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ABSTRACT

Context-dependent dispersal allows organisms to seek and settle in habitats improving their fitness.
Despite the importance of species interactions in determining fitness, a quantitative synthesis of how
they affect dispersal is lacking. We present a meta-analysis asking (1) whether the interaction
experienced and/or perceived by a focal species (detrimental interaction with predators, competitors,
parasites, or beneficial interaction with resources, hosts, mutualists) affects its dispersal, (2) how the
species' ecological and biological background affects the direction and strength of this interaction-
dependent dispersal. After a systematic search focusing on actively dispersing species, we extracted
397 effect sizes from 118 empirical studies encompassing 221 species pairs; arthropods were best
represented, followed by vertebrates, protists and others. Detrimental species interactions increased
the focal species’ dispersal (adjusted effect: 0.33 [0.06,0.60]), while beneficial interactions decreased
it (-0.55 [-0.92,-0.17]). The effect depended on the dispersal phase, with detrimental interactors having
opposite impacts on emigration and transience. Interaction-dependent dispersal was negatively
related to species’ interaction strength, and depended on the global community composition, with
cues of presence having stronger effects than the presence of the interactor, and the ecological
complexity of the community. Our work demonstrates the importance of interspecific interactions on
dispersal plasticity with consequences for metacommunity dynamics.



Bestion et al., 2024, Species interactions affect dispersal: a meta-analysis. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B 379:20230127, doi:

10.1098/rstb.2023.0127

INTRODUCTION

The dynamics of local and regional communities result
from the distribution and abundance of interacting
species [1]. At a local scale, the strength and direction
of these interactions affect coexistence and
community dynamics. At a regional scale, local
communities are linked by the dispersal of potentially
interacting species among local habitats [1]. Species
dispersal links local and regional community dynamics
(i.e., metacommunity dynamics) and influences local
population dynamics and community composition [1].
A better understanding of the dispersal process, and its
eco-evolutionary drivers, is therefore crucial for
understanding its influences on community dynamics
at different landscape scales [2,3].

Theoretical and empirical studies have
demonstrated that dispersal depends on the
experienced and anticipated biotic and abiotic
environment, referred to as context-dependent
dispersal [4-6]. Indeed, organisms do not move
randomly through a landscape, the propensity,
direction, and distance moved can be plastically
adjusted to the local abiotic and biotic conditions
encountered before and while moving [4]. Theory
shows that individuals can disperse adaptively as
emigration and immigration could depend on the
expected fitness in the arrival patch available for
colonization relative to the fitness expected in the
departure patch [7]. Theory also predicts that such
context-dependent dispersal can evolve in spatially
and temporally heterogeneous habitats [8]. Further,
the evolution of context-dependent dispersal depends
on the reliability and cost of information acquisition
[9]. Among the many factors theoretically found to
drive the evolution of context-dependent dispersal are
patch size and quality, and fluctuation in population
density or kin competition [8,10,11]. Such context-
dependent dispersal can itself affect eco-evolutionary
dynamics, including source-sink population dynamics
or species ranges, and can further affect
metacommunity functioning and stability through
changes in species abundances and community
composition [12].

The direction and strength of local interactions
are major determinants of fitness and therefore
expected to be among the most important proximal
drivers of dispersal [3]. Bottom-up and top-down
controls of dispersal are now well documented (e.g.,
[13]) and evidence is accumulating for the context-
dependency of dispersal in other types of species
interactions (e.g., interspecific competition, host-
symbiont interactions [14,15]). Further, certain species

can only disperse through other species’” movements,
such as animal-dispersed seeds or symbionts
dispersing through their hosts’ movements [16,17].
Despite the importance of species interactions, it
remains unclear how their nature actually shapes
dispersal plasticity within and among taxonomic
groups. After a systematic review of the existing
literature, we performed a meta-analysis of published
studies investigating species interactions as proximal
drivers of dispersal to discuss the potential
consequences for metacommunity dynamics and
identify important research gaps with respect to the
development of a more mechanistic metacommunity
theory. To do so, we extracted data from 118
observational and experimental studies focusing on
either the emigration stage, the transience stage or the
full dispersal process from emigration to immigration,
excluding studies focusing only on colonisation. We
focused on mobile and actively dispersing species, and
thus excluded studies on sessile or passive dispersing
species (e.g., plants). Our database, which was
taxonomically biased towards animals (essentially
arthropods and vertebrates), encompassed 221
species pairs and six types of interactions experienced
by the focal species, i.e., detrimental interactions with
predators, consumers or parasites, and beneficial
interactions with resources, hosts or mutualists. We
quantified how the presence/absence or the
abundance of an interacting species influenced the
dispersal of a focal species through plastic changes
across interaction types, and identified key moderators
of this context-dependent dispersal (Fig. 1). We
especially addressed the following questions:

Does the impact of interacting species on
dispersal depend on the nature of species
interactions?

Species interactions can be first described through
their general effects on the focal species (Fig. 1).
Beneficial interactors are resources, hosts, and
mutualists that should increase the fitness of the focal
species. Detrimental interactors are predators,
parasites, and competitors that should decrease the
fitness of the focal species. If dispersal depends on
fitness expectations [7], detrimental interactions,
endured or expected, should increase species dispersal
propensity away from local habitats containing the
interactor while the opposite should be true for
beneficial interactions, even if this effect should
depend on species ecological traits (see below).
Evolution of such interaction-dependent dispersal has
been theoretically and empirically shown for predator-
prey, host-parasite, and interspecific competition
interactions [6,14,18], showing for example that
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models of density-dependent dispersal could be
transferred from a single species to a multispecies
context [14].

Beyond their expected effects on fitness, different
species interactions might actually lead to different
dispersal strategies to mitigate fitness effects (Fig. 1).
Some interaction types might not be efficiently
mitigated by species movements or might induce high
dispersal costs. Dispersing away from local habitats
might therefore fail to improve expected fitness. For
example, interspecific competition negatively affects a
competitor’s fitness by reducing acquired energy, thus
increasing the reward to move while reducing the
energy available for movement. Thus, it may result in
more complex - quadratic or threshold-like -
relationships  between the expected fitness
consequences of interactions, the actual strength of
interactions, and emigration propensity. Such
relationships may vary with energy availability,
movement costs and niche overlap between
interacting species. Complex effects of competition
have been found for intraspecific competition, with a
systematic review showing that intraspecific density
could either positively, negatively or non-linearly affect
dispersal [19]. Predation risk on the other hand
intrinsically reduces prey fitness, making movement
out of habitats highly rewarding but also often highly
risky [20], with potentially opposite effects on dispersal
depending on the risk level. Similarly, by diverting their
hosts’ resources, parasites can constrain their dispersal
[21]. However, hosts may increase their dispersal
propensity to escape an infested habitat [15], and
parasites themselves can manipulate their host’s
dispersal to increase contact rate and the transmission
of parasites [21]. We expect the type of interactions to
modulate the dependency of dispersal on interaction
strength (i.e., interaction-dependent dispersal) and
this effect should further depend on a suite of
biological and ecological factors (Fig. 1).

Does the dispersal response depend on the
spatiotemporal dynamics of interacting
species?

Dispersal is not always the best strategy to escape
adverse interactions or to search for beneficial ones. Its
efficiency should depend on temporal synchrony and
spatial overlap of interacting species ([6], Fig. 1). First,
dispersing may not lead to changes in encounters with
an interacting species if that species has a wider spatial
distribution. In such a case, dispersing individuals
would bear more of the energy, time, and opportunity
costs of moving [22] than its benefits. For example,
predators often have larger home and movement
ranges than their prey [23,24], but are also found at

lower densities. Prey species may thus need to disperse
over longer distances to reduce predation risk.
However, transience is a highly vulnerable stage when
prey are exposed to predators [20], which may result
in predators having different impacts on the focal prey
species’ emigration phase or transience depending on
the spatiotemporal dynamics [13] and the asymmetry
in space use between predator and prey. When
dispersal does not efficiently influence the adverse or
beneficial effects of interactions, species may opt for
alternative mitigation strategies, such as switching
their activity period or their microhabitat use. We first
compared studies investigating interaction-dependent
emigration (through emigration rate) and transience
(through dispersal distance) for the different types of
interactions. We expected interacting species to
influence dispersal distances more than emigration
probability when interacting partners differ in their
spatial  distribution  (e.g.,  consumer-resource
interaction). Following the same rationale, we
expected stronger influences of an interaction in
(typically experimental) studies when only the focal
species could disperse compared with cases where
both species could disperse. Furthermore, we
expected the relative home range of interacting
species to affect the dispersal response (Fig. 1).

Second, the temporal dynamics of interacting species
may modulate the efficiency of dispersal in mitigating
species interactions. Interacting species may differin 1)
the daily and seasonal profiles of activity and 2) in the
temporal autocorrelation of their population sizes [13].
For instance, in aphids, the evolution of delayed
predator-induced dispersal, where predator presence
induces the production of winged offspring, depends
on the temporal correlation in predation risk [6]. We
were not able to gather information on the daily and
seasonal profiles of activity, but we investigated this
temporal aspect by comparing studies in which the
encounter with the interacting species and the
dispersal responses occur within the same generation
or across different generations, as well as studying the
impact of the duration of the experiment and of
species’ generation time (Fig. 1).

Do the interaction strength and ecological
complexity affect the dispersal response?
One species’ impact on the dispersal of another
interacting species may depend on their interaction
strength [14], as interaction strengths should affect
fitness expectations. Assessing interaction strength
between species is a non-trivial endeavour, both for
the researcher [25], and possibly for the interacting
organisms, which may rely on several types of cues to
determine it. The interaction strength perceived by a
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Figure 1: The relationships between species interactions and dispersal

The dispersal of a focal species depends upon its biotic context, especially if the presence/abundance of an interacting
species daffects its fitness (grey arrows). In this meta-analysis, we extracted data from the literature to determine how
the presence/abundance of the interacting species affects the dispersal of a focal species (black arrow). The relationship
between interacting species’ presence/abundance and dispersal depends on the nature and strength of the biological
interactors. Detrimental interactors such as predators, parasites or competitors (in red) negatively affect the fitness of
the focal species (red — sign on the grey arrow). Because there is a negative relationship between fitness and dispersal
(black — sign on the grey arrow), they should thus positively affect its dispersal (red + sign on the black arrow). On the
other hand, beneficial interactors such as resources, hosts and mutualists (in blue) should positively affect the fitness
(blue + sign on the grey arrow), and through the negative link between fitness and dispersal (black — sign), negatively
affect dispersal (blue —sign on the black arrow). The effect of these interactions should depend on numerous biological
regulators, related to the spatiotemporal co-dynamics and the ecological complexity, which affect the strength of
interaction between species and thus the strength of interaction-dependent dispersal (green arrows). We translated
these biological regulators into a number of statistical moderators (gold arrows) to explain the dependency of dispersal
to the presence of an interacting species. By testing for these moderator effects on the relationship between the
presence/abundance of the interacting species and dispersal of the focal species (gold and green arrows), we
attempted to make inferences about the way fitness is affected by the interacting species and the way it affects the

dispersal of the focal species (green arrows).

given individual may depend on various moderators
including the abundances of the interacting partners,
the actual presence or the perception of cues, the
niche overlap and generalism of interacting partners,
as well as the overall ecological complexity. For
example, we can expect cues of the presence of
interacting species to elicit a weaker perception of
interaction strength and a weaker dispersal response
than the actual presence of the interactor. Conversely,
the fear of predators has long been considered to have
stronger impacts on prey than their actual presence
and consumption [26]. The effect of an interaction on
species fitness and dispersal may further depend on
community complexity (Fig. 1), i.e., the diversity of
interacting partners within the same and across
interaction types. Multiple host species for a single
parasite may for example decrease the interaction
strength with each host species through a dilution
effect that decreases disease risk [27]. A similar
prediction can be made for any interaction type.

Comparing studies using a two- or a multi-species
network may therefore provide information on the
role of interaction strength, with the prediction that a
design with pairs of species may overestimate the
dependency of dispersal on interaction strength.
Similarly, experimental studies may reduce ecological
complexity, but have better detection of interaction
strength, than observational studies. The strength of
interaction may also depend on the level of generalism
of interacting species, with more specialist interactors
likely having stronger impacts on the focal species and
hence their dispersal. Most of the studies investigating
interaction-dependent dispersal lacked an assessment
of interaction strength between species; however,
several aspects of the environmental context could be
used as a cue of interaction strength. We thus
investigated modulating effects of metrics related to
community complexity, types of manipulation (i.e.,
cues vs. actual presence or abundance of interacting
species), type of studies (observational wvs.
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experimental) and level of generalism of both the focal
and interacting species in dispersal studies. Further, we
used a second literature search to estimate expected
interaction strengths between pairs of species present
in our database, which was possible for a majority of
species pairs but involved a large variation between
the ecological contexts of dispersal and interaction
strength studies.

METHODS

Systematic literature review

We compiled a database of existing studies quantifying
how the presence/absence or the abundance of an
interacting species influences the dispersal of a focal
species. Our database focused on actively dispersing
species to examine the relationship between the
dispersal response and the interaction strength, but
not the numerical and behavioural effects of dispersal
vectors. We defined active dispersal as dispersal in
which the organism either actively moves during the
transience phase, or actively initiates the emigration
phase (e.g., ballooning dispersal in which the wind is
the vector of the transience, but the organism actively
initiates dispersal by its tiptoeing behaviour [28], or
dispersal by a biological vector where the organism
actively climbs on top of the vector [29]). Organisms
that are passively picked up and carried by the wind or
a dispersal vector, such as most cases of seed dispersal,
were thus excluded. In addition, we excluded studies
that focused only on the immigration/colonization
phase of dispersal, because the habitat choices of focal
species depending on local interactors (the purpose of
the present study) could not be distinguished from the
viability of focal species depending on local interactors
(i.e., colonization success). However, immigration
decisions with respect to species interaction are
expected to mirror emigration decisions and so we
expect our conclusions to apply to immigration
decisions as well [5]. In the end, our literature search
included emigration decisions, dispersal distance, the
timing of dispersal, and any type of species interactions
(interspecific competition, consumer-resource
interactions, parasitism, and mutualism). Fig. S1 shows
the process of study identification, selection and the
data extracted from each relevant article. We aimed at
following the preferred reporting items for systematic
reviews and meta-analyses (PRISMA, [30]) as well as its
extension for ecology and evolutionary biology [31].

We conducted the literature search on Web of
Knowledge in October 2021 (timespan: 1975-2021)
including keywords for 1) dispersal in the title (dispers*
OR migrat* OR emigrat* OR immigrat* OR colonis* OR
coloniz* OR nomadi*) and excluding other types of

movements, i.e., seasonal migration (fall, autumn,
spring migration, vertical migration, catadrom¥,
anadrom*), human migrations (i.e., refugees,
international migration, domestic migration, human
migration, asylum, illegal), or particle dispersion, and
2) species interaction in the title and/or subject
(predat* OR resource* OR prey* OR parasit* OR host*
OR compet* OR facilitat* OR mutualis* OR cooperat*
OR phore* OR commensal* OR interspeci* OR
heterospeci* OR context* OR condition* OR
metacommunit* OR  "mutual inhibition" OR
ammensalis* OR symbio*). We focused on the Web of
Science core collection, and filtered results by Web of
Science categories relevant to our broad thematic, see
supplementary Box S1 for a full description of the
keywords and categories. During the search process,
we checked for the inclusion of known relevant articles
in the database to ensure that we did not miss
important articles. The search yielded 21,499 articles.

Inclusion criteria

We examined each title and abstract to determine
whether articles met the criteria for inclusion in our
overview of the literature with the metagear package
v0.7 [32] in R. Criteria for inclusion comprised (a) the
presence, abundance or density of an interacting
species was quantified and varied experimentally or in
observational studies, (b) the rate of emigration or the
dispersal distance or another dispersal metric of a focal
species that was quantified in different contexts of
species interactions, (c) the effect of a single
interacting species on a focal species can be isolated
when more than two species were studied and (d) the
two species were interacting species in natural
environments, excluding artificial biotic elements (e.g.,
unnatural resource or predator species). At times, the
title and abstract were too vague to positively assess
these three criteria of inclusion, and the articles were
kept for further detailed reading of the text; they could
be thus excluded in a second filtering session. All
examiners went through a training process in which
they screened abstracts and titles for a set of 150
articles that were pre-selected by the first author to
contain studies both easy and more difficult to rate as
relevant or irrelevant. We estimated the inter-
examiner accuracy, yielding a Cohen’s Kappa of 0.40,
corresponding to a fair to moderate agreement [33].
This first batch allowed to identify points of
misunderstanding and better explain the criteria to
select an article. Then, all examiners went through 70
new articles that were deemed especially difficult to
rate and we checked for potential discrepancies.
Although the batch was more difficult, inter-examiner
accuracy went up (K = 0.43). This second batch allowed
us to clarify the final difficult points before splitting the
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abstracts between examiners so that each examiner
read and rated ~1100 abstracts. During this second
phase, inter-examiner accuracy was examined again on
20 articles per reviewer, yielding a K of 0.73,
considered a substantial agreement [33]. The filtering
process led to a selection of 1,539 studies from the
original search that fitted the scope of this overview.

Effect size extraction

Selected articles were reviewed in full to determine
whether they fit our inclusion criteria, contained
relevant data, and whether the results were presented
with sufficient clarity to extract effect sizes (Fig S1).
During this step, we excluded (a) studies in which the
focal species dispersed passively and in which there
was no active choice to emigrate, (b) studies focused
on the colonisation process only, keeping studies on
emigration, transience, or the ones monitoring the full
dispersal process, (c) studies in which the second
species did not interact with the focal species, (d)
studies in which the effect of an interacting species on
the dispersal of the focal species was compared to a
control with a second interacting species instead of no
interacting species or different abundances of
interacting species. This step led to the further
exclusion of 1,420 articles from the first search. In the
final set of 119 studies, we extracted 403 effect sizes
and collected information on several moderators to
investigate our questions of interest (See
supplementary reference list). Data to calculate effect
sizes were extracted preferentially from raw data when
available, from figures using the juicr v 0.1 R package,
or directly from the paper (tables or main text). Effect
sizes were calculated with esc v0.5.1 and effectsize
v0.8.5 R packages, and computed as Hedges’ d from
pairs of means (282 effect sizes, es), or converted to
Hedges’ d from contingency tables (41 es), correlations
(15 es), log odds ratios (19 es), from different test
metrics reported in the text (46 es, calculated from 2,
F or t values, non-parametric test values, or partial eta?
from ANOVA-like tables), see references [34-40] and
Table S1 for a list of equations used. Depending on the
study, the sign of the effect sizes had to be reversed to
be comparable among studies (e.g., effect sizes of
remaining rate instead of departure rate, time to
dispersal where increased time suggests decreased
dispersal propensity). When studies presented several
effect sizes for the same dispersal metric, e.g., when
the impact of the interacting species was crossed with
the effect of another biotic or abiotic factor, we
combined groups following [35] when there was no
significant interaction between the effect of species
interaction and the second factor. Several effect sizes
were missing variance information (n = 16), thus we
used an imputation procedure to fill-in back-

transformed variance from the predicted values from a
model of log(variance) by log(study sample size).
Further, several effect sizes had an extremely large
variance (n = 6 es with variance >2) which led to
instability in meta-analysis results, and we decided to
drop these effect sizes, leading to a final sample size of
397 effect sizes from 118 studies (exclusion of one
study).

Aside from the effect sizes, we extracted
several aspects of the experimental design (Table S2).
First, we included the taxonomic identity for the focal
taxon and interacting taxon, i.e., either the species or
the taxonomic level described (e.g., genus, family,
order; for simplicity we will refer to the focal species
and interacting species throughout the text, but higher
taxonomic levels may be used depending on the study,
Table S2). Second, we added the type of interactor, i.e.,
whether the interacting species is a detrimental
interactor such as a predator, resource, competitor, or
a beneficial interactor such as a host, parasite,
mutualist (see the details of each category in Table S2).
Third, we detailed the dispersal phase studied
(emigration, transience, or full dispersal process from
emigration to settlement). Fourth, we included the
type of manipulation (or variation in the case of
observational studies) of the interactor: manipulation
of presence vs. abundance, manipulation of actual
physical presence vs. cues of presence, level of
community complexity (pairs of species, simple
community, complex community), possibility for the
interactor to disperse during the experiment, similarity
of generation for interaction and dispersal (same
generation, or different generation, e.g., next
generation for the effect of predation risk experienced
by parents on offspring dispersal, or previous
generation for the effect of nest predation risk on
parent dispersal). Fifth, we added the type and
characteristics of study: experimental vs. observational
study, laboratory, semi-natural or field study, as well as
the duration of the study in days.

In addition to the information extracted from
the studies, we further searched within the literature
for information on the focal species’ generation time,
the home range of the two interacting species [41-45]
(unfortunately only found for 17 es), the level of
generalism of the two interacting species (rated from 1
to 4 on whether they interact with only one species,
with species from the same genus or family, with
species from the same order, or with species from
different orders), and interaction strengths between
pairs of species (Table S2). These interaction strengths
between pairs of species found in the database are
given as standardized effects of the presence or
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abundance of the interacting species on a fitness-
related trait in the focal species (survival, fecundity,
body condition, body growth, or abundance), found
either directly in the screened articles (166 es) or in a
larger literature search (191 es, interaction strength
was missing for 40 es). A single author (JC) searched for
the strength of interaction and was different from the
author calculating effect sizes for interaction effects on
dispersal (EB) to reduce, without fully preventing,
biases in the estimation of strength and its covariation
with dispersal response. There was also a large
variation in the experimental conditions of dispersal
and fitness-related traits studies, which should result in
a more conservative approach. As we were unable to
extract generation time for two taxa, we imputed the
median generation time of their closest taxa in the
database.

We used taxonomy as a proxy for phylogenetic
relatedness, using the taxize package v0.9.100 to
gather taxonomic information from the NCBI database.
When the taxon considered was absent from the NCBI
database, we used the GBIF or ITIS databases. We then
calculated a taxonomic phylogenetic tree from the
taxonomic data (kingdom-phylum-class-order-family-
genus-species), and used Grafen’s method of
computing branch length [46] with the ape package v
5.1-1 (Fig S2).

Statistical analyses

We studied the impact of interacting species on
dispersal through multilevel mixed effects meta-
analytic models via the rma.mv function of the metafor
v 4.2-0 package [47] in R v4.3.1. We used a model
selection approach to investigate our questions, thus
the global model contains moderators for all questions
of interest.

In a first step, we investigated whether the type of
interactor [i.e., beneficial interactor (resource, host
and mutualist) vs. detrimental interactor (predator,
competitor and parasite)] interacted with our
moderators of interest to drive dispersal response to
interacting species presence or abundance (Fig. 1). To
do so, we ran a full model with:

- all pairwise interaction between the type of interactor
(beneficial/detrimental) and the dispersal phase, the
level of generalism of the focal species, the level of
generalism of the interactor, the type of manipulation
of the interacting species, the level of community
complexity, the possibility for the interacting species to
disperse, the similarity in generation between the
interaction and dispersal phase, the type of study
(observational vs. experimental), the centered log

duration of the experiment, and the centered log
generation time of the focal species as moderators of
interest, and

- the study ID, the focal species ID, the focal species
shared phylogenetic relatedness (branch length from
the taxonomic phylogenetic tree), and the interacting
species ID as random effects (see Box S2 for the full
model equation).

We then used the dredge function from the MuMin v
1.47.5 package to select models with the best fixed
structure, and averaged models within AAICc<2. We
calculated the averaged conditional estimates from
this model with the sum of weights of the metric across
the models (SW, aka relative importance). We further
refitted a model using all of the moderators present in
the averaged best model to assess heterogeneity to
confirm sources of variance across the dataset and
computed the heterogeneity statistics 1% at each level,
corresponding to the ratio of true heterogeneity to
total observed variation. To understand whether there
was publication bias, we visualized effect sizes using
funnel plots of the residuals of this model, and
calculated Rosenberg’s fail-safe number [48], which
estimates the number of missing values averaging a z-
value of zero needed to make effect sizes statistically
insignificant. Third, we ran Egger’s regressions using
the meta-analytic residuals as the response variable,
and the precision (defined as the square root of the
inverse of variance) as the moderator. Intercepts of
this regression that do not overlap zero are evidence of
publication bias [49]. Finally, we analysed temporal
trends in effect sizes that could indicate time-lag bias
[49] by adding the interaction between time and the
consequence of the interaction on fitness to the model
containing all moderators present in the best model.

In a second step, we assessed the effects of
moderators for beneficial and detrimental interactions
separately because the effect sizes of their effects on
dispersal are of opposite signs (i.e., beneficial
interactions reduce dispersal propensity while
detrimental interactions increase it). We divided the
dataset into beneficial and detrimental interactors,
and for each data subset, we fitted a full model with
the same random effects as the above model and the
exact nature of the interaction (i.e., resource, host and
mutualist for the beneficial interactors subset and
predator, parasite and competitor for the detrimental
interactors subset), the dispersal phase, the level of
generalism of the focal species, the level of generalism
of the interactor, the type of manipulation of the
interacting species, the level of community complexity,
the possibility for the interacting species to disperse,
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the similarity in generation between the interaction
and dispersal phase, the type of study (observational
vs experimental), the centered log duration of the
experiment, and the centered log generation time of
the focal species as moderators of interest (Box S2).
We used the same model selection and model
averaging procedure as above to select the best
averaged model. We further refitted models using all
of the moderators present in the averaged best models
to assess heterogeneity, study publication bias, and
finally plot results by moderator. We used the
emmeans package v1.8.8 to calculate the overall
adjusted effects, as well as the estimated marginal
means for different levels of each moderator.

Lastly, because we were unable to gather home range
and interaction strength information for most pairs of
species, we ran two separate analyses for these two
guestions on the subset of studies for which we had
information (7 studies with 17 effect sizes for home
range, 108 studies with 357 effect sizes for interaction
strength). Models used the study ID, focal species ID,
and interactor ID as random effects and either the
centered log ratio of home ranges between the focal
species and the interactor or the interaction strength
as a fixed moderator.

RESULTS

Summary of the dataset

We identified 118 studies that met our inclusion
criteria with 397 effect sizes for 144 focal species and
165 interacting species. Focal species spanned a wide
range of taxa, with Arthropoda being the most
represented (236 effect sizes), followed by Chordata
(70) and Ciliophora (47), and then Nematoda,
Mollusca, Annelida, and Cryptophora (Fig. $S2-S3). As
we restricted our search to actively dispersing species,
plants were excluded. Our database further reflected a
taxonomic bias in dispersal publications, with the
number of effect sizes per taxonomic group
significantly deviating from the frequencies expected
from the diversity of species in the Catalogue of Life
[50,51] through the recorded number of species in
each group (x® = 354, df = 4, p < 2el6, Table S3).
Specifically, Chromista were overrepresented, and
among Animalia, Arthropoda represented 68 % of our
effect sizes but were still underrepresented (83 %
under the null expectation) and Chordata were
overrepresented (20 % of observed effect sizes
compared to 5 % expected, Table S3). Such
overrepresentation of Chordata is common in
ecological studies, and the magnitude of
overrepresentation is much less in our database than
in behavioural studies for instance, where Chordata

represent up to 71% of publications [50]. The database
included 152 effect sizes for interactions with
beneficial interactors including resources (125),
mutualists (21), and hosts (6), and 245 effect sizes for
interactions with detrimental interactors including
predators (116), competitors (73), and parasites (56).
Studies also varied for the dispersal phase considered,
with 275 considering emigration, 48 transience, and 74
monitoring the full dispersal process, as well as for the
method to manipulate the interacting species (actual
presence or absence of interacting species, varying
abundance, or cues of presence; see Fig. S3-S4 and
Table S2 for a further exploration of the moderators).

Description of the models and publication
bias

We first studied how the type of interactor (beneficial
vs. detrimental interactor) and moderators affected
the context-dependency of dispersal on species
interactions using the full dataset. Our averaged best
model included several pairwise interactions between
the type of interactor (beneficial or detrimental) and
the dispersal phase (emigration, transience, or full
dispersal), the type of study, the duration of the study,
and with other moderators having weaker effects
(Table 1). This model found important heterogeneity
among studies (I%way = 63.2 %), as well as some
heterogeneity related to the focal species’ identity
(Pfocal = 8.3 %), phylogeny (%6 = 8.3 %) and
interactor’s identity (I%interactor = 16.8 %), for a total
heterogeneity of 1> = 96.7 %. Such high heterogeneity
is expected in ecology and evolution meta-analyses,
with the mean heterogeneity being 91.7 % [52]. Funnel
plots, Egger’s test and the Rosenberg fail-safe number
showed no significant publication bias; funnel plots did
not reveal significant asymmetry (Fig. S5), Egger’s test
showed an intercept that crossed zero for the residuals
intercept (estimate [95% Cl] =0.13 [-0.03,0.28],t=1.6,
df = 395, p = 0.119), and the Rosenberg fail-safe
number was very high (N = 47,929). Additionally, we
found that the effect size changed over time,
suggesting a time-lag effect that was only present for
beneficial interactors (Table S4).

In a second step, we split the dataset according to the
previously defined beneficial and detrimental
interactor types, replacing these broad types with the
exact nature of the interaction (predators, parasites,
competitors, resources, hosts, or mutualist) as a
moderator on the two data subsets. The two analyses
did not retain the same moderators, suggesting that
the importance of a moderator depended on the broad
type of interaction (Table 2, see below for description).
Both models showed important heterogeneity (I? =
939 vs. 955 % respectively for beneficial vs.
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detrimental interactions), but the distribution of the
heterogeneity varied to a large extend among datasets,
with a more important among-study effect for
beneficial interactions (I%way = 88.0 vs 45.8 %), and a
larger importance of species identity and species
phylogeny for detrimental interactions (1*fcal = 2.6 Vs
13.8 %, 1%ohyio = 2.6 vs 13.8 % and 1%interactor = 0.7 Vs
22.1%). When looking at the publication bias of those
models with funnel plots and Egger’s test, we found
some asymmetry for the detrimental interaction
dataset (Fig. S6, Egger’s test intercept [95% ClI] = 0.30
[0.11,0.48],t = 3.2, df =243, p = 0.002, Rosenberg fail-
safe N = 30,695), suggesting some publication bias, but
not for the beneficial interaction dataset (Fig S6,
Egger’s test intercept [95% Cl] = -0.21 [-0.64, 0.22], t =
-0.98, df = 150, p = 0.33, Rosenberg fail-safe N =
17,746).

Does the impact of interacting species on
dispersal depend on the nature of species
interactions?

Our global model found that the type of interactor and
its interaction with various moderators affected the
dispersal response to interacting species (Table 1).
Overall, the marginal effect size of this global model
crossed zero (-0.029 [-0.267, 0.209] adjusted effect
[95%Cl]), which was explained by the mix of decreasing
and increasing effects on the dispersal of beneficial and
detrimental interactions (Table 1). When we divided
the dataset into beneficial and detrimental interactors,
dispersal propensity indeed decreased (adjusted
effect: -0.55 [-0.92, -0.17]) and increased (adjusted
effect: 0.33 [0.06, 0.59]) respectively when beneficial
interactors and detrimental interactors were present
or more abundant (Fig. 2a).

Table 1: Summary from the averaged best model investigating the effect of moderators on
impacts of interacting species on focal species dispersal

The results are issued from a model selection from a full model described in Box 52, averaging estimates from models
where AAICc<2. The results show the conditional averaged estimates and SE, z and p-values, as well as the sum of

weights of the moderator (SW).

Moderator Level Estimate  SE o p-value SW
value
Intercept -0.36 0.19 1.94 0.053.
Dispersal phase full dispersal 0.03 0.23 0.12 0.902 1.00
transience -1.30 0.36 3.64 <0.001*** 1.00
Centered log duration -0.13 0.04  3.28 0.001%* 1.00
Centered level of generalism focal species 0.23 0.11 2.09 0.037* 1.00
Type of community simple community 0.89 0.24 3.69 <0.001*** 1.00
complex community 0.73 0.29 2.51 0.012% 1.00
Type of interactor beneficial -0.29 0.20 1.46 0.145 1.00
Type of study observation 0.16 0.31 0.53 0.597 1.00
Type of interactor:Dispersal phase beneficial:full dispersal 0.58 0.36 1.61 0.107 1.00
beneficial :transience 1.39 0.42 3.27 0.001** 1.00
Type of interactor:Centered log duration beneficial 0.23 0.06 3.83 <0.001*** 1.00
Type of interactor:Type of study beneficial:observation -1.44 0.52 2.75 0.006%* 1.00
Centered level of generalism interactor -0.21 0.11 2.02 0.044* 0.92
Type of manipulation of interactor abundance -0.14 0.11 1.33 0.185 0.69
cues of presence 0.28 0.18 1.50 0.134 0.69
Centered log generation time 0.06 0.04 1.28 0.200 0.31
;l;r}:ﬁ:e of interactor:Centered log generation beneficial 0.09 0.06 160 0.109 0.20
Similarity generation dispersal-interaction different generation 0.26 0.29 0.90 0.369 0.17
Type of interactor: Centered level of beneficial 0.12 017  0.67 0.505 0.08

generalism focal species
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Figure 2: The effect of interacting species on dispersal of the focal species depends on the type

of interactor

Effect of the (a) type of interactor (red: detrimental interactors, blue: beneficial interactors) and (b) the nature of
interactor (predators, competitors, parasites, resources, hosts, mutualists) on the effect of interacting species on
dispersal (positive Hedges’ d values: increased dispersal in the presence of interactors, negative: decreased dispersal).
Violin plots of raw effect sizes, with point and error bars corresponding to the marginal effect means and 95% Cl from
the two meta-analytic models for the subsets (i.e., beneficial and detrimental interactions, Table 2, Table S5), and labels
corresponding to the number of effect sizes across categorical moderators (k) and the number of studies across

moderators (n).

The exact nature of the beneficial interactor (i.e.,
resources, hosts, or mutualist) had an important effect
on dispersal propensity (SW = 0.83), while the nature
of the detrimental interactor (i.e., predators, parasites
or competitors) had only weak effects (SW = 0.15,
Table 2). While beneficial interactions generally
reduced dispersal propensity, parasites tended to
increase their dispersal propensity when their host was
present or more abundant (Table 2, Table S5, Fig. 2b).
On the contrary, all detrimental interactions had
similar effects on dispersal, with competitors tending
to have a stronger effect (Table 2, Table S5, Fig. 2b).

Does the dispersal response depend on the
spatiotemporal dynamics of interacting
species?

Moderators related to spatiotemporal dynamics
influenced the strength of interaction-dependent
dispersal. In the full dataset, the interactions between
the type of interactors and the dispersal phase had a
strong impact on dispersal (SW = 1, Table 1). This was
confirmed with data subsets on beneficial and
detrimental interactors (SW = 0.91, Table 2). The
presence or abundance of detrimental interactors
increased the rates of emigration and full dispersal
while it decreased dispersal distance (i.e., transience
phase, Fig. 3, Table S5). Beneficial interactions had a
stronger negative effect on dispersal propensity at the

emigration phase than for the transience phase and
the full dispersal process (Fig. 3, Table S5).

n=22
k =50

n=43 | n=43
k =166k = 109

n 11‘

n==6 n==6
k=29 k=19 k =24

|

Hedges' d

transience full dispersal

Dispersal phase

emigration

Figure 3: The effect of interactors on focal
species dispersal varies depending on the
dispersal phase considered

Effect of the dispersal phase and the type of interactor
(red:  detrimental interactors, ie. predators,
competitors, parasites, blue: beneficial interactors, i.e.
resources, hosts, mutualists) on the effect of interacting
species on dispersal (positive Hedges’ d values:
increased dispersal in the presence of interactors,
negative: decreased dispersal). Violin plots of raw
effect sizes, with point and error bars corresponding to
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labels corresponding to the number of effect sizes
across categorical moderators (k) and the number of
studies across moderators (n).

the marginal effect means and 95% Cl from the two
meta-analytic models for the subsets (i.e., beneficial
and detrimental interactions, Table 2, Table S5), and

Table 2: Summary from the averaged best model investigating the effect of moderators on
impacts of interacting species on focal species dispersal subsetting the data by type of
interactor

The results are issued from a model selection from a full model, averaging estimates from models where AAICc<2. The

results show the conditional averaged estimates and SE, z and p-values, as well as the sum of weights of the moderator
(SW).

Data subset Moderator Level Estimate  SE Vahff; p-value SwW
Detrimental Intercept -0.12 024  0.51 0.610
Dispersal phase full dispersal 0.06 022  0.28 0.780 1.00
transience -1.18 0.34  3.49 <0.001%** 1.00
Centered log duration -0.12 0.04 2.77 0.006** 1.00
Type of manipulation of interactor abundance -0.17 0.13 1.29 0.196 1.00
cues of 0.58 025 236 0.018* 1.00
presence
Level of community complexity ~ S.0Ple 0.54 026 2.2 0.034* 0.78
community
complex 0.69 028 243 0.015%  0.78
community
Centered level generalism focal 0.27 0.16 1.71 0.087. 0.70
Centered level generalism interactor -0.17 0.11 1.47 0.143 0.39
Type of study observation 0.42 0.30 1.40 0.161 0.25
Centered log generation time 0.06 0.04 1.30 0.194 0.24
Possibility for interactor to disperse  yes 0.31 0.28 1.13  0.256 0.21
S.imilarity in generatipns between differegt 054 0.38 143 0.154 0.20
dispersal and interaction generation
Nature of interactor competitor 0.76 037 2.04 0.041* 0.15
parasite 049 032 1.55 0.121 0.15
Beneficial  Intercept -0.71 0.22  3.29 <0.001***
Dispersal phase full dispersal 045 0.18 247 0.013* 0.91
transience 0.08 0.24 0.34 0.733 0.91
Nature of interactor host 1.73 0.70  2.48 0.013% 0.83
mutualist 0.51 0.82 0.62 0.537 0.83
Centered level generalism interactor -0.46 0.26 1.80 0.072. 0.79
Centered log duration 0.06 0.04 1.60 0.110 0.74
Type of study observation -0.60 0.42 1.40 0.161 0.21
Centered level generalism focal 0.13 0.14 094 0.345 0.10

In addition, longer experiments showed weaker effects
of interactions on dispersal and this attenuation was
stronger for detrimental than for beneficial
interactions (Table 1 & 2, SW =1 vs 0.74, resp., Fig. S7).
The generation time of the focal species further had a
very weak effect for detrimental interactions only, with
a slightly stronger positive effect of detrimental
interactors on dispersal for species with longer
generation times (SW = 0.24, Table 2, Fig. S7).

We found that increasing ratios of home ranges
between the focal species and the interactor tended to
decrease the positive effect of detrimental interactors
on dispersal, although the effects are to be taken with
caution due to the very low sample size (only 7 studies
on detrimental interactions with 17 effect sizes, see
Methods and Table S6).
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Figure 4: For detrimental interactions, the effect of interacting species on focal species
dispersal varies depending on the biotic context

Effect of (a) the type of manipulation of the interactor (i.e. presence, cues of presence or abundance) and (b) the level
of community complexity (pairs of species, simple community, complex community) on the effect of detrimental
interactors on dispersal (positive Hedges’ d values: increased dispersal in the presence of interactors, negative:
decreased dispersal). Violin plots of raw effect sizes, with point and error bars corresponding to the marginal effect
means and 95% Cl from the meta-analytic model for the detrimental interactors data subset (Table 2, Table S5), and

labels corresponding to the number of effect sizes across categorical moderators (k) and the number of studies across
moderators (n).
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Figure 5: The effect of interactors on focal species dispersal varies depending on both species’
level of generalism

Effect of the generalism of (a) the focal species or (b) the interactor and type of interactor (red: detrimental, blue:
beneficial) on the effect of interacting species on dispersal (positive Hedges’ d values: increased dispersal in the
presence of interactors, negative: decreased dispersal). The level of generalism is rated from 1 to 4 on whether species
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interact only with one species (1), with species from the same genus or family (2), with species from the same order
(3), or with species from different orders (4). Points represent the effect sizes, and lines and confidence intervals are
displayed from marginal means and 95 % Cl from the two meta-analytic models calculated at the four levels of

generalism.

Do the interaction strength and ecological
complexity affect the dispersal response?
Moderators related to the perception of interaction
strength by an individual and the ecological complexity
influenced the strength of interaction-dependent
dispersal. The full database showed a marked
importance of the community complexity level (SW =
1) and a weaker importance of the way the interactor
was manipulated (SW = 0.69, Table 1). Subsetting by
interactor types showed that these effects were mainly
found for detrimental interactions (SW = 1 and 0.78
resp. for community complexity level and type of
manipulation, Table 2). More complex systems with
three or more species or natural communities showed
stronger positive effects (Fig. 4, Table S5), while
manipulation of cues of presence showed stronger
positive effects than manipulation of presence (Fig. 4,
Table S5). Whether the study was experimental or
observational was unlikely to have an effect (SW <
0.25, Table 2).

The level of generalism of both species was evidenced
as important (SW >0.92, Table 1). Subsetting beneficial
and detrimental interactions showed that higher levels
of generalism of the focal species led to slightly
stronger positive effect of detrimental interactions on
dispersal (SW =0.70, Table 2, Fig. 5, Table S5) and more
generalist beneficial interactors had slightly stronger
negative effects on dispersal (SW = 0.79, Table 2, Fig.
5, Table S5).

The possibility for the interactor to disperse and the
similarity of generation between interaction and
dispersal were unlikely to have a strong effect on
context-dependent dispersal (SW <0.21, Table 2, Table
S5).

We further gathered a continuous estimate of
interaction strengths between pairs of species present
in our database from the literature (193 pairs of species
and 357 effect sizes). We found a strong negative
relationship between measured interaction strength
and dispersal response to interaction (Table S7, Fig. 6).
While matching the effect of the binary interaction
type (see above), this continuous interaction strength
was a better predictor (Table S7, Fig. 6). When
restricting this analysis to studies measuring
concomitantly the dispersal response to interaction
and the interaction strength (166 effect sizes), the
impact of interaction strength was an even better

predictor (Table S7, Fig. 6).
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Figure 6: The effect of interactors on focal
species dispersal varies on the strength of
interaction between species

Effect of the interaction strength between pair of
species and type of interactor (red: detrimental, blue:
beneficial) on the effect of interacting species on
dispersal (positive Hedges’ d values: increased dispersal
in the presence of interactors, negative: decreased
dispersal), for the 357 effect sizes for which we could
retrieve interaction strength. Coloured points represent
interaction strength as a function of Hedges’d, for
either the subset of data for which interaction strength
was measured concomitantly to dispersal (“strict
database”, triangles, 166 es), for which the interaction
strength was found in the secondary literature (upside-
down triangles, 191 es), or for which the interaction
strength was not found at all and thus is only
categorized as positive or negative (crosses, 40 es).
Lines and ribbons represent the effect of interaction
strength on dispersal from the meta-analytic model,
either on the strict database (dashed line, Table S7), or
on all measures of interaction strength (full line, Table
S7).

DISCUSSION

Species do not move randomly among habitats in a
landscape [53]. On the contrary, a number of external
cues about abiotic and biotic contexts, and internal
cues about physiological states influence individuals’
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decision to leave their habitats, to orient themselves in
a landscape, and to settle in a novel habitat [4].
Context-dependent dispersal is now well-supported by
accumulating empirical evidence and theoretically
bolstered by the adaptive dispersal theory
[5,7,13,19,54-58]. Accordingly, individuals should
leave habitats with adverse conditions and search for
better ones, as long as the energy, time, and risk
barriers to dispersal (i.e., dispersal costs) do not offset
the benefit [22]. Using a systematic review approach,
we investigated the relationship between species
interactions, a key driver of dispersal suffering from an
absence of global synthesis in the literature, and
dispersal plasticity including all types of species
interactions, across diverse taxonomic groups,
focusing on actively dispersing organisms.

Our first main result is that the interaction-dependence
of dispersal matches the expected fitness
consequences of the interaction. The presence or
abundance of detrimental interactors (consumers,
parasites or competitors) increased the dispersal
propensity of a focal species. Conversely, the presence
or abundance of beneficial interactors like resources,
hosts and mutualists, decreased the dispersal
propensity of a focal species. While clearly fitting basic
adaptive dispersal theory, there is a large variation
around this general pattern that is explained by
dependencies on the dispersal phase studied. We
found that the impacts of detrimental interactions
changed from positive to negative depending on
whether the study focused on the emigration or
transience phase, and we found that the dependencies
on the duration of the experiment, on the complexity
of the community studied, and on other moderators
related to ecological complexity, interaction strength,
and spatiotemporal dynamics.

We expected the context-dependency of dispersal to
depend on the exact nature of the interaction, with for
example responses to predators not being the same as
responses to parasites due to e.g., differences in the
efficiency of dispersal to mitigate these detrimental
interactions (see the introduction). This last result was
only partially supported, with only weak differences
between species responses to predators, parasites and
competitors for detrimental interactions and a
difference between responses to hosts and resources
for beneficial interactions. This weak variation is likely
not explained by a potential scarcity of studies
involving predators, as the sample size per interaction
is relatively high (32 studies and 117 effect sizes),
competitors (12 studies and 73 es), and parasites (25
studies and 56 es). Similarly, the difference between
responses to host and resource presence was

unexpected, although the sample size for hosts was
very low. Consumers logically decreased their dispersal
propensity away from places with available resources,
while parasites tended to disperse away from habitats
with more hosts. We posit that this surprising result
may be explained by underlying positive effects of host
occurrence on the population growth and dynamics of
parasites leading to intertwined effects of inter- and
intraspecific interactions. However, the number of
studies investigating both inter- and intraspecific
interactions and the population growth of interacting
species was too limited [59] to test this hypothesis.

Similar to the reported effects of intraspecific density
[19], we showed that the consequence of interspecific
interactors’ presence and abundance led to complex
responses on dispersal. Species have been shown to
respond to intraspecific density through emigration in
diverse ways, with 30 % of the 145 studies reviewed
showing no density-dependent dispersal, 36 %
showing positive density-dependent dispersal, and 25
% negative density-dependent dispersal, with 9%
representing nonlinear responses [19]. Our meta-
analysis similarly showed important heterogeneity in
dispersal responses to interspecific interactions which
is not surprising given the dependency of interaction
strength itself on biotic and abiotic context [60]. The
strength of biotic interactions was shown to
particularly vary along abiotic gradients, with spatial
and temporal gradients showing lower variation, and
to particularly vary in laboratory studies, while
mesocosm and field studies showed lower variation
[60]. Chamberlein and colleagues [60] even reported
changes in the sign of the interaction across contexts
within a study, with an important proportion of
changes among mutualists and competitors. It is thus
possible that context-dependent variation in the
strength of biotic interactions, due to experimental
design, abiotic or biotic variation, would in return lead
to variation in the context-dependency of dispersal.
Overall, our literature search did not yield many
examples of variation in the effect of heterospecifics
on dispersal with other abiotic and biotic context (but
see some studies on the interplay between
intraspecific and interspecific conditions [61-66],
between habitat quality and predation risk [67,68],
between abiotic conditions (e.g.  sunshine,
temperature) and diverse biotic conditions [69,70]).
The interplay between biotic and abiotic
environmental dimensions, phenotype, and dispersal
can further make the relationship between
interspecific interactions and dispersal complicated
[59]. Dispersal is indeed a multi-causal process [71],
responding to multiple internal and external cues that
are themselves intertwined. For example, species
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interactions strongly influence the density of
interacting species. Predation, by decreasing prey
density, would thereby decrease intraspecific
competition [6] and potentially increase inbreeding.
On the other hand, the response to intraspecific
competition itself can vary with predation risk, as is the
case in Notonecta undulata where the intraspecific
density threshold for dispersal was shifted downwards
when fish predator cues were present [61]. The effect
of predation risk can further depend on the structure
of the habitat, such as in hydropsychid larvae where
the use of drift dispersal to avoid predators was
favoured in structurally simple habitats, while habitats
with a dense periphyton mat allowed sufficient
microhabitat refugia from predators to decrease
dispersal [67]. The resulting dispersal responses to this
blend of central dispersal drivers are difficult to
predict. Interestingly, studies manipulating only
detrimental interaction cues led to a greater positive
impact on the focal species’ dispersal than the ones
studying the actual presence of interacting species.
Such stronger effects of cues can be related to the
notion of landscape of fear [26,72], where the mere
presence of predators can have stronger impacts than
actual prey consumption. The type of cues affecting
the dispersal response can vary depending on the
species and their specific biology, such as on Baetis
thermicus larvae where larvae detected the risk of
predation by diurnal foragers such as salmon mainly
through visual cues, increasing drift rate, while
predation of the nocturnal sculpin was mainly detected
through chemical cues [73].

The actual interaction strength between species,
perceived within the actual study conditions, should
therefore better predict the effect of the interactor’s
presence on dispersal [14]. However, only 43% of
studies quantified the interaction strength along with
dispersal responses, and thus we used indirect
measures of interaction strength through the
generalism of interacting partners towards each other
(e.g. single or multiple predator species for a focal prey
species). We found that the level of generalism of
interacting species affected the dispersal outcome.
Counterintuitively, the level of generalism of the focal
species was mainly important for detrimental
interactions, where positive effects of interactor
presence on dispersal were strongest for more
generalist focal species, while the level of generalism
of the interacting species was more important for
beneficial interactions, with a stronger negative impact
for more generalist interactors. We were expecting the
level of interactor generalism to be of stronger
importance for detrimental interactors, as for example
prey might have a higher motivation to escape highly

specialized predators than generalist predators.
Further, we were expecting that more specialized focal
species may pose a broader burden on their resource,
increasing demographic fluctuations and thus
extinction probability of the focal species, leading to a
stronger effect on dispersal [17].

We further screened articles and the broader literature
to gather information about interaction strength
between pairs of species, resulting in variation in the
populations or study condition used (densities and
type of species manipulation) in the studies on
dispersal and interaction strength, a potential source
of discrepancies [60]. Further, the interaction strength
was measured through fitness-related traits that varied
among pairs of interacting species (i.e., survival,
fecundity, body condition and abundance). While this
result should be taken with caution, although the
approach should be conservative, the estimated
strength of interactions between species predicted the
dispersal responses to interaction well, and even
better than using the binary beneficial/detrimental
type of interaction (Table S7). When restricting our
dataset to studies jointly measuring the dispersal
response and interaction strength, we even better
estimated the effect of interaction strength on
dispersal. These results demonstrate the importance of
assessing  interaction  strengths and fitness
consequences concomitantly  with dispersal
dependencies, in single and multiple conditions, to
better understand interaction-dependent dispersal
and why it varies among species, interaction types, and
ecosystems (Fig. 1).

Our results further showed that the effects of
interactors varied with the dispersal phase studied.
Detrimental interactions had stronger positive impacts
on emigration than on full dispersal, and even had
negative impacts on transience. We expected
predators, parasites, and competitors to increase the
dispersal of the focal species to avoid the potential
negative consequences on fitness, and this was the
case for emigration and full dispersal [15,74]. However,
transience is a particularly vulnerable stage where the
risk of predation may be heightened; thus, a decrease
in dispersal distance for instance may be expected.
Similarly, hosts may increase their dispersal behaviour
to escape an infested habitat [15], and parasites
themselves can manipulate their hosts’ dispersal to
increase contact rate and the transmission of parasites
[21]. However, by diverting their hosts’ resources,
parasites can constrain their ability to move [21]. Such
contrasted effects of parasitism can be illustrated by a
study on Notonecta, where parasite infection reduced
Notonecta dispersal ability, but parasitism risk
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increased dispersal distance [75]. We thus expected
factors influencing emigration decisions and dispersal
distance to be fundamentally different, with
emigration decisions varying solely with local
conditions and dispersal distance varying with the
ability to disperse and the spatial scale of the
interaction. The impact of beneficial interactions also
depended on the dispersal phase studied, with strong
negative impacts on emigration, slightly weaker
impacts on transience and no effect on full dispersal.
The difference between effects of beneficial and
detrimental interactors might reflect a dependency on
both the local and the broader spatial context for
detrimental interactors, while the local context was the
main driver of dispersal decisions for beneficial
interactors. Again, a more precise estimate of the scale
and decay of interaction strength through the
landscape and its effects on focal species fitness at
each dispersal phase may help resolve this question.
The information we could gather on species home
range was fairly limited, but we found that the ratio of
home ranges influenced the focal species dispersal,
with a tendency for larger home ranges for focal
species relative to the interactor decreasing the
dependency of dispersal on detrimental interactions.
This larger home range may allow focal species to
escape detrimental interactors through changes in
spatial distribution within their habitat, a likely less
costly strategy than dispersing away. The interplay
between species interaction and dispersal at different
spatial scales should play an important role for
metacommunity dynamics. Indeed, a recent
theoretical study has shown that the spatial scales of
dispersal and species interactions have opposite
effects on ecosystem functioning [76]. A modelling
effort illustrating the impacts of context-dependent
dispersal in simple three-level food chain communities
shows that simultaneous resource- and predator-
dependent emigration reduced local fluctuations of
population dynamics through time, and increased
metacommunity stability [13]. In competitive
communities of two Callosobruchus species,
subdivision of the habitat into patches within a
metacommunity structure allows for new niche
differentiating mechanism through a dispersal-
competition trade off allowing species coexistence
[77]. Further, the dependency of dispersal on spatial
scale should itself depend on the spatiotemporal
autocorrelation of population dynamics between
interacting species across scales [6,13,18], potentially
leading to the co-evolution of dispersal of interacting
species [17].

We were also expecting the impact of the interacting
species to depend on the larger biotic context.

Specifically, we expected that more complex
communities could lead to a “dilution effect” where
the cues and the impact of each interacting species on
the focal species’ dispersal may be weaker when
diluted in a larger number of species interactions. We
observed the opposite effect, with stronger positive
effects of detrimental interactors being observed in
more complex communities than for studies on pairs of
interacting species. This could be explained by
methodological differences between studies on pairs
of interacting species, very often laboratory studies,
and studies on more complex communities, often
corresponding to field studies or semi-natural
mesocosm studies. Oversimplified set-ups may actually
buffer the effects of interaction on dispersal through
acclimation to threats and an overall lower perception
of risk. Because of the inherent nestedness of
community complexity and experimental set-up, we
were not able to put both moderators in the models.
An alternative explanation rests on a confounded
effect of multiple species interactions. As mentioned
above, field studies often lead to difficulties in
disentangling effects on survival from effects on
dispersal and in properly isolating the effect of a single
species. For example, the abundances of a prey species
and its different predator species are often correlated,
leading to difficulties in isolating the effect of each
predator species without intensive monitoring of all
species at play [78]. The same reasoning can be made
for other interacting species like resources for
consumers, as in flying squirrels which depend on
multiple resources (spruce, birch and alder catkin), that
likely covary and can alternatively appear as the main
driver of fitness [79,80], potentially hampering the
estimate of their respective effects on dispersal.

Finally, we showed that the duration of the study
modulates the effects of interactions on the dispersal
of focal species. The longer the study lasted the closer
the effect sizes were to zero for detrimental
interactions, and to a lower extent for beneficial
interactions. This effect may reflect an acclimation to
the interacting species in experimental studies,
reducing the sensitivity of individuals to stressful
interactions and therefore their dispersal propensity to
avoid them. In addition, not all individuals are equally
likely to disperse [4] and/or to respond through
dispersal to adverse abiotic and biotic conditions
[55,81]. Shorter experiments may capture the most
responsive individuals and the longer the study lasts
the weaker the overall response should be. However,
one can alternatively argue that less responsive
individuals would also react and disperse only after
long-lasting experiments. Unfortunately, dispersal
studies are often limited in time or space and might
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therefore misestimate the effect of interaction-
dependent dispersal at the whole population scale.

Our systematic literature review focused only on
actively dispersing species, and thus excluded passively
dispersed taxa such as plants. It yielded a majority of
articles on insects, with other groups like spiders, birds,
nematodes, mammals, or protists being less
represented. While our dataset was taxonomically
biased, it matched the taxonomic coverage of the
systematic review on intraspecific density [19], and
showed much lesser taxonomic bias than behavioural
studies for instance [50]. This highlights the
importance of covering a wide range of taxa across the
phylogenetic tree in dispersal studies to account for
the diversity of dispersal behaviours and species
interactions. Another knowledge gap highlighted by
our literature search is the relative lack of studies on
the interplay between species interaction and dispersal
syndromes (but see [82—86] in our database). Given the
suggested role of dispersal syndromes in fitness-
dispersal relationship and eco-evolutionary dynamics
of metacommunities [55,81], we would suggest that
research groups integrate a more detailed
characterisation of the phenotype and its relationship
to dispersal into their studies. Further, a meta-analysis
focusing on passively dispersing species would help to
understand whether processes influencing interaction-
dependent dispersal are similar to those affecting
active dispersers. Finally, we want to highlight the
following conclusions and ideas to stimulate further
research on dispersal and species interaction:

(1) Methodological issues :

(a) The experimental set-up matters.
Oversimplified set-ups may buffer effects of
interactions on dispersal through acclimation
to threats. On the other hand, field studies
often prevent disentangling effects of biotic
conditions on survival and dispersal. Further,
they can struggle to isolate properly the effect
of each species interaction on the dispersal of
a focal species because interactions among
different interacting species (e.g., interaction
of a prey species with multiple predator
species) often covary in time or space. Those
issues are at the core of discussions on
experimental vs. observational approaches.
Large-scale experiments in more realistic
ecological conditions monitored over time as
well as a more holistic investigation of biotic
and abiotic drivers in the field might improve
our understanding of the relationship between
dispersal and species interactions.

(b)

(c)

(2)
(d)

The duration of the experiment largely
influences the estimated relationship between
dispersal and species interaction. It does not
mean we should run shorter experiments to
increase the likelihood of finding larger effects
because species interactions and dispersal
phases last longer in nature than in an
experiment. However, we should consider the
temporal aspect as an additional factor when
running an experiment manipulating species
interactions on varying time windows and
select appropriate durations relative to
species’ generation time. In addition, natural
contexts often imply the integration of cues on
interacting species over a larger temporal
window within and between generations,
thereby providing a more realistic estimate of
information acquisition in stable and
predictable environments and a poor estimate
of enduring species interaction in changing
environments.

Cues might lead to stronger effects than the
actual presence of an interacting species. A
potential reason to consider is that the actual
presence often mixes direct effects of the
interaction, including numerical effects of it
(i.e., predators consume prey), and species
behavioural responses. For example, prey may
intend to respond to cues about predation risk
by leaving its habitat, but this intent might be
repressed by the immediate lethal costs of
doing so when actual predators are present.
Such impacts of cues can be related to the
landscape of fear, whereby predators have a
disproportionately strong effect on prey
redistribution over the landscape compared to
their direct consumptive effect [26,72]. This
landscape of fear effect also implies that
measuring interaction strength by fitness
effects alone might underestimate its
ecological impact mediated by behaviour.

Ecological aspects of interaction-dependent
dispersal

The numerical effects of species interactions
further influence intraspecific competition
through changes in population density. This
main driver likely influences species fitness and
dispersal propensity in an opposite direction to
species interactions. Beneficial interactions
likely increase population density while
detrimental interactions decrease it [6]. The
resulting consequence for dispersal calls for
study designs testing the respective and
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(e)

(f)

(8)

(3)
(h)

interactive effects in a fully crossed manner
[59].

A clear pattern is the effects of dispersal
phase. It has been pointed out repeatedly [4,5]
that aside from our naive expectation that
emigration and immigration decisions should
mirror each other, the risk and benefits of
species interaction likely vary between initial
habitat, environments crossed during
transience and new habitats to settle in. It
appears important to investigate the fitness
and dispersal consequences of species
interactions through the three movement
phases. A further review should focus on the
consequences of interspecific interactions at
the colonisation stage.

We need to improve our understanding of the
spatiotemporal dynamics of interacting
species. Indeed, dispersing from its current or
natal habitat is a behavioural decision with
large and lasting consequences for individual
life history [87]. Therefore, alternative
responses to a threat might be favoured when
the population dynamics of interacting species
give room to those alternatives (e.g.,
asynchrony in predator and prey population
dynamics). Modelling studies have shown the
importance of spatiotemporal autocorrelation
for dispersal dynamics [6,13,18]

The dispersal response depends on the
interaction strength. We have shown that
beneficial and detrimental interactions lead to
opposite dispersal responses, but the effect
can be modulated by the type of interaction,
the level of specialization between interactors,
and the dilution of the interaction by
community diversity. More studies should aim
at characterising this interaction strength,
from the local community level to higher
spatial scales in a metacommunity context, to
better understand its impacts on dispersal.
Ecological and evolutionary consequences for
metacommunities

Moving from pairs of species to complex
metacommunities may be a difficult task. We
have shown that the importance of context-
dependent dispersal depends on the overall
community context, thus experiments with
pairwise interactions may fail to capture the
complexity of the dispersal response and
studies in natural communities may fail to
tease apart the respective and interactive

effects of multiple interactions. Nevertheless,
modelling studies show that with even simple
three-level communities, context-dependent
dispersal between pairs of species has a strong
impact on metacommunity dynamics [13].

(i) Context-dependent dispersal should shape
metacommunity dynamics. When studying
the consequences of dispersal at the landscape
level, studies often treat dispersal as a
constitutive trait of species and/or landscape
features [76]. Our results evidence a dispersal
plasticity in response to biotic interactions,
particularly in the context of the landscape of
fear [26,72], which should influence the
species distribution and their match to local
ecological conditions within a landscape.

(j) We need to better understand how evolving
landscapes can affect the context-
dependency of dispersal. Eco-evolutionary
dynamics of species interactions should
influence the evolution of both context-
independent [17] and context-dependent
dispersal [6,55], and conversely the eco-
evolutionary dynamics of dispersal should
influence species interactions and
metacommunity dynamics [55]. These two
evidenced assertions hamper the accurate
predictions of metacommunity dynamics in a
greatly and rapidly changing world.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Box S1: Full description of the keywords for the meta-analysis.
The search was conducted on Web of Science on the 20th of October 2021 and yielded 21499 results.

TS=(predat* OR resource* OR prey* OR parasit* OR host* OR compet* OR facilitat* OR mutualis* OR
cooperat* OR phore* OR commensal* OR interspeci* OR heterospeci* OR context* OR condition* OR
metacommunit* OR "mutual inhibition" OR ammensalis* OR symbio*)

AND TI=(dispers* OR migrat* OR emigrat* OR immigrat* OR colonis* OR coloniz* OR nomadi*)

NOT TI=(“seasonal migration” NOT dispers* NOT emigrat* NOT immigrat* NOT colonis* NOT coloniz*)
NOT TI=(“vertical migration” NOT dispers* NOT emigrat* NOT immigrat* NOT colonis* NOT coloniz*)
NOT TI=(“autumn migration” NOT dispers* NOT emigrat* NOT immigrat* NOT colonis* NOT coloniz*)
NOT TI=(“fall migration” NOT dispers* NOT emigrat* NOT immigrat* NOT colonis* NOT coloniz*)

NOT TI=(“spring migration” NOT dispers* NOT emigrat* NOT immigrat* NOT colonis* NOT coloniz*)
NOT TI=(catadrom* NOT dispers* NOT emigrat* NOT immigrat* NOT colonis* NOT coloniz*)

NOT TI=(anadrom* NOT dispers* NOT emigrat* NOT immigrat* NOT colonis* NOT coloniz*)

NOT TI=(dispersion OR dispersible)

NOT TS=(refugees OR “international migration” OR “domestic migration” OR “human migration” OR
asylum OR illegal)

AND (SJ==("ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES ECOLOGY" OR "ZOOLOGY" OR "BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES" OR
"BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION" OR "INFECTIOUS DISEASES" OR "PLANT SCIENCES" OR "PHYSIOLOGY" OR
"LIFE SCIENCES BIOMEDICINE OTHER TOPICS" OR "AGRICULTURE" OR "MARINE FRESHWATER BIOLOGY"
OR "MICROBIOLOGY" OR "PATHOLOGY" OR "EVOLUTIONARY BIOLOGY" OR "DEMOGRAPHY" OR
"ENTOMOLOGY" OR "PARASITOLOGY" OR "FORESTRY" OR "FISHERIES"))

NOT (WC==("PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH" OR "ETHNIC STUDIES" OR
"ECONOMICS" OR "PHARMACOLOGY PHARMACY" OR "FOOD SCIENCE TECHNOLOGY" OR "REGIONAL
URBAN PLANNING" OR "CHEMISTRY ANALYTICAL" OR "GREEN SUSTAINABLE SCIENCE TECHNOLOGY" OR
"ANTHROPOLOGY" OR "GASTROENTEROLOGY HEPATOLOGY" OR LAW OR "PSYCHOLOGY BIOLOGICAL" OR
"ENERGY FUELS" OR "MEDICINE RESEARCH EXPERIMENTAL" OR ONCOLOGY OR "DENTISTRY ORAL
SURGERY MEDICINE" OR "RADIOLOGY NUCLEAR MEDICINE MEDICAL IMAGING" OR "NUTRITION
DIETETICS" OR "CHEMISTRY PHYSICAL" OR "RESPIRATORY SYSTEM" OR PALEONTOLOGY OR SOCIOLOGY
OR "PERIPHERAL VASCULAR DISEASE" OR "PEDIATRICS" OR "SOCIAL SCIENCES BIOMEDICAL" OR
"ASTRONOMY ASTROPHYSICS" OR "BIOPHYSICS"))
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Box S2: Full model equations for both the full dataset and the
beneficial/detrimental interactor dataset

The models were run with the metafor v 4.2-0 package [47] in R v4.3.1. We used the dredge function
from the MuMin v 1.47.5 package to select models with the best fixed structure from the full models,
and averaged models within AAICc<2.

# full model for the full dataset
full_mod_all = rma.mv(yi=es, v=var,

mods=" type_interactor * dispersal_phase + type_interactor * type_study + type_interactor *
type_manipulation_interactor + type_interactor * type_community + type_interactor * possibility_interactor_disperse +
type_interactor * generation_similarity +

type_interactor * I(level_generalism_focal - mean(level_generalism_focal)) + type_interactor *
I(level_generalism_interactor - mean(level_generalism_interactor)) + type_interactor * I(log_generation_time_focal -
mean(log_generation_time_focal)) + type_interactor * I(log_duration_experiment - mean(log_duration_experiment)),

randoms= list(~1 | study_ID, ~1 | focal_ID, ~1 | interactor_ID), R = list(focal_phylo=focal_phylogenetic_tree),
method='ML', test="t', data= full_dataset)

# full model for beneficial interactors

full_mod_beneficial = rma.mv(yi=es, v=var,

mods=" nature_interactor + dispersal_phase + type_study + type_manipulation_interactor + type_community +
possibility_interactor_disperse + generation_similarity +

I(level_generalism_focal - mean(level_generalism_focal)) + I(level_generalism_interactor -
mean(level_generalism_interactor)) + I(log_generation_time_focal - mean(log_generation_time_focal)) +
I(log_duration_experiment - mean(log_duration_experiment)),

randoms= list(~1 | study_ID, ~1 | focal_ID, ~1 | interactor_ID), R = list(focal_phylo=focal_phylogenetic_tree),
method='ML', test="t', data= beneficial_interactors_dataset)

# full model for detrimental interactors

full_mod_detrimental = rma.mv(yi=es, v=var,

mods="~ nature_interactor + dispersal_phase + type_study + type_manipulation_interactor + type_community +
possibility_interactor_disperse + generation_similarity +

I(level_generalism_focal - mean(level_generalism_focal)) + I(level_generalism_interactor -
mean(level_generalism_interactor)) + I(log_generation_time_focal - mean(log_generation_time_focal)) +
I(log_duration_experiment - mean(log_duration_experiment)),

randoms= list(~1 | study_ID, ~1 | focal_ID, ~1 | interactor_ID), R = list(focal_phylo=focal_phylogenetic_tree),

method="ML', test="t', data= detrimental_interactors_dataset)
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21499 studies identified through database
searching

1st filter: 21499 studies with title and abstract
screened

2nd filter: 1539 full-text articles assessed for
eligibility

118 studies included, data extracted for meta
analysis

397 effect sizes extracted

Figure S1: Prisma plot
Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA, [30]) diagram showing
how records were assessed, screened, and included in the meta-analysis.
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Figure S2: Phylogeny of the focal taxon

The taxonomy of the focal taxa extracted from the GBIF database (and other databases when missing)
is used as a surrogate for a true phylogenetic tree, with Graphen’s method for compiling branch length
[46].
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Figure S3: Taxonomic description of the taxa involved in the analysis

(a) Sankey diagram of the number of effect sizes (k) per focal taxon phylum, interacting taxon phylum,
type of interactor (beneficial/detrimental) and nature of interactor, coloured by the nature of
interactor (red: resource, pink: predator, dark blue: parasite, teal blue: mutualist, forest green: host,
yellow-green: competitor). (b) Sankey diagram this time per focal class and interacting taxon class.
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Figure S4: Number of effect sizes by moderator level for the main moderators

Sankey diagrams of the number of effect sizes (k, in white inside the bars) per moderator for all of the
moderators of interest, i.e. the type of interactor (detrimental or beneficial interactor), the nature of
interactor (competitor, host, mutualist, parasite, predator, resource), the dispersal phase (emigration,
full dispersal or transience, the type of manipulation of the interactor (presence, cues of presence,
abundance), the level of community complexity (pair of species, simplified community or complex
community), the possibility for the interactor to disperse, the similarity in generations between the
interaction and the dispersal (same or different generation), the level of generalism of the focal species
and of the interactor (rated from 1 to 4), and last the type of study (experimental or observational).
Colours corresponds to the nature of interactor (red: resource, pink: predator, dark blue: parasite, teal

blue: mutualist, forest green: host, yellow-green: competitor).
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Figure S5: Funnel plot of the model with all moderators represented in the
averaged model

The funnel plot on the model containing all moderators represented in the averaged model does not
evidence any strong asymmetry, which is confirmed by the Egger’s test that shows that the intercept
for the residuals by precision linear model crosses zero (intercept [95% Cl] = 0.13 [-0.03, 0.28],t = 1.6,
df =395, p = 0.119). Together with the very high Rosenberg fail-safe number (N =47929), this suggests
that there is no evidence of publication bias.
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Figure S6: Funnel plots of the models for the two data subsets with all

moderators represented in the averaged models

(a) Funnel plot for detrimental interactions, (b) Funnel plot for beneficial interactions. The funnel plot
for detrimental interactions reveals some asymmetry, which is confirmed by the Egger’s test that
shows a non-zero intercept for the residual (intercept [95% CI] = 0.30 [0.11, 0.48], t = 3.2, df =243, p =
0.002), suggesting potential publication bias. However, the Rosenberg fail-safe number was very high
(N =30,695), suggesting the converse. For beneficial interactions, the Funnel plot does not evidence
any strong asymmetry, which is confirmed by the Egger’s test (intercept [95% ClI] = --0.21 [-0.64, 0.22],
t =-0.98, df = 150, p = 0.33). Together with the high Rosenberg fail-safe number (N = 17,746), this
suggests that there is no evidence of publication bias.
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Figure S7: The effect of interactors on dispersal varies with the duration of the
experiment and the generation time

Effect of (a) the log duration experiment or (b) the log generation time and type of interactor (red:
detrimental, blue: beneficial) on the effect of interacting species on dispersal (positive Hedges’ d
values: increased dispersal in the presence of interactors, negative: decreased dispersal). Points
represent the effect sizes, and lines and confidence intervals are displayed from marginal means and

95 % Cl from the two meta-analytic models calculated at the minimum, Q1, median, mean, and
maximum values of log duration.
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Table S1: Effect size transformation depending on the type of data.

The preferred type of data extracted was either pair of means, contingency tables or correlation (depending on the type of study), followed by test parameters

from t-tests, F-tests or other types of tests.

ratio

occasionally from figures. Either
number of dispersers (A: treatment, B:
control) and residents (C: treatment,
D: control) per category, or log odds
ratio and variance extracted from
summary data from logistic models
and logistic mixed models

[34,37]
esc ::esc_2x2

Type of data Data extraction Reference and R Formula
functions used
Pair of means From raw data, from tables or text, d= h-% ]
from figures with means and SE, [37] (n1-1)s2+(ny-1)s3
means and SD, or boxplots [18] esc ::esc_mean_sd ny+ny-2
3
where] =1 — prEyrT—s
_ ngtn, d?
and Va = nin, 2(nq+ny)
Contingency table or log odds From raw data, tables or text, AD
BC’

. 1 1 1 1
WIthUanR :Z+E+E+B'

Converted to Hedges’ d following:

- Inin( V3

T
And

Py = 3UanR
d 2

Correlation From raw data, figures, tables or text [34] Conversion to Hedge’s d following
d 2r
\ v1—1712
Vr
And Vg = m
Student t test, F-test from one- | From tables or text [37,38] Ir| = 2 7| = F
way ANOVA esc ::esc_t "= Jerar 0N = ([Frar
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Followed by a conversion from r to Hedge’s d (see
above)

X2 coefficient from 2x2
frequency tables

From tables or text

(37]
esc ::esc_chisq

X2
Irl= |—
n

Followed by a conversion from r to Hedge’s d (see
above)

Mann-Whitney Z-score,
Wilcoxon signed-rank test for
paired samples

From tables or text

[38]
effectsize ::z_to_d

G

Followed by a conversion from r to Hedge’s d (see
above)

Partial eta from multiple
factor ANOVA, from multiple
factor regression, from linear
mixed models, eta? from
Kruskal-Wallis H-test

From tables or text

[38-40]
esc ::cohens_d

nz _ Sseffect
p Sseffect+sserror
7]2 _ F*dfeffect
P FxdfeffecttF*dferror
tZ
np t2+df
2 _ H—-k+1
nh - n—k
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Table S2: Types of moderators and simplification of information
For each type of moderator/random effect, we describe the levels and the number of effect sizes (es) per level, as well explain the choices made to create the

moderator.

Name of moderator/random
effect

Levels

Choices on moderator

Study ID

118 levels, the ID of the study

Focal taxon identity, taxonomy
and phylogeny

Focal taxon identity: 144 levels, genus:

116 levels, family: 94 levels, order: 41
levels, class: 16 levels, phylum: 7
levels, kingdom : 2 levels.

Correlation matrix between focal taxa
from phylogeny.

Focal taxon identity gathered from the study, normally species ID but can
be genus (17 effect sizes) or family (12 es) depending on the study.

Focal taxon taxonomy gathered from the NCBI database with taxize R
package v0.9.100; when missing from GBIF or ITIS databases.

Focal taxon phylogeny created from surrogate taxonomic tree with grafens
method to compute branch length.

Interacting taxon identity,
taxonomy

Interacting taxon identity: 165 levels,
genus :125 levels, family: 103 levels,
order: 69 levels, class: 32 levels,
phylum: 20 levels, kingdom 7 levels.

Interacting taxon identity gathered from the study, normally species ID but
the taxon can be determined at several taxonomic levels up to the kingdom
or include undefined groups (e.g., dead wood, microalgae). We gathered
interacting taxon taxonomy from the same databases as focal taxon, and to
avoid missing data we replaced all NA by « undetermined ». Because of the
number of undetermined data, as well as the number of groups defined to
higher taxonomic levels, we did not provide a phylogeny.

Nature of interactor

6 levels, resource (125 es), competitor
(73 es), host (6 es), mutualist (21 es),
parasite (56 es), predator (116 es).
Reference level: resource

We grouped parasites, parasitoid and virus as the « parasite » category, we
grouped prey and resource as « resource », and endosymbiont and
defensive mutualist as « mutualist ».

Type of interactor

2 levels, detrimental (245 es) or
beneficial (152 es). Reference level:
detrimental

We assumed that competitors, parasites and predators reduce the fitness
of the focal species and are thus detrimental interactors, while resources,
hosts and mutualists enhance the fitness and are thus beneficial
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interactors.

Type of community

3 levels: pair of species (135 es), simple
community (141 es) or complex
community (121 es). Reference level:
pair of species.

Studies either manipulated two taxa alone, manipulated a focal taxa and an
interacting species in a simplified community composed of a small subset of
species (often resources, but sometimes more complex), or manipulated
the focal taxa and the interacting taxa in more complex settings including a
large number of taxa (e.g., manipulative studies in the wild with addition of
predator cues or resources). Further, studies that did not manipulate the
interacting species presence or abundance could also be classified in these
levels (e.g., observational studies correlating the abundance of predators
and the dispersal of the focal taxon).

Type of manipulation

3 levels: presence (196 es), cues of
presence (84 es), or abundance (117
es). Reference level: presence

Studies could either manipulate the presence or the cues of presence of the
interacting species, in a 0/1 setting, or manipulate the abundance (or
abundance of cues) in a gradient or by comparing levels. Because only one
study manipulated the cues of abundance, with only 4 es, we merged the
effect sizes of direct manipulation of abundance with the cues of
abundance effect sizes to create only three levels, presence, cues of
presence, or abundance. Observational studies could also be classified in
these three levels.

Possibility for the interactor to
disperse

2 levels: no (249 es) or yes (148 es).
Reference level: no

The question here is can the interacting taxon disperse during the
experiment/observation, and not can it disperse overall.

Dispersal phase

3 levels: emigration (275 es),
transience (48 es) and full dispersal (74
es). Reference level: emigration

Dispersal phase studied during the experiment/observation, either
emigration, transience or full dispersal where individuals were monitored
from the emigration to the immigration phase. Studies focusing only on the
colonization part were excluded.

Similarity of generation between
interaction and dispersal

2 levels: same generation (348 es) or
different generation (49 es). Reference
level: same generation.

Is the dispersing individual the same as the interacting individual? In most
of the cases, the dispersing individual is the individual that has undergone
the interaction, but in certain cases, it can be its parent (e.g. risk of
predation on the parent and observed dispersal of the offspring) or its
offspring (e.g. nest predation where the parent disperses after a predation
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on its offspring)

Type of study

2 levels: experiment (331 es),

observation (66 es). Reference level :

experiment

Either experimental studies, or observational studies in the field.

Experimental setting

3 levels: laboratory (213 es), semi-

natural (74 es) or in natura (110 es).

Reference level: laboratory

Laboratory studies regroup studies in indoors microcosms or mesocosms,
dispersal arenas or wind tunnels, while semi natural studies are outdoors
mesocosms or some greenhouse and volary studies, and the last category
are field studies. Note that because this moderator was nested within the
type of community moderator, and thus difficult to disentangle, and
because we were more interested in biological questions that
methodological ones, we excluded this moderator.

Duration of the experiment

Numerical, centered log number of
days.

Duration of the experiment or observation. The number of days varies
between -2e-4 days and 1e5 days, with a Q1 of 0.2 days, a median of 2
days, a Q3 of 28 days. We use the log number of days.

Generation time of the focal
species

Numerical, centered log number of
days

This moderator was either extracted from the studies when available, or
more often found in a second step of searching the larger literature. The
number of days varies between 0.1 and 7044, with a Q1 of 18, a median of
170 and a Q3 of 365. We use the log number of days.

Level of generalism of the focal
species + Level of generalism of
the interactor

Numerical, range 1-4.

This moderator was found in a second step of searching the larger
literature. We rated focal and interacting species from 1 to 4 on whether
they eat only one species, from the same genus or family, from the same
order, or from different orders. Most of the species fell into the
polyphagous category (rated 4: 292 es for focal species and 315 for
interactors), with other ranging from 34 es for focal and 42 for interactors
rated 3, 54 es for focal and 26 for interactors rated 2, and 17 es for focal
and 14 for interactors rated 1 (monophagous).

Home range of the focal species
+ Home range of the interactor

Numerical

This moderator was found in a second step of searching the larger
literature. Unfortunately, this information was available for very few pair of
species, thus it is not included in the main models but tested for separately
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on a small subset of 17 effect sizes. We use the log ratio of home range
focal/home range interactor.

Interaction strength between
species

Numerical

This moderator measures the interaction strengths between pairs of
species found in the database as a standardize effect of the presence or
abundance of the interacting species on a fitness-related traits in focal
species (survival, fecundity, body condition, body growth, or abundance).
The information was found either in the primary literature (studies that
measured both dispersal and interaction strength, 166 es) or on the
secondary literature (studies on interactions between pairs of species, 191
es). We were not able to find interaction strength data for 40 es in our
database. Because we used different response metrics with very different
ranges (e.qg., survival on a 0-1 scale vs fecundity 10000 eggs), we first
centered the dependent variable by dividing by the mean variable value
allowing to estimate proportional changes while maintaining metrics’
variation. Then, we regressed the response metric depending on the
occurrence (0 vs. 1) or the density of the interacting species mean-centered
and scaled by standard deviation. The interaction strength ranges between
-1.64 and 1.42, with a Q1 of -0.29, a median of -0.08 and a Q3 of 0.14.
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Table S3: Evaluation of the taxonomic bias of the dataset
Comparison of the number of effect sizes per taxonomic level in our database to the actual number of described species in each taxon taken from the Catalogue
of Life version 2023-11-24 (https://www.catalogueoflife.org/, [51]). Following [50], we used chi-square analyses to compare the observed numbers of effect

sizes extracted from the publications in our database on taxa at two levels, kingdom and phylum, to expected frequencies generated from the recorded
number of species in each taxon, under the null hypothesis that the representation of taxa in our database is in direct proportion to the relative number of

species in that taxon.

Taxonomic level Taxon Nb of effect sizes Nb of species Expected frequency  Observed frequency >
Kingdom ¥ =68,df=1,p=2e-16
Animalia 349 1,505,821 96 % 87.9 %
Chromista 48 62,581 4% 12.1 %
Phylum (among Animalia) x> =354,df =4, p=12e-75
Annelida 4 17,656 1.2 % 1.1 %
Arthropoda 236 1,171,751 82.9 % 67.6 %
Chordata 70 73,509 5.2% 20.1 %
Mollusca 7 132,305 9.4 % 2%
Nematoda 32 17,590 1.2% 9.2 %
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Table S4: Evaluation of time-lag bias for the meta-analytic model
Model investigating the effect of time-lag bias by adding the interaction between the type of interactor (beneficial or detrimental) and the centered publication
year to the model with all moderators retained in the averaged model. The effect sizes means, SE, 95 % Cl, z-values and p-values are presented.

Moderator Level effect size SE 95% CI z-value p-value
Intercept intrept -0.31 0.19 [-0.69,0.07] -1.62  0.105
Dispersal phase full dispersal 0.05 0.22 [-0.39,0.48] 0.21 0.837
transience -1.38 0.35 [-2.06,-0.70] -3.99 <0.001***
Centered log duration -0.15 0.04 [-0.22,-0.07] -3.77 <0.001%**
Centered level of generalism focal species 0.24 0.14 [-0.04,0.51] 1.69 0.092.
Type of community simple community 0.69 0.21 [0.28,1.11] 3.25 0.001**
complex community 0.69 0.28 [0.14,1.25] 245 0.014*
Type of interactor beneficial -0.34 0.19 [-0.70,0.03] -1.81 0.070.
Type of study observational 0.24 0.30 [-0.35,0.83] 0.78 0.433
Centered level of generalism interactor -0.23 0.10 [-0.43,-0.03] -2.21 0.027*
Type of manipulation of interactor abundance -0.15 0.11 [-0.36,0.06] -1.38 0.168
cues of presence 0.44 0.19 [0.06,0.82] 2.29 0.022*
Centered log generation time 0.05 0.04 [-0.03,0.13] 1.18 0.238
Similarity generation dispersal-interaction different generation 0.27 0.28 [-0.28,0.82] 0.95 0.341
Type of interactor:Dispersal phase beneficial:full dispersal 0.66 0.35 [-0.03,1.35] 1.88 0.060.
beneficial:transience 1.49 0.41 [0.67,2.30] 3.59 <0.001%*=*
Type of interactor:Centered log duration beneficial:duration 0.25 0.06 [0.14,0.37] 4.31 <0.001***
Type of interactor: Type of study beneficial:observation -1.48 0.50 [-2.47,-0.49] -2.94 0.003%*
Type of interactor:Centered log generation time beneficial:generation time -0.08 0.06 [-0.19,0.03] -1.45 0.146
Type of interactor:Centered level of generalism focal species beneficial:generalism focal -0.10 0.18 [-0.45,0.24] -0.59 0.557
Type of interactor:Centered publication year detrimental:year 0.00 0.01 [-0.03,0.03] -0.19 0.848
beneficial:year 0.06 0.02 [0.03,0.09] 3.64 <0.001%**
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Table S5: Meta-analytic means and 95 % CI by moderator for each of the two subsets of data

Marginal means on the two meta-analytic models for beneficial and detrimental interactions, either averaged across all moderators or separated by type of
moderator retained in the averaged model. The effect sizes means, SE and 95 % Cl are calculated by the emmeans function from the emmeans package v1.8.8
on the models with all moderators maintained in the averaged model. Note for numeric variables, we present either results for the min, median and max
values, of in the case of generalism, the min and max values (specialist and generalist).

Data subset Moderator Moderator level Effect size SE  95% CI
Detrimental Marginal means across all Moderators 0.328 0.136 [0.063,0.594]
Dispersal phase emigration 0.500 0.147 [0.211,0.789]
full dispersal 0.513 0.227 [0.069,0.958]
transience -0.972 0.323 [-1.605,-0.339]
Log duration Min 1.723 0.404 [0.932,2.514]
Med 0.324 0.135 [0.058,0.589]
Max -0.995 0.354 [-1.688,-0.301]
Type of manipulation presence 0.102 0.166 [-0.224,0.427]
abundance -0.057 0.177 [-0.404,0.29]
cues of presence 0.866 0.211 [0.453,1.279]
Level of community complexity pair of species 0.007 0.211 [-0.407,0.42]
simple community 0.434 0.201 [0.040,0.829]
complex community 0.488 0.243 [0.013,0.963]
Level of generalism focal mono -0.358 0.271 [-0.890,0.173]
poly 1.015 0.273 [0.480,1.549]
Level of generalism interactor mono 0.601 0.214 [0.182,1.020]
poly 0.055 0.230 [-0.396,0.507]
Type of study experiment 0.268 0.144 [-0.015,0.550]
observation 0.583 0.301 [-0.007,1.174]
Log generation time Min -0.125 0.338 [-0.787,0.538]
Med 0.402 0.136 [0.136,0.668]
Max 0.665 0.234 [0.207,1.123]
Possibility for interactor to disperse no 0.225 0.198 [-0.164,0.613]
yes 0.457 0.187 [0.092,0.823]
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Data subset Moderator Moderator level Effect size SE 95% CI
Similarity in generations between dispersal and interaction same generation 0.245 0.145 [-0.039,0.530]
different generation 1.057 0.356 [0.359,1.755]
Nature of interactor predator -0.002 0.205 [-0.404,0.400]
competitor 0.765 0.289 [0.198,1.331]
parasite 0.444 0.248 [-0.043,0.931]
Beneficial Marginal means across all Moderators -0.549 0.192 [-0.924,-0.173]
Dispersal phase emigration -0.640 0.196 [-1.023,-0.256]
full dispersal -0.132 0.254 [-0.629,0.366]
transience -0.555 0.291 [-1.125,0.015]
Nature of interactor resource -0.720 0.194 [-1.100,-0.339]
host 1.128 0.637 [-0.120,2.375]
mutualist -0.011 0.759 [-1.499,1.476]
Level of generalism interactor mono 0.318 0.417 [-0.498,1.135]
poly -1.416 0.455 [-2.308,-0.524]
Log duration Min -1.536 0.453 [-2.424,-0.648]
Med -0.546 0.192 [-0.921,-0.170]
Max 0.387 0.433 [-0.461,1.236]
Type of study experiment -0.470 0.203 [-0.868,-0.073]
observation -1.100 0.415 [-1.913,-0.287]
Level of generalism focal mono -0.813 0.280 [-1.361,-0.265]
poly -0.285 0.292 [-0.858,0.288]
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Table S6: Effect of home range ratio on the context-dependency of dispersal

Model investigating the effect of interacting species’ home range. Because we were not able to gather information on home range for most of the species
pair, this is a separate model on the 17 effect sizes for detrimental interactions for which we were able to get the information. The model included the centered
log ratio of home ranges (home range of the focal species/ home range of the interactor), as well as the study ID, focal species ID and interactor ID. The model
had a total heterogeneity |12 of 39.7 %. The Egger’s test showed no significant asymmetry (intercept [95% Cl] = -0.03 [-0.21, 0.28], t = -0.29, df = 15, p = 0.77).
The effect sizes means, SE, 95 % Cl, z-values and p-values are presented.

Moderator effect size SE  95% CI z-value p-value
Intercept 0.16 0.06 [0.05,0.28] 2.72  0.006**
Centered log ratio of home ranges -0.02 0.01 [-0.05,0.00] -1.73  0.084.

31



Bestion et al., 2024, Species interactions affect dispersal: a meta-analysis. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B 379:20230127, doi: 10.1098/rstb.2023.0127

Table S7: Effect of interaction strength on the context-dependency of dispersal

Model investigating the effect of interaction strength on the focal species’ dispersal, and their comparison to models investigating only binary interaction
types (beneficial/detrimental). The models were done on two subset of studies: first on all data for which we were able to gather interaction strength
information, from either the primary or the secondary literature (“All interaction strengths” dataset, 357 effect sizes over 108 studies), and second the data
for which interaction strength was gathered from the primary literature (“Strict interaction strengths” dataset, 166 effect sizes voer 51 studies). We compared
through AICc models including the continuous interaction strength as a fixed effect and all random effects (study ID, focal species ID and phylogeny, interacting
species ID) to models with the same random effects but binary interaction type as fixed effects. The Egger’s tests showed some asymmetry for the dataset
on all interaction strengths (p = 0.029 and 0.027 for the intercept of models on interaction strength and type), but not for the strict dataset (p = 0.94 and 0.85).
All models had a large heterogeneity (1> = 97.8, 97.5, 97.2 and 96. 6 respectively for the models on interaction strength and on interaction type on all
interactions, and the models on interaction strength and interaction type on the strict interaction database). The effect sizes means, SE, 95 % Cl, z-values and
p-values, as well as AAICc between models, are presented.

Type dataset Type model Moderator effectsize  SE  95% CI z-value p-value AAICc N
All interaction strengths Model interaction strength  Intercept -0.08 0.11 [-0.29,0.13] -0.72  0.469 0.0 357
Interaction strength -0.72  0.13 [-0.98,-0.47] -5.56 <0.001%***
Model interaction type Intercept 0.21 0.12 [-0.03,0.45] 1.72  0.085. 16.5
Interaction type -0.61 0.16 [-0.92,-0.30] -3.91 <0.001%**
Strict interaction strengths ~ Model interaction strength  Intercept -0.13 0.16 [-0.45,0.19] -0.81 0.422 0.0 166
Interaction strength -1.24 020 [-1.64,-0.84] -6.12  <0.001%**
Model interaction type Intercept 0.10 0.17 [-0.24,0.44] 0.58 0.561 32.8
Interaction type -0.43 0.24 [-0.90,0.03] -1.83  0.069.

32



Bestion et al., 2024, Species interactions affect dispersal: a meta-analysis. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B
379:20230127, doi: 10.1098/rstb.2023.0127

Supplementary reference list: List of all articles included in the meta-analysis

Achiano Ka, Giliomee Jh. 2008 Food-, Temperature- And Crowding-mediated Laboratory Dispersal
Of Carcinops Pumilio (erichson) (coleoptera : Histeridae), A Predator Of House Fly (diptera :
Muscidae) Eggs And Larvae. African Entomology. 16, 115-121. (doi:10.4001/1021-3589-16.1.115)

Alcalay Y, Tsurim I, Ovadia O. 2018 Female Mosquitoes Disperse Further When They Develop
Under Predation Risk. Behavioral Ecology. 29, 1402-1408. (doi:10.1093/beheco/ary113)

Asman K, Ekbom B, Ramert B. 2001 Effect Of Intercropping On Oviposition And Emigration
Behavior Of The Leek Moth (lepidoptera : Acrolepiidae) And The Diamondback Moth (lepidoptera :
Plutellidae). Environmental Entomology. 30, 288-294. (doi:10.1603/0046-225x-30.2.288)

Brown Cr, Brown Mb. 1992 Ectoparasitism As A Cause Of Natal Dispersal In Cliff Swallows.
Ecology. 73, 1718-1723. (doi:10.2307/1940023)

Baines Cb, Diab S, Mccauley Sj. 2020 Parasitism Risk And Infection Alter Host Dispersal. American
Naturalist. 196, 119-131. (doi:10.1086/709163)

Baines Cb, Mccauley Sj, Rowe L. 2015 Dispersal Depends On Body Condition And Predation Risk
In The Semi-aquatic Insect, Notonecta Undulata. Ecology And Evolution. 5, 2307-2316.
(doi:10.1002/ece3.1508)

Baines Cb, Mccauley Sj, Rowe L. 2014 The Interactive Effects Of Competition And Predation Risk
On Dispersal In An Insect. Biology Letters. 10. (doi:10.1098/rsbl.2014.0287)

Bartonicka T. 2008 Cimex Pipistrelli (heteroptera, Cimicidae) And The Dispersal Propensity Of Bats:
An Experimental Study. Parasitology Research. 104, 163-168. (doi:10.1007/s00436-008-1175-1)

Baudouin A Gatti S Levrero F Genton C Cristescu Rh Billy V Motsch P Pierre Js Le Gouar P Menard
N. 2019 Disease Avoidance, And Breeding Group Age And Size Condition The Dispersal Patterns
Of Western Lowland Gorilla Females. Ecology. 100. (doi:10.1002/ecy.2786)

Berger-tal R, Berner-aharon N, Aharon S, Tuni C, Lubin Y. 2016 Good Reasons To Leave Home:
Proximate Dispersal Cues In A Social Spider. Journal Of Animal Ecology. 85, 1035-1042.
(doi:10.1111/1365-2656.12534)

Bestion E, Teyssier A, Aubret F, Clobert J, Cote J. 2014 Maternal Exposure To Predator Scents:
Offspring Phenotypic Adjustment And Dispersal. Proceedings Of The Royal Society B-biological
Sciences. 281. (doi:10.1098/rspb.2014.0701)

Bodasing M, Crouch T, Slotow R. 2002 The Influence Of Starvation On Dispersal In The Social
Spider, Stegodyphus Mimosarum (araneae, Eresidae). Journal Of Arachnology. 30, 373-382.
(doi:10.1636/0161-8202(2002)030[0373:tiosod]2.0.co;2)

Brown Gp, Kelehear C, Pizzatto L, Shine R. 2016 The Impact Of Lungworm Parasites On Rates Of
Dispersal Of Their Anuran Host, The Invasive Cane Toad. Biological Invasions. 18, 103-114.
(doi:10.1007/s10530-015-0993-1)

Buddle Cn, Rypstra Al. 2003 Factors Initiating Emigration Of Two Wolf Spider Species (araneae :
Lycosidae) In An Agroecosystem. Environmental Entomology. 32, 88-95. (doi:10.1603/0046-225x-
32.1.88)

Buitenhuis R, Shipp L, Scott-dupree C. 2010 Dispersal Of Amblyseius Swirskii Athias-henriot (acari:
Phytoseiidae) On Potted Greenhouse Chrysanthemum. Biological Control. 52, 110-114.
(doi:10.1016/j.biocontrol.2009.10.007)

33


doi:10.4001/1021-3589-16.1.115
doi:10.1093/beheco/ary113
doi:10.1603/0046-225x-30.2.288
doi:10.2307/1940023
doi:10.1086/709163
doi:10.1002/ece3.1508
doi:10.1098/rsbl.2014.0287
doi:10.1007/s00436-008-1175-1
doi:10.1002/ecy.2786
doi:10.1111/1365-2656.12534
doi:10.1098/rspb.2014.0701
doi:10.1636/0161-8202(2002)030%5B0373:tiosod%5D2.0.co;2
doi:10.1007/s10530-015-0993-1
doi:10.1603/0046-225x-32.1.88
doi:10.1603/0046-225x-32.1.88
doi:10.1016/j.biocontrol.2009.10.007

Bestion et al., 2024, Species interactions affect dispersal: a meta-analysis. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B
379:20230127, doi: 10.1098/rstb.2023.0127

Castillo-neyra R, Barbu Cm, Salazar R, Borrini K, Naquira C, Levy Mz. 2015 Host-seeking Behavior
And Dispersal Of Triatoma Infestans, A Vector Of Chagas Disease, Under Semi-field Conditions.
Plos Neglected Tropical Diseases. 9. (doi:10.1371/journal.pntd.0003433)

Conrad Kf, Willson Kh, Whitfield K, Harvey If, Thomas Cj, Sherratt Tn. 2002 Characteristics Of
Dispersing Ischnura Elegans And Coenagrion Puella (odonata): Age, Sex, Size, Morph And
Ectoparasitism. Ecography. 25, 439-445. (doi:10.1034/j.1600-0587.2002.250406.x)

Cortesero Am, Monge Jp, Huignard J. 1997 Dispersal And Parasitizing Abilities Of Eupelmus Vuilleti
(hymenoptera: Eupelmidae) Within A Column Of Cowpea Seeds. Environmental Entomology. 26,
1025-1030. (doi:10.1093/ee/26.5.1025)

Cote J, Fogarty S, Tymen B, Sih A, Brodin T. 2013 Personality-dependent Dispersal Cancelled Under
Predation Risk. Proceedings Of The Royal Society B-biological Sciences. 280.
(doi:10.1098/rspb.2013.2349)

Cronin Jt, Haynes Kj, Dillemuth F. 2004 Spider Effects On Planthopper Mortality, Dispersal, And
Spatial Population Dynamics. Ecology. 85, 2134-2143. (doi:10.1890/03-0591)

Denno Rf, Roderick Gk. 1992 Density-related Dispersal In Planthoppers - Effects Of Interspecific
Crowding. Ecology. 73, 1323-1334. (d0i:10.2307/1940679)

Dahl J, Greenberg L. 1999 Effects Of Prey Dispersal On Predator-prey Interactions In Streams.
Freshwater Biology. 41, 771-780. (doi:10.1046/j.1365-2427.1999.00422 x)

Dallas T, Melbourne B, Hastings A. 2020 Community Context And Dispersal Stochasticity Drive
Variation In Spatial Spread. Journal Of Animal Ecology. 89, 2657-2664. (doi:10.1111/1365-
2656.13331)

De Meester N, Derycke S, Rigaux A, Moens T. 2016 Active Dispersal Is Differentially Affected By
Inter- And Intraspecific Competition In Closely Related Nematode Species (vol 124, Pg 561, 2016).
Oikos. 125, 893-893. (doi:10.1111/0ik.03561)

Debeffe L, Morellet N, Verheyden-tixier H, Hoste H, Gaillard Jm, Cargnelutti B, Picot D, Sevila J,
Hewison Ajm. 2014 Parasite Abundance Contributes To Condition-dependent Dispersal In A Wild
Population Of Large Herbivore. Oikos. 123, 1121-1125. (doi:10.1111/0ik.01396)

Dickinson J1 Ferree Ed Stern Ca Swift R Zuckerberg B. 2014 Delayed Dispersal In Western Bluebirds:
Teasing Apart The Importance Of Resources And Parents. Behavioral Ecology. 25, 843-851.
(doi:10.1093/beheco/aru042)

Edelman Aj. 2011 Sex-specific Effects Of Size And Condition On Timing Of Natal Dispersal In
Kangaroo Rats. Behavioral Ecology. 22, 776-783. (doi:10.1093/beheco/arr050)

Forrester Ge. 1994 Influences Of Predatory Fish On The Drift Dispersal And Local-density Of Stream
Insects. Ecology. 75, 1208-1218. (doi:10.2307/1937447)

Frumkin R. 1994 Intraspecific Brood-parasitism And Dispersal In Fledgling Sparrowhawks
Accipiter-nisus. /bis. 136, 426-433. (doi:10.1111/j.1474-919x.1994.tb01117.x)

Fellous S, Quillery E, Duncan Ab, Kaltz O. 2011 Parasitic Infection Reduces Dispersal Of Ciliate
Host. Biology Letters. 7, 327-329. (doi:10.1098/rsb1.2010.0862)

Feng Cz, Yang Cc, Liang W. 2019 Nest-site Fidelity And Breeding Dispersal By Common Tailorbirds
In A Tropical Forest. Avian Research. 10. (doi:10.1186/s40657-019-0185-2)

34


doi:10.1371/journal.pntd.0003433
doi:10.1034/j.1600-0587.2002.250406.x
doi:10.1093/ee/26.5.1025
doi:10.1098/rspb.2013.2349
doi:10.1890/03-0591
doi:10.2307/1940679
doi:10.1046/j.1365-2427.1999.00422.x
doi:10.1111/1365-2656.13331
doi:10.1111/1365-2656.13331
doi:10.1111/oik.03561
doi:10.1111/oik.01396
doi:10.1093/beheco/aru042
doi:10.1093/beheco/arr050
doi:10.2307/1937447
doi:10.1111/j.1474-919x.1994.tb01117.x
doi:10.1098/rsbl.2010.0862
doi:10.1186/s40657-019-0185-2

Bestion et al., 2024, Species interactions affect dispersal: a meta-analysis. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B
379:20230127, doi: 10.1098/rstb.2023.0127

Ferreras P, Delibes M, Palomares F, Fedriani Jm, Calzada J, Revilla E. 2004 Proximate And Ultimate
Causes Of Dispersal In The Iberian Lynx Lynx Pardinus. Behavioral Ecology. 15, 31-40.
(doi:10.1093/beheco/arg097)

Forsman A, Lindell Le. 1997 Responses Of A Predator To Variation In Prey Abundance: Survival
And Emigration Of Adders In Relation To Vole Density. Canadian Journal Of Zoology. 75, 1099-
1108. (doi:10.1139/z97-132)

Fred Ms, Brommer Je. 2009 Resources Influence Dispersal And Population Structure In An
Endangered Butterfly. Insect Conservation And Diversity. 2, 176-182. (doi:10.1111/.1752-
4598.2009.00059.x)

French Dr, Travis Jmj. 2001 Density-dependent Dispersal In Host-parasitoid Assemblages. Oikos. 95,
125-135. (doi:10.1034/1.1600-0706.2001.950114.x)

Fronhofer Ea, Klecka J, Melian Cj, Altermatt F. 2015 Condition-dependent Movement And Dispersal
In Experimental Metacommunities. Ecology Letters. 18, 954-963. (doi:10.1111/ele.12475)

Fronhofer Ea, Legrand D, Altermatt F, Ansart A, Blanchet S, Bonte D, Chaine A, Dahirel M, De
Laender F, De Raedt J, Di Gesu L, Jacob S, Kaltz O, Laurent E, Little Cj, Madec L, Manzi F, Masier
S, Pellerin F, Pennekamp F, Schtickzelle N, Therry L, Vong A, Winandy L, Cote J. 2018 Bottom-up
And Top-down Control Of Dispersal Across Major Organismal Groups. Nature Ecology & Evolution.
2, 1859-1863. (doi:10.1038/s41559-018-0686-0)

Frost Cm Graham Ak Spence Jr. 2013 Abiotic Conditions Rather Than Resource Availability Cues
Determine Aerial Dispersal Behaviour In Spiderlings Of Dolomedes Triton (araneae: Pisauridae).
Canadian Entomologist. 145, 29-39. (doi:10.4039/tce.2012.92)

Goddard J, Caprio M, Goddard J. 2015 Diffusion Rates And Dispersal Patterns Of Unfed Versus
Recently Fed Bed Bugs (cimex Lectularius L.). Insects. 6, 792-804. (doi:10.3390/insects6040792)

Goodacre S, Martin Oy, Bonte D, Hutchings L, Woolley C, Ibrahim K, Thomas Cfg, Hewitt Gm.
2009 Microbial Modification Of Host Long-distance Dispersal Capacity. Bmc Biology. 7.
(doi:10.1186/1741-7007-7-32)

Gregoire A, Cherry Mi. 2007 Nesting Success And Within-season Breeding Dispersal In The Orange-
breasted Sunbird Anthobaphes Violacea. Ostrich. 78, 633-636.
(doi:10.2989/0strich.2007.78.3.10.321)

Hakkarainen H, [lmonen P, Koivunen V, Korpimaki E. 2001 Experimental Increase Of Predation Risk
Induces  Breeding Dispersal Of Tengmalm’s Owl.  Oecologia. 126, 355-359.
(doi:10.1007/s004420000525)

Hammill E, Fitzjohn Rg, Srivastava Ds. 2015 Conspecific Density Modulates The Effect Of Predation
On Dispersal Rates. Oecologia. 178, 1149-1158. (doi:10.1007/s00442-015-3303-9)

Hartley Cj, Lillis Pe, Owens Ra, Griffin Ct. 2019 Infective Juveniles Of Entomopathogenic
Nematodes (steinernema And Heterorhabditis) Secrete Ascarosides And Respond To Interspecific
Dispersal Signals. Journal Of Invertebrate Pathology. 168. (doi:10.1016/.jip.2019.107257)

Hauzy C, Hulot Fd, Gins A, Loreau M. 2007 Intra- And Interspecific Density-dependent Dispersal In
An Aquatic Prey-predator System. Journal Of Animal Ecology. 76, 552-558. (do0i:10.1111/].1365-
2656.2007.01227.x)

Hein CI, Crowl Ta. 2010 Running The Predator Gauntlet: Do Freshwater Shrimp (atya Lanipes)
Migrate Above Waterfalls To Avoid Fish Predation?. Journal Of The North American Benthological
Society. 29, 431-443. (doi:10.1899/09-033.1)

35


doi:10.1093/beheco/arg097
doi:10.1139/z97-132
doi:10.1111/j.1752-4598.2009.00059.x
doi:10.1111/j.1752-4598.2009.00059.x
doi:10.1034/j.1600-0706.2001.950114.x
doi:10.1111/ele.12475
doi:10.1038/s41559-018-0686-0
doi:10.4039/tce.2012.92
doi:10.3390/insects6040792
doi:10.1186/1741-7007-7-32
doi:10.2989/ostrich.2007.78.3.10.321
doi:10.1007/s004420000525
doi:10.1007/s00442-015-3303-9
doi:10.1016/j.jip.2019.107257
doi:10.1111/j.1365-2656.2007.01227.x
doi:10.1111/j.1365-2656.2007.01227.x
doi:10.1899/09-033.1

Bestion et al., 2024, Species interactions affect dispersal: a meta-analysis. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B
379:20230127, doi: 10.1098/rstb.2023.0127

Hermann Sl, Bird Sa, Ellis Dr, Landis Da. 2021 Predation Risk Differentially Affects Aphid
Morphotypes: Impacts On Prey Behavior, Fecundity And Transgenerational Dispersal Morphology.
Oecologia. 197, 411-419. (doi:10.1007/s00442-021-05037-z)

Holomuzki Jr, Pillsbury Rw, Khandwala Sb. 1999 Interplay Between Dispersal Determinants Of
Larval Hydropsychid Caddisflies. Canadian Journal Of Fisheries And Aquatic Sciences. 56, 2041-
2050. (doi:10.1139/cjfas-56-11-2041)

Hopkins Sr, Boyle Lj, Belden Lk, Wojdak Jm. 2015 Dispersal Of A Defensive Symbiont Depends On
Contact Between Hosts, Host Health, And Host Size. Oecologia. 179, 307-318. (doi:10.1007/s00442-
015-3333-3)

Horky P, Douda K, Maciak M, Zavorka L, Slavik O. 2014 Parasite-induced Alterations Of Host
Behaviour In A Riverine Fish: The Effects Of Glochidia On Host Dispersal. Freshwater Biology. 59,
1452-1461. (doi:10.1111/fwb.12357)

Howlett Js, Stutchbury Bjm. 1997 Within-season Dispersal, Nest-site Modification, And Predation In
Renesting Hooded Warblers. Wilson Bulletin. 109, 643-649. (http://www.jstor.org/stable/4163865.)

Hunt Jjfg, Bonsall Mb. 2009 The Effects Of Colonization, Extinction And Competition On Co-
existence In Metacommunities. Journal Of Animal Ecology. 78, 866-879. (doi:10.1111/j.1365-
2656.2009.01532.x)

Jenkins Jma, Faaborg J. 2016 Potential Effects Of Brown-headed Cowbirds (molothrus Ater) On Host
Postfledging Dispersal And Survival. Wilson Journal Of Ornithology. 128, 404-411.
(doi:10.1676/wils-128-02-404-411.1)

Jenkins Jma, Lesmeister Db, Forsman Ed, Dugger Km, Ackers Sh, Andrews Ls, Gremel Sa, Hollen
B, Mccafferty Ce, Pruett Ms, Reid Ja, Sovern Sg, Wiens Jd. 2021 Conspecific And Congeneric
Interactions Shape Increasing Rates Of Breeding Dispersal Of Northern Spotted Owls. Ecological
Applications. 31. (doi:10.1002/eap.2398)

Jenkins Jma, Lesmeister Db, Forsman Ed, Dugger Km, Ackers Sh, Andrews Ls, Mccafferty Ce, Pruett
Ms, Reid Ja, Sovern Sg, Horn Rb, Gremel Sa, Wiens Jd, Yang Zq. 2019 Social Status, Forest
Disturbance, And Barred Owls Shape Long-term Trends In Breeding Dispersal Distance Of Northern
Spotted Owls. Condor. 121. (doi:10.1093/condor/duz055)

Kaster JI. 1989 Observations Of Predator-prey Interaction On Dispersal Of An Oligochaete Prey,
Limnodrilus-hoffmeisteri. Hydrobiologia. 180, 191-193. (doi:10.1007/bf00027552)

Korpimaki E. 1993 Does Nest-hole Quality, Poor Breeding Success Or Food Depletion Drive The
Breeding Dispersal Of Tengmalm Owls. Journal Of Animal Ecology. 62, 606-613.
(doi:10.2307/5382)

Kaufman Pe, Long Sj, Rutz Da, Glenister Cs. 2000 Prey- And Density-mediated Dispersal In
Carcinops Pumilio (coleoptera : Histeridae), A Predator Of House Fly (diptera : Muscidae) Eggs And
Larvae. Journal Of Medical Entomology. 37, 929-932. (doi:10.1603/0022-2585-37.6.929)

Kim Kw. 2000 Dispersal Behaviour In A Subsocial Spider: Group Conflict And The Effect Of Food
Availability. Behavioral Ecology And Sociobiology. 48, 182-187. (doi:10.1007/s002650000216)

Kobak J, Rachalewski M, Bacela-spychalska K. 2016 Conquerors Or Exiles? Impact Of Interference
Competition Among Invasive Ponto-caspian Gammarideans On Their Dispersal Rates. Biological
Invasions. 18, 1953-1965. (doi:10.1007/s10530-016-1140-3)

Kolecek J, Jelinek V, Pozgayova M, Trnka A, Baslerova P, Honza M, Prochazka P. 2015 Breeding
Success And Brood Parasitism Affect Return Rate And Dispersal Distances In The Great Reed
Warbler. Behavioral Ecology And Sociobiology. 69, 1845-1853. (doi:10.1007/s00265-015-1997-7)

36


doi:10.1007/s00442-021-05037-z
doi:10.1139/cjfas-56-11-2041
doi:10.1007/s00442-015-3333-3
doi:10.1007/s00442-015-3333-3
doi:10.1111/fwb.12357
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4163865
doi:10.1111/j.1365-2656.2009.01532.x
doi:10.1111/j.1365-2656.2009.01532.x
doi:10.1676/wils-128-02-404-411.1
doi:10.1002/eap.2398
doi:10.1093/condor/duz055
doi:10.1007/bf00027552
doi:10.2307/5382
doi:10.1603/0022-2585-37.6.929
doi:10.1007/s002650000216
doi:10.1007/s10530-016-1140-3
doi:10.1007/s00265-015-1997-7

Bestion et al., 2024, Species interactions affect dispersal: a meta-analysis. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B
379:20230127, doi: 10.1098/rstb.2023.0127

Korb J, Schmidinger S. 2004 Help Or Disperse? Cooperation In Termites Influenced By Food
Conditions. Behavioral Ecology And Sociobiology. 56, 89-95. (doi:10.1007/s00265-004-0757-x)

La-spina M, Jandricic Se, Buitenhuis R. 2019 Short-term Increases In Aphid Dispersal From
Defensive Dropping Do Not Necessarily Affect Long-term Biological Control By Parasitoids. Journal
Of Economic Entomology. 112, 1552-1559. (doi:10.1093/jee/toz064)

Levri Ep, Luft R, Li Xs. 2019 Predator Detection And A Possible Dispersal Behavior Of The Invasive
New Zealand Mud Snail, Potamopyrgus Antipodarum (gray, 1843). Aquatic Invasions. 14, 417-432.
(do0i:10.3391/2i.2019.14.3.02)

Lopez L, Smith Ha, Hoy Ma, Cave Rd. 2017 Dispersal Of Amblyseius Swirskii (acari: Phytoseiidae)
On High-tunnel Bell Peppers In Presence Or Absence Of Polyphagotarsonemus Latus (acari:
Tarsonemidae). Journal Of Insect Science. 17. (doi:10.1093/jisesa/iew(095)

Martinez Afr, Costamagna Ac. 2017 Dispersal To Predator-free Space Counterweighs Fecundity
Costs In Alate Aphid Morphs. Ecological Entomology. 42, 645-656. (doi:10.1111/een.12427)

Matsumura M, Suzuki Y. 2003 Direct And Feeding-induced Interactions Between Two Rice
Planthoppers, Sogatella Furcifera And Nilaparvata Lugens: Effects On Dispersal Capability And
Performance. Ecological Entomology. 28, 174-182. (doi:10.1046/j.1365-2311.2003.00498.x)

Matter Sf, Roland J. 2002 An Experimental Examination Of The Effects Of Habitat Quality On The
Dispersal And Local Abundance Of The Butterfly Parnassius Smintheus. Ecological Entomology. 27,
308-316. (doi:10.1046/.1365-2311.2002.00407.x)

Mccauley Sj, Rowe L. 2010 Notonecta Exhibit Threat-sensitive, Predator-induced Dispersal. Biology
Letters. 6,449-452. (doi:10.1098/rsb1.2009.1082)

Mcghee Ke, Barbosa Aj, Bissell K, Darby Na, Foshee S. 2021 Maternal Stress During Pregnancy
Affects Activity, Exploration And Potential Dispersal Of Daughters In An Invasive Fish. Animal
Behaviour. 171, 41-50. (doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.2020.11.003)

Menendez R, Gutierrez D, Thomas Cd. 2002 Migration And Allee Effects In The Six-spot Burnet
Moth Zygaena Filipendulae. Ecological Entomology. 27, 317-325. (doi:10.1046/j.1365-
2311.2002.00404.x)

Mestre L, Bucher R, Entling Mh. 2014 Trait-mediated Effects Between Predators: Ant Chemical Cues
Induce Spider Dispersal. Journal Of Zoology. 293, 119-125. (doi:10.1111/jz0.12127)

Miyasaka H, Nakano S. 2001 Drift Dispersal Of Mayfly Nymphs In The Presence Of Chemical And
Visual Cues From Diurnal Drift- And Nocturnal Benthic-foraging Fishes. Freshwater Biology. 46,
1229-1237. (doi:10.1046/j.1365-2427.2001.00745 .x)

Molina-morales M, Martinez Jg, Aviles Jm. 2012 Factors Affecting Natal And Breeding Magpie
Dispersal In A Population Parasitized By The Great Spotted Cuckoo. Animal Behaviour. 83, 671-680.
(doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.2011.12.011)

Moore At, Brown Cr. 2014 Dispersing Hemipteran Vectors Have Reduced Arbovirus Prevalence.
Biology Letters. 10. (doi:10.1098/rsbl.2014.0117)

Moore Rg, Hanks Lm. 2004 Aerial Dispersal And Host Plant Selection By Neonate Thyridopteryx
Ephemeraeformis  (lepidoptera : Psychidae). Ecological Entomology. 29, 327-335.
(doi:10.1111/5.0307-6946.2004.00611.x)

Murray Pj, Gregory Pj, Granger Sj, Headon Dm, Johnson Sn. 2010 Dispersal Of Soil-dwelling Clover
Root Weevil (sitona Lepidus Gyllenhal, Coleoptera: Curculionidae) Larvae In Mixed Plant
Communities. Applied Soil Ecology. 46, 422-425. (d0i:10.1016/j.aps0il.2010.09.008)

37


doi:10.1007/s00265-004-0757-x
doi:10.1093/jee/toz064
doi:10.3391/ai.2019.14.3.02
doi:10.1093/jisesa/iew095
doi:10.1111/een.12427
doi:10.1046/j.1365-2311.2003.00498.x
doi:10.1046/j.1365-2311.2002.00407.x
doi:10.1098/rsbl.2009.1082
doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.2020.11.003
doi:10.1046/j.1365-2311.2002.00404.x
doi:10.1046/j.1365-2311.2002.00404.x
doi:10.1111/jzo.12127
doi:10.1046/j.1365-2427.2001.00745.x
doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.2011.12.011
doi:10.1098/rsbl.2014.0117
doi:10.1111/j.0307-6946.2004.00611.x
doi:10.1016/j.apsoil.2010.09.008

Bestion et al., 2024, Species interactions affect dispersal: a meta-analysis. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B
379:20230127, doi: 10.1098/rstb.2023.0127

Nealis V, Regniere J. 1987 The Influence Of Parasitism By Apanteles-fumiferanaec Vier
(hymenoptera, Braconidae) On Spring Dispersal And Changes In The Distribution Of Larvae Of The
Spruce  Budworm  (lepidoptera-tortricidae).  Canadian  Entomologist. 119, 141-146.
(doi:10.4039/ent119141-2)

Norgaard Ls, Zilio G, Saade C, Gougat-barbera C, Hall Md, Fronhofer Ea, Kaltz O. 2021 An
Evolutionary Trade-off Between Parasite Virulence And Dispersal At Experimental Invasion Fronts.
Ecology Letters. 24, 739-750. (doi:10.1111/ele.13692)

Ode Pj, Antolin Mf, Strand Mr. 1998 Differential Dispersal And Female-biased Sex Allocation In A
Parasitic Wasp. Ecological Entomology. 23, 314-318. (doi:10.1046/j.1365-2311.1998.00134 x)

Oliver Th, Mashanova A, Leather Sr, Cook Jm, Jansen Vaa. 2007 Ant Semiochemicals Limit
Apterous Aphid Dispersal. Proceedings Of The Royal Society B-biological Sciences.274,3127-3131.
(doi:10.1098/rspb.2007.1251)

Otsuki H, Yano S. 2014 Potential Lethal And Non-lethal Effects Of Predators On Dispersal Of Spider
Mites. Experimental And Applied Acarology. 64, 265-275. (doi:10.1007/s10493-014-9824-9)

Pan Mz, Zhang Hp, Zhang Ls, Chen Hy. 2019 Effects Of Starvation And Prey Availability On
Predation And Dispersal Of An Omnivorous Predator Arma Chinensis Fallou. Journal Of Insect
Behavior. 32, 134-144. (doi:10.1007/s10905-019-09718-9)

Parthasarathy B, Somanathan H. 2018 Body Condition And Food Shapes Group Dispersal But Not
Solitary Dispersal In A Social Spider. Behavioral Ecology. 29, 619-627. (doi:10.1093/beheco/ary013)

Pels B, Sabelis Mw. 1999 Local Dynamics, Overexploitation And Predator Dispersal In An Acarine
Predator-prey System. Oikos. 86, 573-583. (doi:10.2307/3546662)

Pitcher Ka, Yee Da. 2014 Investigating Habitat Use, Prey Consumption, And Dispersal Response As
Potential Coexistence Mechanisms Using Morphologically Similar Species Of Predaceous Diving
Beetles (coleoptera: Dytiscidae). Annals Of The Entomological Society Of America. 107, 582-591.
(doi:10.1603/an13170)

Ramachandran R. 1987 Influence Of Host-plants On The Wind Dispersal And The Survival Of An
Australian Geometrid Caterpillar. Entomologia Experimentalis Et Applicata. 44, 289-294.
(doi:10.1111/5.1570-7458.1987.tb00557 .x)

Reim E, Baguette M, Gunter F, Fischer K. 2018 Emigration Propensity And Flight Performance Are
Decoupled In A Butterfly. Ecosphere. 9. (doi:10.1002/ecs2.2502)

Reimer O, Tedengren M. 1997 Predator-induced Changes In Byssal Attachment, Aggregation And
Migration In The Blue Mussel, Mytilus Edulis. Marine And Freshwater Behaviour And Physiology.
30, 251-266. (doi:10.1080/10236249709379029)

Rhainds M, Gries G, Ho Ct, Chew Ps. 2002 Dispersal By Bagworm Larvae, Metisa Plana: Effects Of
Population Density, Larval Sex, And Host Plant Attributes. Ecological Entomology. 27, 204-212.
(doi:10.1046/j.1365-2311.2002.00389.x)

Roll Sk, Diehl S, Cooper Sd. 2005 Effects Of Grazer Immigration And Nutrient Enrichment On An
Open Algae-grazer System. Oikos. 108, 386-400. (doi:10.1111/1.0030-1299.2005.12950.x)

Sonerud Ga, Solheim R, Prestrud K. 1988 Dispersal Of Tengmalms Owl Aegolius-funereus In
Relation To Prey Availability And Nesting Success. Ornis Scandinavica. 19, 175-181.
(doi:10.2307/3676555)

Schultz Cb. 1998 Dispersal Behavior And Its Implications For Reserve Design In A Rare Oregon
Butterfly. Conservation Biology. 12, 284-292. (doi:10.1046/j.1523-1739.1998.96266.x)

38


doi:10.4039/ent119141-2
doi:10.1111/ele.13692
doi:10.1046/j.1365-2311.1998.00134.x
doi:10.1098/rspb.2007.1251
doi:10.1007/s10493-014-9824-9
doi:10.1007/s10905-019-09718-9
doi:10.1093/beheco/ary013
doi:10.2307/3546662
doi:10.1603/an13170
doi:10.1111/j.1570-7458.1987.tb00557.x
doi:10.1002/ecs2.2502
doi:10.1080/10236249709379029
doi:10.1046/j.1365-2311.2002.00389.x
doi:10.1111/j.0030-1299.2005.12950.x
doi:10.2307/3676555
doi:10.1046/j.1523-1739.1998.96266.x

Bestion et al., 2024, Species interactions affect dispersal: a meta-analysis. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B
379:20230127, doi: 10.1098/rstb.2023.0127

Selonen V, Fey K, Hamalainen S, Turkia T, Korpimaki E. 2018 Do Predators Modify Context-
dependent Dispersal Of Red Squirrels?. Behavioral Ecology And Sociobiology. 72.
(doi:10.1007/s00265-018-2554-y)

Selonen V, Wistbacka R. 2017 Role Of Breeding And Natal Movements In Lifetime Dispersal Of A
Forest-dwelling Rodent. Ecology And Evolution. 7, 2204-2213. (doi:10.1002/ece3.2814)

Simonis J1. 2013 Prey (moina Macrocopa) Population Density Drives Emigration Rate Of Its Predator
(trichocorixa Verticalis) In A Rock-pool Metacommunity. Hydrobiologia. 715, 19-27.
(doi:10.1007/s10750-012-1268-9)

Sitkov-sharon G, Tremmel M, Bouskila A, Lubin Y, Harari Ar. 2017 Inbreeding, But Not Seed
Availability, Affects Dispersal And Reproductive Success In A Seed-inhabiting Social Beetle.
Behavioral Ecology And Sociobiology. 71. (doi:10.1007/s00265-017-2407-0)

Sloggett Jj, Weisser Ww. 2002 Parasitoids Induce Production Of The Dispersal Morph Of The Pea
Aphid, Acyrthosiphon Pisum. Oikos. 98, 323-333. (doi:10.1034/j.1600-0706.2002.980213.x)

Spaan Rs, Epps Cw, Ezenwa Vo, Jolles Ae. 2019 Why Did The Buffalo Cross The Park? Resource
Shortages, But Not Infections, Drive Dispersal In Female African Buffalo (syncerus Caffer). Ecology
And Evolution. 9, 5651-5663. (doi:10.1002/ece3.5145)

Terui A, Ooue K, Urabe H, Nakamura F. 2017 Parasite Infection Induces Size-dependent Host
Dispersal: Consequences For Parasite Persistence. Proceedings Of The Royal Society B-biological
Sciences. 284. (doi:10.1098/rspb.2017.1491)

Thomaes A, Dhont P, Dekeukeleire D, Vandekerkhove K. 2018 Dispersal Behaviour Of Female Stag
Beetles (lucanus Cervus) In A Mosaic Landscape: When Should I Stay And Where Should I Go.
Insect Conservation And Diversity. 11, 523-533. (doi:10.1111/icad.12325)

Tomaseto Af, Krugner R, Lopes Jrs. 2016 Effect Of Plant Barriers And Citrus Leaf Age On Dispersal
Of Diaphorina Citri (hemiptera: Liviidae). Journal Of Applied Entomology. 140, 91-102.
(doi:10.1111/jen.12249)

Torres Jb, Evangelista Ws, Barras R, Guedes Rnc. 2002 Dispersal Of Podisus Nigrispinus (het.,
Pentatomidae) Nymphs Preying On Tomato Leafminer: Effect Of Predator Release Time, Density
And Satiation Level. Journal Of Applied Entomology. 126, 326-332. (doi:10.1046/j.1439-
0418.2002.00653.x)

Tremmel M, Steinitz H, Kliot A, Harari A, Lubin Y. 2020 Dispersal, Endosymbiont Abundance And
Fitness-related Consequences Of Inbreeding And Outbreeding In A Social Beetle. Biological Journal
Of The Linnean Society. 129, 717-727. (doi:10.1093/biolinnean/blz204)

Tschirren B, Fitze Ps, Richner H. 2007 Maternal Modulation Of Natal Dispersal In A Passerine Bird:
An Adaptive Strategy To Cope With Parasitism?. American Naturalist. 169, 87-93.
(doi:10.1086/509945)

Tuda M, Shima K. 2002 Relative Importance Of Weather And Density Dependence On The Dispersal
And On-plant Activity Of The Predator Orius Minutus. Population Ecology. 44, 251-257.
(doi:10.1007/s101440200028)

Vasko V, Laaksonen T, Valkama J, Korpimaki E. 2011 Breeding Dispersal Of Eurasian Kestrels Falco
Tinnunculus Under Temporally Fluctuating Food Abundance. Journal Of Avian Biology. 42, 552-
563. (doi:10.1111/5.1600-048x.2011.05351.x)

Ventura L, Smith Dr, Lubin Y. 2017 Crowding Leads To Fitness Benefits And Reduced Dispersal In
A Colonial Spider. Behavioral Ecology. 28, 1384-1392. (doi:10.1093/beheco/arx106)

39


doi:10.1007/s00265-018-2554-y
doi:10.1002/ece3.2814
doi:10.1007/s10750-012-1268-9
doi:10.1007/s00265-017-2407-0
doi:10.1034/j.1600-0706.2002.980213.x
doi:10.1002/ece3.5145
doi:10.1098/rspb.2017.1491
doi:10.1111/icad.12325
doi:10.1111/jen.12249
doi:10.1046/j.1439-0418.2002.00653.x
doi:10.1046/j.1439-0418.2002.00653.x
doi:10.1093/biolinnean/blz204
doi:10.1086/509945
doi:10.1007/s101440200028
doi:10.1111/j.1600-048x.2011.05351.x
doi:10.1093/beheco/arx106

Bestion et al., 2024, Species interactions affect dispersal: a meta-analysis. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B
379:20230127, doi: 10.1098/rstb.2023.0127

Villacide Jm, Corley Jc. 2008 Parasitism And Dispersal Potential Of Sirex Noctilio: Implications For
Biological Control. Agricultural And Forest Entomology. 10, 341-345. (doi:10.1111/j.1461-
9563.2008.00395.x)

Worthen Wb. 1989 Effects Of Resource Density On Mycophagous Fly Dispersal And Community
Structure. Oikos. 54, 145-153. (doi:10.2307/3565260)

Wiklund Cg. 1996 Determinants Of Dispersal In Breeding Merlins (falco Columbarius). Ecology. 77,
1920-1927. (doi:10.2307/2265794)

Williams Ej, Boyle Wa. 2019 Causes And Consequences Of Avian Within-season Dispersal
Decisions In A Dynamic Grassland Environment. Animal Behaviour. 155, 77-87.
(doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.2019.06.009)

Withers Tm, Harris Mo, Madie C. 1997 Dispersal Of Mated Female Hessian Flies (diptera :
Cecidomyiidae) In Field Arrays Of Host And Nonhost Plants. Environmental Entomology. 26, 1247-
1257. (doi:10.1093/ee/26.6.1247)

Woodward G, Hildrew Ag. 2002 The Impact Of A Sit-and-wait Predator: Separating Consumption
And Prey Emigration. Oikos. 99, 409-418. (doi:10.1034/1.1600-0706.2002.11210.x)

Wrinn Km, Evans Sc, Rypstra Al. 2012 Predator Cues And An Herbicide Affect Activity And
Emigration In  An  Agrobiont = Wolf  Spider. Chemosphere. 87, 390-396.
(doi:10.1016/j.chemosphere.2011.12.030)

Zemek R, Nachman G. 1998 Interactions In A Tritrophic Acarine Predator-prey Metapopulation
System: Effects Of Tetranychus Urticae On The Dispersal Rates Of Phytoseiulus Persimilis (acarina
. Tetranychidae, Phytoseiidae). Experimental And Applied Acarology. 22, 259-278.
(doi:10.1023/a:1006022500205)

Zilio G, Norgaard Ls, Petrucci G, Zeballos N, Gougat-barbera C, Fronhofer Ea, Kaltz O. 2021
Parasitism And Host Dispersal Plasticity In An Aquatic Model System. Journal Of Evolutionary
Biology. 34, 1316-1325. (doi:10.1111/jeb.13893)

Van Frankenhuyzen K, Nystrom C, Liu Y. 2007 Vertical Transmission Of Nosema Fumiferanae
(microsporidia : Nosematidae) And Consequences For Distribution, Post-diapause Emergence And
Dispersal Of Second-instar Larvae Of The Spruce Budworm, Choristoneura Fumiferana (clem.)
(lepidoptera  :  Tortricidae). Jowrnal Of  Invertebrate  Pathology. 96, 173-182.
(doi:10.1016/j.jip.2007.03.017)

40


doi:10.1111/j.1461-9563.2008.00395.x
doi:10.1111/j.1461-9563.2008.00395.x
doi:10.2307/3565260
doi:10.2307/2265794
doi:10.1016/j.anbehav.2019.06.009
doi:10.1093/ee/26.6.1247
doi:10.1034/j.1600-0706.2002.11210.x
doi:10.1016/j.chemosphere.2011.12.030
doi:10.1023/a:1006022500205
doi:10.1111/jeb.13893
doi:10.1016/j.jip.2007.03.017

