplitude and stability of autoexcitation at the same level of feedback.

The stimulation signal passed through a complex frequency filter to compensate for
the influence of the loudspeaker mechanical resonance at lower frequencies. Additionally,
the signal was low-pass-filtered with a slope of −6 dB per octave above 500 Hz to reduce
the second and higher harmonic components of the sensory unit’s extracellular response.
The stimulation signal was limited within an amplitude of 80 dB SPVL to prevent its
uncontrolled rise due to positive feedback.

The complete feedback loop included the following elements: the JO sensory unit and
its axon in the antennal nerve, recording microelectrode, amplifier, stimulation amplitude
adjuster, frequency filter, phase adjuster, amplitude limiter, power amplifier, loudspeakers
and, closing the loop, flagellum of a mosquito’s antenna that passed vibrations to the JO.

The method of positive feedback stimulation may be considered a functional sharp-
ening of the electrode, allowing for the recording of only a single or a few axons of the
PSNs lying in immediate proximity of the electrode tip. To our knowledge, this method
currently allows the best spatial resolution of recording from multiple tightly packed
sensory neurons.

Before making any tests of a unit’s directionality, we ensured the quality of recording
according to the following criteria: low levels of feedback required to start the autoex-
citation and the presence of not more than three different units responding in a narrow
angular range.

Positive feedback stimulation allows us to separate the antiphase responses of the
axons of sensory units which are, in most cases, recorded together [13,30,32] and are
presumed to lie close to each other in the antennal nerve. Contrary to this, other kinds of
acoustic stimulation (e.g., sinusoidal stimulation) do not allow such a separation, as each of
the units respond to both phases of the acoustic vibration. On the other hand, feedback
stimulation does not allow us to measure the true auditory threshold of a sensory unit,
providing only a relative estimate of sensitivity. Thus, for each recording site, we used two
kinds of acoustic stimulation: positive feedback and sinusoidal.

2.6. Measurements of Directionality
The successive stages of the electrophysiological experiment are summarized in Figure 3.



Insects 2023, 14, 743 9 of 23

Insects 2023, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 9 of 25   Positive feedback stimulation allows us to separate the antiphase responses of the axons of sensory units which are, in most cases, recorded together [13,30,32] and are pre-sumed to lie close to each other in the antennal nerve. Contrary to this, other kinds of acoustic stimulation (e.g., sinusoidal stimulation) do not allow such a separation, as each of the units respond to both phases of the acoustic vibration. On the other hand, feedback stimulation does not allow us to measure the true auditory threshold of a sensory unit, providing only a relative estimate of sensitivity. Thus, for each recording site, we used two kinds of acoustic stimulation: positive feedback and sinusoidal. 2.6. Measurements of Directionality The successive stages of the electrophysiological experiment are summarized in Figure 3.  Figure 3. Measurements of the directionality of the JO auditory units, design of experiment. The sequence of measurement stages performed for each auditory unit is shown in the left column. The central column shows examples of data obtained at each stage. The right column lists the main re-sults obtained at each stage. Stage 1: Methods, 2.3; example in Figure 2C. Stage 2:  Methods, 2.5; example in Figure 2D, Figure 5E−G, Figure 6F,G. Stage 3: Methods, 2.6; example in Figure 4C,E, Figure 3. Measurements of the directionality of the JO auditory units, design of experiment. The
sequence of measurement stages performed for each auditory unit is shown in the left column. The
central column shows examples of data obtained at each stage. The right column lists the main
results obtained at each stage. Stage 1: Methods, 2.3; example in Figure 2C. Stage 2: Methods, 2.5;
example in Figure 2D, Figure 5E−G, Figure 6F,G. Stage 3: Methods, 2.6; example in Figure 4C,E,
Figure 5A,B. Stage 4: Methods, 2.6; examples in Figure 4D,F, Figure 5C,D, Figure 6E. Stage 5: Methods,
2.6; Figure 6A−D.

Two kinds of directional measurements were performed, depending on the type of
stimulation. (1) The thresholds of the feedback stimulation were measured depending
on the direction of a sound wave, producing an unipolar plot (hereafter ‘polar pattern’,
example in Figure 4C). (2) Using the measured AF value as the frequency of sinusoidal
stimulation, the absolute auditory thresholds were measured depending on the direction
of a sound wave, producing a bipolar plot (hereafter ‘directional characteristics’, example
in Figure 4D).



Insects 2023, 14, 743 10 of 23Insects 2023, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 12 of 25    Figure 4. Directional properties of the JO auditory units. (A) The polar coordinate system is centered at the left antenna, and the mosquito is viewed posteriorly. The left antenna is hidden behind a mosquito body and is oriented perpendicular to the image plane. The red arrow shows the positive Figure 4. Directional properties of the JO auditory units. (A) The polar coordinate system is centered
at the left antenna, and the mosquito is viewed posteriorly. The left antenna is hidden behind a
mosquito body and is oriented perpendicular to the image plane. The red arrow shows the posi-
tive (clockwise) direction of the angular axis used in all polar diagrams for both left and right JOs.
(B) Photo of a mosquito head shows the same coordinate system, centered at the left antenna. (C) Po-
lar pattern of a single responding unit (AF 112 Hz), consisting of one unipolar petal. (D) Directional
characteristic of the same unit measured by sinusoidal stimulation, containing two almost symmetri-
cal petals (measured independently); threshold of response 32 dB SPVL at 112 Hz. (E) Polar patterns
of two units recorded at the same site and responding in anti-phase; the tuning frequencies are 104 Hz
(unit 1) and 77 Hz (unit 2). (F) Directional characteristic of the same pair of units as in (E), measured as
a threshold to 100 Hz sinusoidal stimulation. (C,E) Relative sensitivity (inverse of relative threshold)
is plotted radially in 2 dB steps, connected by a thick black line. (D,F) Absolute sensitivity (inverse
of absolute threshold) is plotted radially in 3 (D) and 4 (F) dB SPVL steps, connected by a thick
black line.
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In 162 mosquitoes studied, of which in 24 the auditory responses were recorded from
the right JO, a total of 290 (50 from the right JO) polar patters were obtained (Table 1).

Table 1. Summary of the electrophysiological directionality tests.

Left JO Left JO, Low-Frequency
Search (70 Hz) Right JO Total

number of mosquitoes/experiments 112 26 24 162

number of individual polar patterns 240 – 50 290

number of individual directional
characteristics 96 35 13 144

In the mode of feedback stimulation, we could only measure the relative threshold
of auto-excitation for the entire system, including the mosquito and the stimulation setup.
Such a relative threshold was defined as the signal level, which required one more incre-
mental step (+1 dB) at the attenuator output for the system to enter a state of sustained
autoexcitation (Figure 2D). For each AF, we measured a polar pattern (relative threshold of
autoexcitation as a function of orientation of the acoustic wave vector relative to the axis of
the antenna, with a 15◦ step). Then, using sinusoidal stimulation at AF (rounded to 5 or
10 Hz), a directional characteristic (similar function for auditory threshold).

The criterion of the response threshold was set at 2 dB of sustained excess of the
response amplitude above the average noise level in a given recording. At each combination
of stimulation parameters, the threshold was measured consecutively at least twice. Such
auditory thresholds, measured in response to sinusoidal stimulation and expressed in dB
RMS SPVL, are hereafter called ‘absolute thresholds’ or just ‘thresholds’.

Similarly, after finding the best direction using the positive feedback stimulation,
we measured a frequency-threshold curve in the range of 40−300 Hz using sinusoidal
stimulation with a 5 Hz step below 170 Hz and a 10 Hz step otherwise. Below 40 Hz, the
measurements were limited by a substantial decrease in the efficiency of the speakers.

The best frequency and best direction of a given unit, obtained by means of measuring
the auditory thresholds, also served as a control check for the AF and best direction,
obtained through a positive feedback stimulation.

2.7. Search for Low-Frequency Units
Based on the preliminary results, we realized that the true responses of the low-

frequency sensory units are often difficult to distinguish from the combination harmonics
that appear when two or more high-frequency units respond simultaneously at different
frequencies (example of two responses in Figure 2D, traces at 69 and 114 Hz). This effect
could lead to the under-estimation of true low-frequency-tuned units. Moreover, the
positive feedback stimulation method was found to be rather ineffective at the lower
frequencies, most probably due to the high competition from the more sensitive units tuned
to higher frequencies, which often captured the autoexcitation frequency. Accordingly,
we designed an additional series of experiments to compensate for these biases. In these
experiments, the searching frequency was set to 70 Hz, and during the choice of the
recording site we gave preference to the units that responded maximally at that or at
lower frequencies. Moreover, the initial (searching) vector of the acoustic wave was set
to ϕ = –45◦, that is, to search for units in the II and IV quadrants, where, according to the
preliminary analysis of the data, we expected to find less responding units.

2.8. Data Analysis
Directional plots. In an array of threshold data obtained from a single recording site,

we determined the maximum threshold value (Th max). Based on this, a set of derived
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values describing each unit’s directional characteristic or polar pattern was estimated using
the equation

Ai = Th max − Th i, (4)

where Th i is the threshold at any given direction of the sound wave. In the plots based
on these data, the sectors of the highest sensitivity corresponded to the lowest recorded
thresholds, and the central zero point corresponded to Th max. The angles at which no
response at the best frequency was observed were given the value Ai = 0.

The angular sensitivity range of a unit (the width of its directional characteristic) was
determined at−6 dB of its maximum sensitivity (in case of bipolar directional characteristics
the values from the two independently measured symmetrical plots were averaged). The
best direction of a given unit was determined as the bisector of this range.

Sonograms, from which the AF data were extracted, were plotted and analyzed in
Sound Forge Pro 10 (Sony).

Correction for temperature. As the experiments were performed in a range of ambient
temperatures, all frequency data were normalized to 20 ◦C according to the previously
established equation:

F20 = Ft (1 + k (20 − t)), (5)

where t is a temperature for a given experiment and k = 0.02 is a relative shift of tuning
frequency with a change of frequency by 1 ◦C [34].

Statistics. Statistical analysis was performed in PAST [35] and R [36]. Measurements
are given as mean ± standard deviation, with the distributions pre-tested for normality
using the Shapiro–Wilk test.

3. Results
3.1. Position of the Antennae in Flying Mosquitoes

The angle at which a flying mosquito holds its antennae relative to the horizon was
35.5 ± 6.7◦ (n = 66), with no correlation (Pearson ρ = 0.037) to the angular position of
the body, measured along the abdomen (43.3 ± 7.8◦; Figure 1A). The variation of these
parameters was not significantly different (F test, p = 0.21). The projection of the inter-
antennal angle to the horizontal plane was 76.8± 9.0◦ (n = 63, Figure 1B), which corresponds
to the average value 65.7◦ in the plane of the antennae, according to Equation (1), Section 2.2.

3.2. Individual Directional Characteristics of Sensory Units
A typical threshold directional characteristic of an individual sensory unit measured

with the sinusoidal pulse stimulation was symmetrically bi-directional, showing a classic
figure-eight pattern (Figure 4D). The width of each petal was 121 ± 18.6◦ (n = 96).

Acoustic stimulation in the positive feedback mode allowed us, as in previous stud-
ies [13], to discriminate several different responses at each recording site. First, the
feedback stimulation combined with directionality test revealed unidirectional polar pat-
terns (Figure 4C). With slight deviations (±8◦), they overlapped with one of the petals of
the bi-directional characteristics measured at the same site using sinusoidal stimulation
(Figure 4D). These results were fully expected, as one and the same sensory unit should
demonstrate exactly such responses: the phase of the stimulation matters in the positive
feedback stimulation but not in the sinusoidal mode, where a unit cannot discriminate the
two opposite directions. This should not be confused with the two different units, each
possessing individual frequency tuning, responding at the same recording site (see below).

In 54 recordings (23% of the total) there existed only a single unilateral response to a
feedback stimulation, not complemented with other responses at different phases (example
in Figure 4C).

In most recordings (n = 162, or 67%) there appeared another response with a different
AF (example in Figure 4E). Its polar pattern was oriented in opposition (180 ± 10◦) to the
first one. In such recording sites with an anti-phase pair of units, sinusoidal stimulation
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revealed similar thresholds of response (∆Th ≤ 3 dB) to both AFs determined by the
feedback stimulation or to the intermediate frequency of stimulation (Figure 4F).

In rare cases, there was simultaneous auto-excitation at two different frequencies
within a single polar pattern and at a third frequency in the opposite direction (n = 6) or
without any response in the opposite angular range (n = 3).

3.3. Radial Distribution of Sensory Units in the JO
Figure 5A shows the distribution of the best directions measured in the sensory units of

the left JO. Figure 5C shows the same data plotted in polar coordinates centered at the axis
of the left antenna. Recorded auditory units are distributed unevenly: the number of units
oriented in the first and third quadrants is 3.2 times higher compared to the second and
fourth quadrants (181/56, χ2 = 33, p < 0.001). The same bias persisted in the subset of the
data when the mosquito was initially rotated by 90◦ relative to the stimulation system and
to the recording electrode holder (Figure 5A, black-filled part of the distribution, angular
data corrected, respectively). The control series of measurements made from the right
JO revealed the majority of units were oriented in the second and forth quadrants (31/9,
χ2 = 6.05, p < 0.025, Figure 5B), which mirrors the distribution obtained from the left JO.

In the distributions of best directions of units in both left and right JOs (Figure 5A,B)
there were two additional sub-peaks at 80–90◦ and 260–270◦. These units, oriented in
the antennal plane (see Figure 1A,B), constituted 17% (n = 42) of the total number of
recorded units. Their proportion was significantly higher than that of the units oriented
perpendicular to the antennal plane, 0 ± 10◦ and 180 ± 10◦ (n = 15; χ2 = 6.4, p < 0.025).

Sinusoidal stimulation allowed us to measure the absolute thresholds of the units,
which are plotted in polar coordinates in Figure 5C. Due to the symmetrical nature of the
directional characteristics, each data point on the plot had its pair located symmetrically
relative to the center of coordinates. The individual thresholds of the recorded units varied
from 30 to 53 dB SPVL, with 39.8 ± 4.8 dB SPVL on average (n = 96); their distribution
is shown in Figure 6E. Most sensitive units with thresholds of 36 dB SPVL or lower were
found around 53◦ (Figure 5C), with tuning frequencies in the range of 65–135 Hz.

The data from a separate experimental series (70 Hz, –45◦ searching stimulation, which
gave preference to lower frequency units oriented in second and fourth quadrants), despite
the searching preference, also demonstrated that most recorded units were oriented in the
first and third quadrants (27/6, χ2 = 6.68, p < 0.01, n = 25, Figure 5D), i.e., similarly to the
main array of data for the left JO (Figure 5C).

Polar distribution of AFs did not show significant asymmetry in the frequency tuning
around the JO axis (Kruskal–Wallis test for distributions of AFs in four quadrants, p = 0.82;
Figure 5E,G). On the frequency axis, the total distribution of AFs (Figure 5F) is neither
normal nor log-normal (Shapiro–Wilk test). It contains two local components that differ
from the theoretical curve: minimum at 101.94 = 87 Hz (χ2 = 4.03; p < 0.05) and maximum at
102.1 = 126 Hz (χ2 = 11.24; p < 0.001).

3.4. Audiograms
Most of the audiograms measured from either the left or right JO can be divided into

three groups: (i) with a slope towards the lower frequencies, (Figure 6A); (ii) with the
main minimum at 50–60 Hz (Figure 6B); and (iii) with the main minimum at 90–100 Hz
or higher, which was observed in most cases (Figure 6C). The division between the latter
two groups is rather arbitrary, as there was a continuous variety of frequency tuning, most
probably arising from the summation of responses from a number of differently tuned units
in the compound extracellular recording. Such summation is rarely allowed to measure the
Q-factor of a single unit. However, we managed to do it in several recordings of higher
quality: examples of audiograms measured in such experiments are shown in Figure 6D
together with the Q-factor values estimated at +6 dB from the minimum threshold.
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Insects 2023, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 15 of 25   normal nor log-normal (Shapiro–Wilk test). It contains two local components that differ from the theoretical curve: minimum at 101.94 = 87 Hz (χ2 = 4.03; p < 0.05) and maximum at 102.1 = 126 Hz (χ2 = 11.24; p < 0.001).  Figure 5. Distributions of auditory units around the axis of the JO. (A) Left JO, angular scale same as in Figure 4. Gray bars show overall distribution, black bars represent the data from experiments where a mosquito was positioned ±90° around its antero-posterior axis (the angular data in the Figure 5. Distributions of auditory units around the axis of the JO. (A) Left JO, angular scale same
as in Figure 4. Gray bars show overall distribution, black bars represent the data from experiments
where a mosquito was positioned ±90◦ around its antero-posterior axis (the angular data in the
measurements were corrected accordingly). Note that, regardless of mosquito orientation and the
position of inserted electrode relative to the head and the JO, the majority of sensory units belong
to the I and III quadrants (0–90 and 180–270 degrees). The scheme of quadrants is shown above the
distribution. (B) Similar data obtained from the right JO. Note that the distribution mirrors for the
left JO, i.e., the right auditory units are oriented in the II and IV quadrants. (C) Polar distribution of
individual thresholds, left JO. Lower thresholds (higher sensitivity) are further from the center. Each
pair of filled circles follows from a bipolar directional characteristic, as shown in Figure 4D. (D) Polar
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distribution of individual thresholds of low-frequency-tuned units (below 80 Hz), left JO. Note that
these units are oriented similarly to the higher-frequency units (C), although the initial orientation of
the searching stimulation signal favoured the finding of units oriented in the two alternate quadrants
(II and IV). (E) Polar distribution of autoexcitation frequencies (AFs), left JO. Each filled circle follows
from a polar pattern, as shown in Figure 4C. In 11 cases the circles fully overlapped each other.
(F) Distribution of AFs, n = 240, left JO, with the kernel function shown over the histogram. (G) The
same dataset as in F, divided into quadrants I–IV, kernel functions of distributions.

Insects 2023, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 17 of 25    Figure 6. Frequency tuning of the JO auditory units. (A–C) audiograms (frequency-threshold curves), measured using sinusoidal stimulation. (A) slope towards the lower frequencies, the fre-quency range below 40 Hz was limited by the stimulation equipment. (B) Best thresholds at 50–60 Figure 6. Frequency tuning of the JO auditory units. (A–C) audiograms (frequency-threshold curves),
measured using sinusoidal stimulation. (A) slope towards the lower frequencies, the frequency range be-
low 40 Hz was limited by the stimulation equipment. (B) Best thresholds at 50–60 Hz. (C) Best thresholds
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at 90–100 Hz or higher. (D) Individual curves of narrow-band units measured with a 5 Hz step.
Numbers show quality values (Q6, measured at +6 dB from the best threshold). Note that such
narrow-band units cover almost the whole frequency range of female mosquitoes (40 to 260 Hz) and
that their thresholds are mostly not among the lowest ones (compare to Figure 6C). (E) Distribution of
auditory thresholds of sensory units, each measured at the best frequency and the best direction for a
given unit. (F,G) Ratios of tuning frequencies in paired auditory units, measured by the feedback
stimulation. (F) Numbers show the values of the most prominent peaks, which correspond to the
integer ratios (3/2, 4/3, 5/3, 5/4). (G) The same data as in (F), logarithmic scale.

3.5. Ratios between Individual Frequencies in Pairs and Triplets of Units
Although this did not relate to the main scope of this study, after obtaining a significant

dataset (n = 240) of the individual frequencies (AFs) of the JO auditory units, most of which
were measured pairwise within the same recording sites, we analyzed the frequency ratio in
these pairs. A regular non-random nature of the ratio would speak in favor of interactions
between the paired units, also confirming our previous findings in male mosquitoes [13].

The histogram of the ratio between AFs in pairs of anti-phase units F2/F1 (F2 > F1)
has a distinctly regular structure (Figure 6F, n = 81). The distribution is asymmetric as it is
limited to below 1. Taking the logarithm of the data removes this restriction (Figure 6G).
The sum of the main components Σ χ2 corresponds to the four major peaks of the original
distribution: F2/F1 = 100.096 = 1.25 (χ2 = 8.77; p < 0.01), F2/F1 = 100.125 = 1.33 (χ2 = 30;
p < 0.001), F2/F1 = 10 0.175 = 1.5 (χ2 = 31; p < 0.001), and F2/F1 = 100.225 = 1.67 (χ2 = 28;
p < 0.001). The values of the peaks are either equal or close to the integer fractions 5/4,
4/3, 2/3, and 5/3. We did not have enough data for triplets of the units (n = 6) to perform
similar analysis, however, the ratios between individual frequencies demonstrated the
same pattern.

3.6. Directionality of Sensory Units in Three Dimensions
In a three-dimensional space, the transition from a single sensory unit to the system

of many units belonging to the left and right antennae and forming the common auditory
space of a mosquito may be difficult to imagine. To simplify the task, below we present
this transition in sequential steps. Additionally, in the Supplementary Materials we pro-
vide a video file and a parametric computer model that graphically illustrate the steps
described below.

Positive feedback stimulation enables us to separate the activity of paired antiphase
units. Under sinusoidal stimulation, both units possess similar sensitivity to acoustic
signals coming from the opposite directions (Figure 4C–F). The resulting three-dimensional
audiogram of a single JO sensory unit is a combination of the mechanical directional
diagram of the antenna and the directional characteristic of a unit in a plane perpendicular
to the antenna. The diagram of the antenna in the first approximation has the shape of a
torus with minima on the apex and the base and the maximum in the plane perpendicular
to the flagellum (Figure 7A). An averaged two-dimensional directional characteristic of
a unit consists of two symmetrical petals of more or less circular shape (Figure 4D,F),
shown in dark-grey in Figure 7A. Then, the simplified three-dimensional characteristic of a
single sensory unit would be a system of two contacting spheroids with their common axis
oriented at an angle (ϕ) to the transverse axis of the JO.

For the sake of initial simplicity, let us temporarily assume that the paired antennae are
held horizontally and parallel to each other. Then, characteristics of the two symmetrically
oriented units, belonging to the sectors that are populated with the most sensitive units, ϕ
= 53◦ on average (ϕ= –53◦ for the right JO), will overlap as shown in Figure 7B, with the
mosquito viewed from the front; characteristics L1+L2 and R1+R2 belong to the units of
the left and right antennae, respectively.
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Insects 2023, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 19 of 25   By substituting the measured inter-antennal angle in flying mosquitoes into this equation, 2ξ = 65.7° (ξ = 32.8°), and the orientation of the most sensitive units, φ = 53°, we get the angle β equal to 35.7°. This is very close to the measured value of β, 35.5 ± 6.7°.  Figure 7. Schematic illustration of the three-dimensional directional characteristics of the two sym-metrical groups of sensory units from the left and right JOs, oriented at φ = 53°. (A) Theoretical directional diagram of the mosquito antenna. It has the shape of a torus with minima on the apex and the base of antenna and a maximum in the plane perpendicular to the antenna. The flat Figure 7. Schematic illustration of the three-dimensional directional characteristics of the two sym-
metrical groups of sensory units from the left and right JOs, oriented at ϕ = 53◦. (A) Theoretical
directional diagram of the mosquito antenna. It has the shape of a torus with minima on the apex and
the base of antenna and a maximum in the plane perpendicular to the antenna. The flat directional
characteristic of an individual unit, as measured in this study, is shown in dark grey. (B) Charac-
teristics of left (L1, L2) and right (R1, R2) sensory units when antennae are parallel and oriented
towards the viewer (this is non-existent simplification provided for a step-by-step explanation).
(C) Actual position of antennae in a flying mosquito (see also Figure 1). Antennae are deflected from
the parallel in the frontal (angle 2ξ) and sagittal (angle β) planes. (D,E) Intersection of left and right
characteristics when antennae are spread apart (but not raised, β = 0), at different values of an angle
between antennae (2ξ) dorsal view. Parts of characteristics L2 and R2 are not shown for simplicity.
(F) The same, 2ξ = 65.7◦, β = 0, lateral view. (G) Resulting position of directional characteristics with
orientation of antennae as shown in C (2ξ = 65.7◦, β = 35.5◦), lateral view. Dark-grey intersection
areas in (B,D,E) show equisignal zones.
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The antennae of a female mosquito in their average in-flight position are spread
apart to an angle, 2ξ (Figure 7C). By spreading the antennae, the parts of the directional
characteristics L1 and R1 shift forward and medially, while L2 and R2 shift backward
and medially (Figure 7D,F). With such a shift, the overlap between the left and the right
characteristics increases proportionally to the angle 2ξ (Figure 7D,E). It may seem counter-
intuitive, but the wider spreading of the antennae increases rather than decreases the
overlap between the auditory spaces of the left and right auditory units, at least of the most
sensitive units oriented at ϕ = –53◦ (right JO) and ϕ = 53◦ (left JO). Higher overlap may
enhance binaural hearing based on the so-called equisignal zones (see below). However,
the spreading of the antennae leads to the skew of the auditory space in the lateral view
(Figure 7F).

The upward inclination of the antennal plane relative to the horizon (angleβ, Figure 7C)
can compensate for the skew of the auditory space at the previous step: the dorsal parts
of the directional characteristics (L1 and R1) shift backward, while the ventral parts (L2
and R2) shift forward (Figure 7G). Geometrically, the condition of full compensation, when
the dorsal auditory space is located strictly above the ventral one, is described by the
following equation:

β = arctg (tg ϕ · sin ξ). (6)

By substituting the measured inter-antennal angle in flying mosquitoes into this
equation, 2ξ = 65.7◦ (ξ = 32.8◦), and the orientation of the most sensitive units, ϕ = 53◦, we
get the angle β equal to 35.7◦. This is very close to the measured value of β, 35.5 ± 6.7◦.

3.7. Equisignal Zones
The most remarkable feature of the overlap between the left and the right directional

characteristics is that they form the so-called equisignal zones (shown in dark grey in
Figure 7D,E). Within these zones, the angular position of a sound source relative to a
mosquito can be estimated from the ratio between the amplitudes of the responses coming
from the left (Aleft) and the right (Aright) units, where (Aleft − Aright) represents IAD:

M = (Aleft − Aright)/(Aleft + Aright). (7)

The functional advantage of the parameter M is that, within the equisignal zone, it
does not depend on the absolute level of sound. Remarkably, the overlap of directional
characteristics of the left and right antennae, at least those of the units oriented at ϕ = 53◦,
become higher when antennae are spread apart than when they are brought together
(Figure 7D,E). However, such a simplified scheme does not allow us to unambiguously
determine the direction to the sound source: the sounds coming from each of the four
equisignal zones (Figure 7B) can result in similar IADs.

4. Discussion
4.1. Functional Asymmetry of the JO

All the evidence we have to date indicates that the auditory function of the mosquito
JO is asymmetrical: although its morphology demonstrated radial symmetry [10,37], most
of the units responding to sound were found in two of four quadrants (I and III of the left
JO, Figure 5). Recording from the contralateral (right) JO revealed a similar but mirrored
distribution (Figure 5B), contesting the hypothesis that the observed asymmetry was an
artefact. At the same time, each JO possessed units oriented in two other quadrants (II and
IV) which, given the three-dimensional geometry of the two antennae, may duplicate the
function of the contralateral units.

After finding that quadrants II and IV of the left JO are depleted in sound-responding
units (Figure 5C,E) we tested a hypothesis that would explain such functional asymmetry
in a morphologically symmetrical system. We assumed that the II and IV quadrants of the
JO are populated primarily by low-frequency units tuned below 80 Hz, which we could
skip due to the inadequate frequency of the searching signal (100–130 Hz). The presence of
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sensory neurons tuned to low frequencies in Drosophila along with the neurons tuned to
higher frequencies [38] spoke in favor of this hypothesis.

However, additional experimental series with a low-frequency searching signal (70 Hz)
partially discarded this hypothesis: the angular distribution of low-frequency units (Figure 5D)
did not show significant differences from that of high-frequency units (Figure 5C). It should
be noted that, in this study, the low-frequency range of stimulation extended down to 40 Hz
only, while in Drosophila, low-frequency-tuned neurons were detected at 19 Hz or even lower
due to a different method of stimulation. Many frequency-threshold curves that we obtained
suggested that some ofthe neurons were tuned to frequencies lower than 40 Hz (Figure 6A).

Assuming that the mosquito JO is morphologically symmetrical, it is still unclear what
was the functional role of the remaining sensory units, which belonged to the quadrants II
and IV and did not respond to our stimulation. Studies in Drosophila suggest that not all
JO neurons are used for hearing: only about half of the JO neurons responded to antennal
vibrations and mediated hearing, while the other half detected the antennal deflections
imposed by gravity and wind [38–40].

4.2. Optimal Position of the Antennae in Flying Mosquitoes
The lack of correlation between the variable in-flight position of a mosquito body and

the angle at which it holds the antennae relative to the horizon (Figure 1A) suggests that
there is a mechanism that allows a mosquito to control the in-flight position of the head
and/or antennae. This finding is trivial, as a flying animal normally relies on world-centric
rather than on body-centric coordinates. The head movements to stabilize gaze were
described in tethered flies [41,42] and are almost certainly present in mosquitoes. Within
the scope of this study, it is only important that the comparatively low variation of the
antennae position relative to the horizon allows for world-centric directional hearing.

Since the best direction (ϕ) is very different among the JO auditory units, there is no
position of the antennae that would be optimal for all units in order to provide binaural
hearing. However, we may assume that an increased concentration of auditory units or
their higher sensitivity at certain sectors of the JO reflects the areas of special interest of a
mosquito. Then, the angular distribution of units (Figure 5C,D,E) together with the most
frequently observed orientation of antennae (Figure 1) suggests that female mosquitoes
pay special attention to the sounds coming from above and from below (Figure 7G). The
upward inclination of the antennae is well coordinated with the inter-antennal angle and
the distribution of the most sensitive auditory units in the JO.

The second largest group of units was oriented in the frontal plane (ϕ ≈ 90◦ and
ϕ ≈ 270◦, see sub-peaks in the distribution, Figure 5A). When the antennae are spread
apart, parts of the directional characteristics of these units are shifted forward, forming
another equisignal zone directly in front of the mosquito.

However, as the position of the antennae may vary in different behavioral states, a
mosquito can constantly adjust the parameters of its directional hearing depending on the
current sensory task.

4.3. Uncertainty in the Sound Localization
As already stated, due to the symmetry of a single unit’s directional characteristic

relative to the antenna flagellum (Figure 4D), there exists an uncertainty in the localization
of the sound source in the two opposite directions. Earlier, Belton [7] pointed out that
the phase of oscillations in both antennae may be significant for directionality. A point
source of sound at an angle greater than 40◦ from the antennal plane would deflect both
antennae in phase, while a sound source directly in front of the antennae would deflect the
two flagella out of phase. It is quite possible that the mosquito brain performs a combined
analysis of the amplitude and phase ratios of the signals coming from the right and left JOs
to reduce uncertainty in estimating the direction to the sound source.
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4.4. Frequency Tuning
According to the combined distribution of tuning frequencies (Figure 5F), the majority

of audiograms (Figure 6A–C), and the number of recorded narrow-band units (Figure 6D),
the hearing of Culex pipiens female mosquitoes ranges up to 260 Hz. Low-frequency units
(40–80 Hz) were found to be 6 dB less sensitive on average, but their minimal thresholds
(ca. 30 dB SPVL) were similar to the units tuned above 80 Hz. Thus, the ability of female
mosquitoes to hear low frequencies extends down to 40 Hz (and, most probably, even
lower) without a significant decline in sensitivity.

Earlier it was shown that the JO of Culex female mosquitoes possesses low-frequency
sensory units that significantly decrease their thresholds (by 26 dB on average at 40 Hz)
when affected by the signal simulating the flight vibration, i.e., when a second dorso-ventral
acoustic stimulus was applied as a background [20]. It is possible that female mosquitoes
possess a specialized set of low-frequency-tuned PSNs that are intended for the in-flight
reception of some specific signals, such as vocalizations or sounds accompanying the
movements of host animals.

Similar to male mosquitoes [33], the female JO contained a set of narrowband (with
Q6 about 6) units distributed along the whole frequency range of their auditory sensitivity
(Figure 6D). The thresholds of these units were higher than those of the majority of recorded
broadband units (compare to Figure 6A–C). Due to this difference in sensitivity, narrowband
units were only rarely recorded, as their responses were in most cases masked by the activity
of more sensitive broadband units.

4.5. Interactions between the Paired Auditory Units
The analysis of the individual frequency tuning of the JO auditory units was beyond

the main scope of this study, however, in the course of directional measurements we
obtained a large dataset of AFs of the JO neurons, which we report here.

The observed clearly discrete nature of the distribution of frequency ratios in paired
systems of units (Figure 6F,G) indicates an electrical or mechanical interaction between the
units in a pair. This phenomenon can be explained by the fact that the auditory receptors of
the JO in mosquitoes possess the mechanisms of endogenous activity, or generators, that
help to amplify low-amplitude signals [43,44].

When two generators, tuned to different frequencies, become coupled, this leads, with
a high probability, to a phenomenon called harmonic synchronization. Such an interaction
manifests itself in the mutual adjustment of the frequencies of both generators in order to
reach some integer ratio between the frequencies. This state corresponds to a local energetic
minimum of the system and contributes to stability of the harmonic synchronization [45].
Thus, the observed mutual synchronization of auditory units in the mosquito auditory
system may occur due to a mechanism which is common in nature and is not necessarily
a sign of specific adaptation. Affected by some destabilizing factors, a pair of coupled
generators can switch to different modes of synchronization, for example, changing a
frequency ratio from 3/2 to 4/3. In addition, the range of possible frequencies which
a generator can be tuned to can have biophysical constraints, in that way additionally
limiting the choice of a frequency ratio. Most probably, the combination of all these
factors leads to the appearance of a set of integer frequency ratios in the paired systems
of mosquito auditory units: 5/4, 4/3, 3/2, and 5/3 (Figure 6F). Morphologically, sensillae
that include only a single receptor cell have not yet been described in the mosquito JO; all
auditory sensillae contain at least two mechanoreceptor cells [10]. Meanwhile, a significant
probability of recording single units (23%) implies their wide representation in the JO. It
can be assumed that the activity of such ‘single units’ is a synchronous response of two
units tuned to the same frequency (F2/F1 = 1) and belonging to a single sensilla.

The functional significance of paired auditory units may have different but comple-
mentary explanations. The system of two in-phase paired units may have an improved
signal-to-noise ratio, as the total noise of the system is summed up as a root–mean–square,
while the in-phase signals are linearly summed, thus increasing the signal-to-noise ratio of
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the paired system by 2/
√

2 =
√

2, or 3 dB in terms of a threshold. We presume that, in an
anti-phase pair, all oscillations beyond the frequency ranges of the two units, including the
low-frequency deflections caused by wind currents, should be mutually subtracted. Thus,
the anti-phase pairs of the units, which are abundant in the mosquito JO, may represent a
system of selective frequency filters.

4.6. On the Possible Functions of Hearing in Female Mosquitoes
This is another study that demonstrates a very developed auditory system in female

mosquitoes. Even if female hearing had initially evolved to enable acoustic interactions
with their male counterparts, there are reasons to believe that blood-sucking mosquitoes
do use acoustic cues for host-detection, including the sounds of human speech. At the
very least, nothing would prevent a female mosquito from hearing the sounds in the low-
frequency range (up to 260 Hz for Culex pipiens) and to estimate and follow the direction to
its source. There is indirect evidence in favor of the host-detecting function of hearing in
female culicids: in a different family of dipterans, Chironomidae, which has also evolved
extremely sensitive hearing in swarming males [46–48] but no blood-sucking in females,
any data on the female hearing are lacking.

5. Conclusions
According to our findings, female mosquitoes possess asymmetric distribution of

auditory neurons within the Johnston’s organ, mirrored in the left and right. The neuronal
asymmetry is coordinated with the in-flight position of antennae to maintain a uniformly
shaped auditory space, symmetric relative to a mosquito body. This finding may reflect a
common principle of directional hearing based on the particle velocity receivers, which in
its turn may determine the ranges of angular position of antennae in different insects.

Within the mosquito auditory space, there are areas located above, below, and in front
of a flying mosquito, which we called equisignal zones. Within these zones, directional
cues should not depend on the absolute level of sound, and, accordingly, on the distance
to the source. This feature may be critically important during swarming behavior, when
the everchanging distance to other mosquitoes demands instant and precise directional
estimates.

At the same time, each JO possesses units that duplicate the function of the contralat-
eral one. Such redundancy increases the reliability of the entire system and potentially can
provide acoustic orientation even if one antenna gets damaged.

The auditory system of female mosquitoes has enough resolution to estimate the
direction to the sound source, while its frequency range enables detection of sounds
produced by the animal and human hosts.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https:
//www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/insects14090743/s1, Archive S1: examples of raw image files of
in-flight mosquito photographs. Archive S2: computer 3D model: compiled executable together with
the source files in MS Visual Basic 5. Video S1: screencast of a supplementary 3D model, showing
how the variation of antennal orientation and the direction of individual units affect the overall
auditory space.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Methodology, Investigation, D.N.L.; Software, Writing,
D.N.L. and D.D.V.; Funding Acquisition, D.D.V. All authors have read and agreed to the published
version of the manuscript.

Funding: The work was supported by the Russian Science Foundation, project 22-24-00065.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available in supplementary
material and on request from the corresponding author.

Acknowledgments: We are grateful to Ian Russell (University of Brighton, UK) and Patricio Simões
(University of Sussex, UK) for valuable discussion, and to all anonymous reviewers whose questions

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/insects14090743/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/insects14090743/s1


Insects 2023, 14, 743 22 of 23

and comments improved the presentation of our work. The field facilities for this study, Kropotovo
biological station, were provided by the Koltzov Institute of Developmental Biology RAS.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Robert, D. Directional hearing in insects. In Sound Source Localization; Springer Handbook of Auditory Research; Popper, A.N.,

Fay, R.R., Eds.; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2005; pp. 6–35, ISBN 978-0-387-28863-5.
2. Schnupp, J.W.H.; Carr, C.E. On hearing with more than one ear: Lessons from evolution. Nat. Neurosci. 2009, 12, 692–697.

[CrossRef]
3. Köppl, C. Evolution of sound localisation in land vertebrates. Curr. Biol. 2009, 19, R635–R639. [CrossRef]
4. Michelsen, A.; Larsen, O.N. Pressure difference receiving ears. Bioinspir. Biomim. 2007, 3, 011001. [CrossRef]
5. Miles, R.N.; Robert, D.; Hoy, R.R. Mechanically coupled ears for directional hearing in the parasitoid fly Ormia ochracea. J. Acoust.

Soc. Am. 1995, 98, 3059–3070. [CrossRef]
6. Römer, H. Directional hearing: From biophysical binaural cues to directional hearing outdoors. J. Comp. Physiol. A 2015, 201,

87–97. [CrossRef]
7. Belton, P. An analysis of direction finding in male mosquitoes. In Experimental Analysis of Insect Behaviour; Browne, L.B., Ed.;

Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany; New York, NY, USA, 1974; pp. 139–148.
8. Morley, E.L.; Steinmann, T.; Casas, J.; Robert, D. Directional cues in Drosophila melanogaster audition: Structure of acoustic flow

and inter-antennal velocity differences. J. Exp. Biol. 2012, 215, 2405–2413. [CrossRef]
9. Ziemer, T.; Wetjen, F.; Herbst, A. The antenna base plays a crucial role in mosquito courtship behavior. Front. Trop. Dis. 2022, 3,

803611. [CrossRef]
10. Boo, K.S.; Richards, A.G. Fine structure of scolopidia in Johnston’s organ of female Aedes aegypti compared with that of the male.

J. Insect Physiol. 1975, 21, 1129–1139. [CrossRef]
11. Strauß, J.; Lakes-Harlan, R. Evolutionary and phylogenetic origins of tympanal hearing organs in insects. In Insect Hearing and

Acoustic Communication; Hedwig, B., Ed.; Animal Signals and Communication; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2014;
pp. 5–26. ISBN 978-3-642-40462-7.

12. Roth, L.M. A study of mosquito behavior. An experimental laboratory study of the sexual behavior of Aedes aegypti (Linnaeus).
Am. Midl. Nat. 1948, 40, 265–352. [CrossRef]

13. Lapshin, D.N.; Vorontsov, D.D. Directional and frequency characteristics of auditory neurons in Culex male mosquitoes. J. Exp.
Biol. 2019, 222, jeb208785. [CrossRef]

14. Cator, L.J.; Arthur, B.J.; Harrington, L.C.; Hoy, R.R. Harmonic convergence in the love songs of the dengue vector mosquito.
Science 2009, 323, 1077–1079. [CrossRef]

15. Warren, B.; Gibson, G.; Russell, I.J. Sex Recognition through midflight mating duets in Culex mosquitoes is mediated by acoustic
distortion. Curr. Biol. 2009, 19, 485–491. [CrossRef]

16. Aldersley, A.; Champneys, A.; Homer, M.; Robert, D. Quantitative analysis of harmonic convergence in mosquito auditory
interactions. J. R. Soc. Interface 2016, 13, 20151007. [CrossRef]

17. Aldersley, A.; Cator, L.J. Female resistance and harmonic convergence influence male mating success in Aedes aegypti. Sci. Rep.
2019, 9, 2145. [CrossRef]

18. Pantoja-Sánchez, H.; Gomez, S.; Velez, V.; Avila, F.W.; Alfonso-Parra, C. Precopulatory acoustic interactions of the New World
malaria vector Anopheles albimanus (Diptera: Culicidae). Parasites Vectors 2019, 12, 386. [CrossRef]

19. Pennetier, C.; Warren, B.; Dabiré, K.R.; Russell, I.J.; Gibson, G. “Singing on the wing” as a mechanism for species recognition in
the malarial mosquito Anopheles gambiae. Curr. Biol. 2010, 20, 131–136. [CrossRef]

20. Lapshin, D.N. The auditory system of blood-sucking mosquito females (Diptera, Culicidae): Acoustic perception during flight
simulation. Entmol. Rev. 2013, 93, 135–149. [CrossRef]

21. Simões, P.M.V.; Ingham, R.A.; Gibson, G.; Russell, I.J. A role for acoustic distortion in novel rapid frequency modulation behaviour
in free-flying male mosquitoes. J. Exp. Biol. 2016, 219, 2039–2047. [CrossRef]

22. Simões, P.M.V.; Ingham, R.; Gibson, G.; Russell, I.J. Masking of an auditory behaviour reveals how male mosquitoes use distortion
to detect females. Proc. Biol. Sci. 2018, 285, 20171862. [CrossRef]

23. Somers, J.; Georgiades, M.; Su, M.P.; Bagi, J.; Andrés, M.; Alampounti, A.; Mills, G.; Ntabaliba, W.; Moore, S.J.; Spaccapelo, R.
Hitting the right note at the right time: Circadian control of audibility in Anopheles mosquito mating swarms is mediated by flight
tones. Sci. Adv. 2022, 8, eabl4844. [CrossRef]

24. Toma, T.; Miyagi, I.; Higa, Y.; Okazawa, T.; Sasaki, H. Culicid and Chaoborid flies (Diptera: Culicidae and Chaoboridae) attracted
to a CDC miniature frog call trap at Iriomote Island, the Ryukyu Archipelago, Japan. Med. Entomol. Zool. 2005, 56, 65–71.
[CrossRef]

25. Borkent, A.; Belton, P. Attraction of female Uranotaenia lowii (Diptera: Culicidae) to frog calls in Costa Rica. Can. Entomol. 2006,
138, 91–94. [CrossRef]

26. Borkent, A. The frog-biting midges of the world (Corethrellidae: Diptera). Zootaxa 2008, 1804, 1–456. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.2325
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2009.05.035
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-3182/3/1/011001
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.413830
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-014-0939-6
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.068940
https://doi.org/10.3389/fitd.2022.803611
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1910(75)90126-2
https://doi.org/10.2307/2421604
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.208785
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1166541
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2009.01.059
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2015.1007
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-38599-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13071-019-3648-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2009.11.040
https://doi.org/10.1134/S0013873813020012
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.135293
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2017.1862
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abl4844
https://doi.org/10.7601/mez.56.65_1
https://doi.org/10.4039/n04-113
https://doi.org/10.11646/zootaxa.1804.1.1


Insects 2023, 14, 743 23 of 23

27. Bartlett-Healy, K.; Crans, W.; Gaugler, R. Phonotaxis to amphibian vocalizations in Culex territans (Diptera: Culicidae). Ann.
Entomol. Soc. Am. 2008, 101, 95–103. [CrossRef]

28. Legett, H.D.; Aihara, I.; Bernal, X.E. Within host acoustic signal preference of frog-biting mosquitoes (Diptera: Culicidae) and
midges (Diptera: Corethrellidae) on Iriomote Island, Japan. Entomol. Sci. 2021, 24, 116–122. [CrossRef]

29. Steele, C.H.; McDermott, E.G. Male and female mosquito (Diptera: Culicidae) attraction to sound and its relevance to potential
applications in vector surveillance. Ann. Entomol. Soc. Am. 2022, 115, 113–126. [CrossRef]

30. Menda, G.; Nitzany, E.I.; Shamble, P.S.; Wells, A.; Harrington, L.C.; Miles, R.N.; Hoy, R.R. The long and short of hearing in the
mosquito Aedes aegypti. Curr. Biol. 2019, 29, 709–714. [CrossRef]

31. Lapshin, D.N.; Vorontsov, D.D. Frequency tuning of individual auditory receptors in female mosquitoes (Diptera, Culicidae). J.
Insect Physiol. 2013, 59, 828–839. [CrossRef]

32. Schindelin, J.; Arganda-Carreras, I.; Frise, E.; Kaynig, V.; Longair, M.; Pietzsch, T.; Preibisch, S.; Rueden, C.; Saalfeld, S.; Schmid,
B.; et al. Fiji: An open-source platform for biological-image analysis. Nat. Methods 2012, 9, 676–682. [CrossRef]

33. Lapshin, D.N.; Vorontsov, D.D. Frequency organization of the Johnston’s organ in male mosquitoes (Diptera, Culicidae). J. Exp.
Biol. 2017, 220, 3927–3938.

34. Lapshin, D.N.; Vorontsov, D.D. Frequency tuning of swarming male mosquitoes (Aedes communis, Culicidae) and its neural
mechanisms. J. Insect Physiol. 2021, 132, 104233. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Hammer, Ø.; Harper, D.; Ryan, P. PAST: Paleontological statistics software package for education and data analysis. Palaeontol.
Electron. 2001, 4, 1–9.

36. R Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing; R Foundation for Statistical Computing: Vienna, Austria,
2017.

37. Hart, M.; Belton, P.; Kuhn, R. The Risler Manuscript. Eur. Mosq. Bull. 2011, 29, 103–113.
38. Kamikouchi, A.; Inagaki, H.K.; Effertz, T.; Hendrich, O.; Fiala, A.; Göpfert, M.C.; Ito, K. The neural basis of Drosophila gravity-

sensing and hearing. Nature 2009, 458, 165–171. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
39. Yorozu, S.; Wong, A.; Fischer, B.J.; Dankert, H.; Kernan, M.J.; Kamikouchi, A.; Ito, K.; Anderson, D.J. Distinct sensory representa-

tions of wind and near-field sound in the Drosophila brain. Nature 2009, 458, 201–205. [CrossRef]
40. Matsuo, E.; Kamikouchi, A. Neuronal encoding of sound, gravity, and wind in the fruit fly. J. Comp. Physiol. A Neuroethol. Sens.

Neural. Behav. Physiol. 2013, 199, 253–262. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
41. Land, M.F. Head movement of flies during visually guided flight. Nature 1973, 243, 299–300. [CrossRef]
42. Cellini, B.; Mongeau, J.-M. Active vision shapes and coordinates flight motor responses in flies. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2020,

117, 23085–23095. [CrossRef]
43. Göpfert, M.C.; Robert, D. Active auditory mechanics in mosquitoes. Proc. Biol. Sci. 2001, 268, 333–339. [CrossRef]
44. Avitabile, D.; Homer, M.; Champneys, A.R.; Jackson, J.C.; Robert, D. Mathematical modelling of the active hearing process in

mosquitoes. J. R. Soc. Interface 2010, 7, 105–122. [CrossRef]
45. Yang, N.; Long, Z.; Wang, F. Harmonic synchronization model of the mating dengue vector mosquitoes. Chin. Sci. Bull. 2012, 57,

4043–4048. [CrossRef]
46. Ogawa, K.; Sato, H. Relationship between male acoustic response and female wingbeat frequency in a chironomid midge,

Chironomus yoshimatsui (Diptera: Chironomidae). Med. Entomol. Zool. 1993, 44, 355–360. [CrossRef]
47. Fyodorova, M.V.; Azovsky, A.I. Interactions between swarming Chironomus annularius (Diptera: Chironomidae) males: Role of

acoustic behavior. J. Insect Behav. 2003, 16, 295–306. [CrossRef]
48. Lapshin, D.N. Directional and frequency characteristics of auditory receptors in midges (Diptera, Chironomidae). Entmol. Rev.

2015, 95, 1155–1165. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1603/0013-8746(2008)101[95:PTAVIC]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1111/ens.12455
https://doi.org/10.1093/aesa/saab045
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2019.01.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinsphys.2013.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.2019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinsphys.2021.104233
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33831433
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature07810
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19279630
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature07843
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-013-0806-x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23494584
https://doi.org/10.1038/243299a0
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1920846117
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2000.1376
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsif.2009.0091
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11434-012-5445-z
https://doi.org/10.7601/mez.44.355
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023976120723
https://doi.org/10.1134/S001387381509002X

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Animals 
	Behavioral Experiments 
	Microelectrode Recordings 
	Acoustic Stimulation 
	Positive Feedback Stimulation 
	Measurements of Directionality 
	Search for Low-Frequency Units 
	Data Analysis 

	Results 
	Position of the Antennae in Flying Mosquitoes 
	Individual Directional Characteristics of Sensory Units 
	Radial Distribution of Sensory Units in the JO 
	Audiograms 
	Ratios between Individual Frequencies in Pairs and Triplets of Units 
	Directionality of Sensory Units in Three Dimensions 
	Equisignal Zones 

	Discussion 
	Functional Asymmetry of the JO 
	Optimal Position of the Antennae in Flying Mosquitoes 
	Uncertainty in the Sound Localization 
	Frequency Tuning 
	Interactions between the Paired Auditory Units 
	On the Possible Functions of Hearing in Female Mosquitoes 

	Conclusions 
	References

