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We agree with Roger Jovani that it is important to search for insights into parasite biology by using a comparative approach. Jovani draws particular attention to the possibility of comparisons among a broader range of symbionts, crossing the parasite -mutualist divide. This highlights certain questions that were overlooked in our recent article on parasite plasticity [START_REF] Thomas | Understanding parasite strategies: a statedependent approach?[END_REF]. We considered that parasites would have reliable access to cues relating to the internal and external host environment, allowing an appropriate adjustment of parasite behaviour. However, by considering that the relationship between host and symbiont could vary from an antagonistic (parasites) to a cooperative (mutualists) one, we see that the host will not necessarily be a passive player, but could actively try to suppress, manipulate or enhance the signals read by its symbiotic occupants.

The evolutionary study of biological signals is a large and dynamic field of research [START_REF] Hauser | The Evolution of Communication[END_REF], yet, to our knowledge, no studies directly involve parasites (although they often figure as bit players in models of sexually selected signalling displays, e.g. Ref. [START_REF] Hamilton | Heritable true fitness and bright birds: a role for parasites?[END_REF]). We doubt that this oversight is due to a lack of empirical examples, and suggest that experimental work in this direction would be well rewarded. Looking across parasitic and mutualistic symbionts, what range of behaviour might we envisage? When symbiont plasticity spans a mutualistic range of behaviours, we might expect hosts to enhance 'helpful' signals to their symbionts, for instance, in the case of feather mites, the host might be expected to accentuate 'feather loss' signals, to encourage the mutually beneficial relocation of mites onto more-stable feathers. If, by contrast, symbiont plasticity covers behaviours in the parasitic range, then the host would benefit by manipulating cues so that the symbiont is less able to perform its most damaging behaviours. Of course, the parasite would in turn benefit from using cues of host internal and external conditions that cannot be falsified. Finally, a symbiont capable of expressing either commensal or pathogenic repertoires (i.e. an opportunistic pathogen) might select for enhanced and honest signals of vigor from its host (keep quiet, and your host will look after you), a form of signalling analogous to the 'honest signalling' of victim vigor to choosy enemies (i.e. enemies that are capable of choosing victims, e.g. stotting gazelles [START_REF] Fitzgibbon | Stotting in Thompson's gazelles: an honest signal of condition[END_REF] and colorful autumn trees [START_REF] Hamilton | Autumn tree colours as a handicap signal[END_REF]).

In this context, it might be useful to consider the geographic dimension of host -parasite interactions. Indeed, the same symbiont, depending on the ecological context, could be detrimental or, conversely, beneficial to host fitness [START_REF] Thomas | Are there pros as well as cons to being parasitized?[END_REF]. Thus, the above predictions can in theory be made among geographically structured populations evolving under different ecological contexts.

In conclusion, we feel that the study of why, how and when host species send information to their symbiont occupants is a fascinating research area still largely unexplored. Understanding the interactions through which free-living species 'communicate' with their symbionts would undoubtedly be a novel approach with, once again, potential consequences for control strategies and medical treatments.