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Highlights
Forestry and tree crop plantations create
novel environments that can threaten
wildlife by disrupting ecologically relevant
behaviours that are essential to their
reproduction and survival.

Behavioural shifts in plantations can arise
from changes to the environment that
affect movement and habitat use, and
from more subtle effects, including
changes to the sensory environment
Destruction of natural habitats for tree plantations is a major threat to wildlife.
These novel environments elicit behavioural changes that can either be detrimental
or beneficial to survival and reproduction, with population – and community – level
consequences. However, compared with well-documented changes following
other forms of habitat modification, we know little about wildlife behavioural
responses to tree plantations, and even less about their associated fitness costs.
Here, we highlight critical knowledge gaps in understanding the ecological and
evolutionary consequences of behavioural shifts caused by tree plantations and
discuss how wildlife responses to plantations could be critical in determining
which species persist in these highly modified environments.
and/or by altering the physiological
state of individuals.

Identifying the underlying mechanisms
and fitness consequences of behavioural
adjustments by wildlife to living in or near
tree plantations is crucial to understand
whether and how wildlife adapts to
these highly modified environments.
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Impacts of tree plantations on animal behaviour
A primary threat to global biodiversity is the expansion of tree plantations to meet worldwide
demands for timber, energy, food, and other tree products [1]. With about a quarter of wildlife
currently facing extinction due to human activities [2], there is a growing need to understand
how animals are responding to these fast expanding new habitats. In the past decade,
research on how tree plantations affect biodiversity, population abundance, and the functional
traits of wildlife has increased immensely [3–5], revealing potentially deleterious consequences
for many taxa.

Tree plantations are defined as any extensively managed native or exotic arboreal species planted
for economic purposes (Box 1). Here, we consider both forestry and certain crops or orchards
comprising trees with forest-like structures (hereafter ‘tree crop plantations’), such as oil palm
(Elaeis guineensis), shade coffee (Coffea sp.), and banana (Musa sp.), but not grass crops
(e.g., wheat, rice). These plantations comprise either a single (monoculture) or several (polyculture)
species (Figure 1A). With over 700 000 hectares of natural forest logged annually for forestry [6], plan-
tations are a major cause of deforestation globally. In addition, reforestation and tree planting
threatens the biodiversity and ecosystem services of 900 million hectares of grassland, savannah,
and open canopy woodlands [7]. Forestry plantations currently occupy ~3% of the world's forested
areas [8], representing ~131 million hectares, with many millions of additional hectares covered by
tree crop plantations. Five common tree plantations (Box 1) alone occupy ~112 million hectares of
land compared with the ~80 million hectares [9] covered by urban areas.

Despite the increasing landmass covered by tree plantations, we know little about how changes
in wildlife behaviour in plantations might contribute to global biodiversity decline. Behavioural
adjustments are beneficial when they allow individuals to successfully exploit novel conditions
and provide time for selection on standing genetic variation to act and, in so doing, promote
local adaptation [10]. However, behavioural shifts can also be maladaptive and lower reproduc-
tion and/or survival [11]. Understanding if, and how, animals adjust their behaviour is crucial to
predict why some species persist in anthropogenic habitats while others flounder. Yet, we
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know surprisingly little about the immediate impact of tree plantations on wildlife behaviour – or
their longer-term consequences.

When compared with other highly modified environments, such as cities, tree plantations may
appear more akin to the kinds of habitats that animals would naturally encounter, leading to
assumptions that any impacts would be reduced. That said, tree plantations and other forms
of human-induced habitat modification share many characteristics, such as greater exposure
to pollutants, altered predator/prey communities, and habitat fragmentation. Thus, studies of
urban ecology may help guide research questions when studying wildlife behaviour in tree plan-
tations. For example, are behavioural traits selected in urban areas similarly selected for in plan-
tations (e.g., neophilia)? Here, we use the existing literature to summarise the main ways in
which tree plantations drive changes in wildlife behaviour and highlight key knowledge gaps.

What do we know?
The most widely studied wildlife behavioural responses in tree plantations are those driven by
rapid habitat transformation (Figure 1B). Tree plantations often differ structurally to the natural
habitats they replace, with either fewer (cf. natural forest) or more (compared with a grassland)
arboreal species. Such habitat alterations are often associated with changes in microclimate
(e.g., humidity, temperature), abundance and types of prey and predators, and essential
resources, including food, nesting, and roosting sites. Another major effect of plantations –

although not directly associated with habitat transformation – is human presence. All these alter-
ations can have direct and immediate effects on animal behaviour (Table 1). Unfortunately, we
rarely know the unpredictable cascading ecological effects or fitness impacts of these behav-
ioural changes. For instance, increased nocturnality to avoid human activity can lead to novel spe-
cies interactions that increase competition, thereby altering hunting, foraging, sociality, and
Box 1. Summary of some of the main tree plantations globally

Eucalypt (Eucalyptus spp., ~22 Mha), pine (Pinus spp., ~54 Mha), rubber (Hevea brasiliensis, 7.73 Mha), coffee (Coffea
sp., 8.2 Mha only in the top ten production countries), and oil palm (Elaeis guineensis, ~20 Mha) are among the most
globally widespread species used in forestry and tree crop plantations. We use these five species to represent a variety
of plantation types, noting also that their main production is in different areas of the world.

Eucalypts (Figure IA) are the most extensively grown broadleaf tree species. They are planted for pulp extraction and are
characterised by the release of allelopathic substances, short rotation periods with associated high disturbance, and
strong competition for water that constrains the growth of understorey vegetation. Eucalypts have major detrimental
effects on both terrestrial and aquatic wildlife [70].

Pines (Figure IB) are the most widely planted coniferous trees, mainly grown for pulp and timber. Pines cause acidification
of the soil and water and provide strong shading, with often near-complete disappearance of the understorey. Pine plan-
tations are associated with large alterations in species communities and functional diversity [71], and high numbers of pest
species [72].

Rubber (Figure IC) is an increasingly large-scale tree crop plantation in the tropics, especially in Asia. It is planted for its latex
that is mainly used in the automobile tyre industry. It is associated with water and soil pollution due to latex extraction,
intensive use of pesticides, and soil desiccation. There is biodiversity loss of up to 60% in some taxonomic groups [73].

Coffee (Figure ID) is a widely distributed tree crop plantation at mid-altitudes in the tropics. When planted as a shade
polyculture, coffee plants form part of a forest-like vegetation with canopy trees and a complex structure. Although sun-
coffee can have negative effects on wild communities, under appropriate management, shade-coffee polycultures might
contribute to wildlife conservation and act as corridors between fragmented forest patches [74].

Oil palm (Figure IE) is the primary exotic tree crop monoculture in Indonesia and Malaysia, and the most rapidly expanding
crop in other tropical areas such as the Amazon. It is used to produce palm oil for food, industry, and biofuel. It is associ-
ated with intense logging of natural forests, soil, water, and air pollution, climate change, and the loss of endangered
species [75].
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Figure I. Five of themost common forestry and tree crop plantations. Photo credits: (A) M.I-C; (B) M.I-C; (C) ‘rubber
plantation’ by tobym (CCBY-NC-ND 2.0); (D) ‘Driving through Turialba’ by Ecoagriculture Partners (CCBY-NC-SA 2.0); and
(E) ‘Oil palm plantation’ by CIFOR (CCBY-NC-ND 2.0).
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antipredatory behaviours [12,13]. Long-term consequences of any behavioural adjustments in
tree plantations require a deep exploration of a range of taxa (for examples in primates, see [14]).

The most important consequence of any behavioural shift is, of course, its effect on fitness, since
rates of survival and reproduction determine population dynamics and whether a species per-
sists, or even thrives, in tree plantations. Habitat modifications, like tree plantations, can create
ecological traps whereby individuals preferentially settle in poor-quality habitats due to misleading
cues (e.g., tree plantationsmight resemble suitable forest habitat to dispersing animals), with con-
sequential declines in fitness [15]. But this is not always true. In cities, for example, adaptive feed-
ing or breeding responses of species that exploit new resources [16,17] have led to similar or
even better reproductive performance and longer lifespans than in their natural environments
[18]. Whether this is the case in plantations remains unknown as we lack appropriate compari-
sons of wildlife population dynamics between plantations and natural habitats. Exploring the
cues animals use for habitat selection is key to determining whether plantations falsely mimic
high-quality habitats, resulting in maladaptive behavioural decisions affecting settlement by dis-
persing individuals or migrants [15]. In some birds, for example, dominant males prefer to estab-
lish territories in plantations rather than in natural habitats, which lowers their reproductive
840 Trends in Ecology & Evolution, October 2022, Vol. 37, No. 10
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Figure 1. (A) Representation of the structural complexity in plantations and how this could affect ecologically importan
behaviours. Examples show a hypothetical scenario, highlighting the expected difference in responses between
monocultures and polycultures when the natural habitat replaced is a forest. Scenarios where plantations are
established in areas covered by more open habitats, such as grasslands or savannahs, will differ since the structure in
plantations would include more trees and a closer canopy than in the original habitat. (B) Summary of knowledge
gaps, with the main ones highlighted in red and green ticks showing the most common behavioural shifts described in
the literature. (C) List of some species and individual-specific traits that can shape the behavioural responses o
animals encountering plantations.

Trends in Ecology & Evolution

Trends in Ecology
t

f

& Evolution, October 2022, Vol. 37, No. 10 841

Image of &INS id=
CellPress logo


Table 1. Examples (from 2010 onwards) of the main behavioural shifts described in the literature in response to three key changes associated with tree
plantations: altered structural complexity, altered plant species diversity and animal communities, and increased human disturbance (due to human
presence or management activities)a

Behaviour Taxa Effect observed in the tree plantation Refs

Altered structural complexity, tree species diversity, and animal communities

Breeding Bird (Accipiter nisus granti) Positive breeding and nest survival outcome [58]

Breeding Bird (Parus major) No effect in clutch characteristics, but lower food availability [82]

Roosting preferences Bat (Mystacina tuberculata) Preferred by some individuals; no shifts in roosting behaviour [83]

Roost use Bat (Sturnira hondurensis) Used as roosting habitat, with effects on feeding and daily movements [84]

Activity Marsupial (Dromiciops gliroides) Narrower and temporally more restricted activity [85]

Dispersal and
movement

Amphibian (Anaxyrus terrestris) Microhabitat selection and movement toward avoiding desiccation in dry
groundcover caused by plantations

[86]

Colonization ability Beetles Presence of an insect larvae promotes the colonization of deadwood by other
insects, improving the quality of pine wood

[87]

Habitat use and
foraging

Mammal (Prionailurus bengalensis) Higher activity, habitat use, and effectiveness foraging on exotic rats with
increased understory

[53]

Habitat use and diet Primate (Macaca nemestrina) Use of plantations for feeding, and forests for locomotion, resting, and social
interactions

[88]

Activity levels and
foraging

Primate (Alouatta pigra) Activity, foraging, and seed dispersal similar to the natural habitat [89]

Foraging, nesting etc. Primates (several taxa) Several responses depending on the primate species, for example, exploitation
of plantations as a food resource, nesting habitats, changes in range size etc.

[90]*

Foraging Bird (Phylloscartes ventralis) Shifts in the height and angle of prey capture and type of manoeuvre used [91]

Foraging Bat (Glossophaga soricina) Simplified and incomplete diet with unknown consequences [92]

Foraging Primate (Macaca nemestrina) Diet composed of oil palm fruits and pest rats [54]

Macronutrient
preference and food
exploitation

Ants (several species) Less carnivory, and with lower food exploitation rates [93]

Prey selection Carnivore mammals (Leopardus guigna,
Pseudalopex griseus, Pseudalopex
fulvipes)

Altered prey preferences as a consequence of declines in prey availability [94]

Bark-stripping Primates (several taxa) Primates engage in bark-stripping to consume soft bark to compensate for
scarcity of natural food

[95]*

Predation of bird nest Artificial nests Predation rates dependent on habitat structure (rather than type of forest) [96]

Predation of pest
species

Arthropods and mammals (not specified) Predation of pest species by native wildlife depends on the type of plantation [97]

Predation of pest
species

Bats (ten European species) Native bats from different guilds prey upon pest species [51]

Habitat establishment
preference

Bird (Saxicola torquatus) Not preferred by territorial males, but no differences in fitness between different
habitats

[98]

Sociality Primate (Macaca nemestrina) Altered positive social interactions, aggression levels, and mother–infant
relationships

[99]

Human disturbance

Activity patterns Mammals (several species) Some of the explored species increased nocturnality to avoid human presence [100]

Use of orchards for
foraging

Primates (Pan troglodytes) Chimpanzee level of overlap with humans and home ranges vary between
habitats and are dependent on the cost and benefits of access to food

[101]

Habitat use after
harvesting

Marsupial (Phascolarctos cinereus) Dispersion from harvested to non-harvested patches [102]

Habitat use after
clear-cutting

Rodents (Oligoryzomys longicaudatus,
Abrothrix longipilis)

Movement behaviour and survival after clear-cutting is species dependent [103]
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performance due to greater competition and reduced food availability [19–21]. Changes in
behaviours that prioritise the use of poorer quality habitats are also likely to reduce other key
fitness components, such as survival. To determine if, and when, tree plantations become
ecological traps, multiple fitness components must be simultaneously measured.

What are the knowledge gaps?
Altered behaviours due to disturbance of the sensory environment
Tree plantations can dramatically alter sensory environments and disrupt animal communication.
Behavioural responses to altered sensory environments are an important focus of research for
urban ecologists [22], but few equivalent studies in plantations exist (but see [23,24]). Animal
signals are finely tuned to the environments in which they have evolved, with signal transmission
and detection locally adapted via genetic evolution and/or adaptive phenotypic plasticity. For
instance, the advertisement calls of satin bowerbirds (Ptilonorhynchus violaceus) living in dense
or open forests differ in ways that match the prevailing sound transmission qualities [25]. When
local adaptation is due to genetic differences, an inevitable consequence is lower signal efficiency
in novel habitats [26], leading to selection for either adaptive plastic adjustment or on standing
genetic variation for changes in signalling tactics [27].

In plantations, changes in forest structure alter background colouration and sound transmission,
while the leachates of exotic trees or pesticides affect the chemosensory environment. Such
alterations can disrupt communication and shift signalling behaviours. For example, limited
reception of signals and cues can change the interpretation and responses of organisms
(e.g., toward predators and mates in newts [28]). In addition, senders can be less motivated to
communicate, or must alter the signals they emit to ensure effective transmission. However, it
remains unclear whether and when such changes might create a conflict between signal detec-
tion and signal reliability – and how this, in turn, might affect receiver behaviours, such as mate
choice. Exploring disturbances to animal communication is especially important because of the
potential effects on social dynamics and predator–prey interactions. For example, a change in
diet or the presence of novel substances can affect the chemical signals emitted [29] and alter
both intra- and interspecific interactions in plantations. If signals and/or signalling behaviours fail
to keep pace with the rapid transformation of natural habitats into tree plantations then selection
against certain signals, such as bright colouration [30], could lead to rapid population decline.
One general prediction is that communication by forest or grassland specialists will be more
adversely affected than that of habitat generalists, although this will ultimately depend on whether
the signal environment of plantations resembles those that species have encountered in their evo-
lutionary history (i.e., the potential for adaptive plastic shifts in signalling) (e.g., [31]). Unfortunately,
we lack the data to test for general effects of tree plantations on animal signals or to identify
sources of variation in the magnitude of any effects.

Physiologically mediated shifts in behaviour: condition, stress, and pathogens
Habitat changes in tree plantations, including the presence of pollutants, human disturbance,
changes in food availability and quality, alterations to microclimate, and new inter- and intraspe-
cific interactions can alter behaviour because these factors affect body condition, stress levels,
and pathogen dynamics [32,33]. This is primarily because behavioural responses often depend
on the physiological state of individuals (i.e., diet and health). For instance, dispersal [34], risk-
Note to Table 1:
aNote that effects due to altered structural complexity versus altered plant species diversity and animal communities have been grouped in the table because the exact
reason for the behavioural shift is often difficult to disentangle, or because some studies explore both types of changes simultaneously. The effect observed in the plantation
is, in most cases, the shift in behaviour compared with that in the closest natural habitat. References with asterisk are reviews comprising several primate examples.

Trends in Ecology & Evolution, October 2022, Vol. 37, No. 10 843

CellPress logo


Trends in Ecology & Evolution
taking [35], and courtship (examples in Box 2) are often body condition dependent. Maladaptive
behavioural shifts, or a reduced ability to perform adaptive behaviours, due to being in poorer
physical condition, will tend to lower an individual's fitness and, ultimately, reduce population
viability. In tadpoles, for example, individuals exposed to leachates of exotic plants are less
responsive to predator cues and engage in more risk-prone behaviour [36], potentially due to a
greater necessity to keep feeding when in poor condition.

Similarly, behavioural constraints in the ability to respond to novel challenges might arise due to
increased stress responses [37]. For instance, toxicants, such as plant leachates, pesticides,
and herbicides, can increase oxidative stress and stress hormone levels which can affect forag-
ing, sexual, and antipredator behaviours [38]. In general, the study of stress hormones could pro-
vide important insights into wildlife behaviours with conservation implications. For example, in
elephants (Loxodonta africana), translocated individuals that suffered high chronic stress used
less space and had altered habitat preferences, which – surprisingly perhaps – led them to
prioritise the use of plantations over natural forests [39]. However, the generality of such findings
remains unclear (cf. meta-analysis in urban areas [40]). For instance, tree crop-raiding has been
suggested to reduce nutritional stress in some primates, increasing socialising and grooming
for groups near tree plantations [14].

Behavioural responses can also influence the health of wildlife in tree plantations by altering their
exposure and susceptibility to disease. Urban ecologists have shown that behavioural
responses, such as exploitation of human food, can affect pathogen prevalence and dynamics
in urban-dwelling wildlife [41], with similar patterns observed in some primates inhabiting tree
plantations [42]. Although comparative data for other taxa in plantations is lacking, we expect
this to be a widespread phenomenon whenever individuals congregate around limited resources
Box 2. Case study: shifts in reproductive behaviours and mechanisms of sexual selection

Plantations can alter the behaviours associated with a single evolutionary mechanism in several ways that affect individuals
and populations. The direct relationship between sexual selection and individual fitness means that any shift in behaviours
associated with male–male competition and female mate choice can have drastic consequences for population dynamics.
There are at least four ways in which disturbances due to tree plantations could affect sexual selection.

(i) Resource quality and access. Lower food quality and reduced abundance, as well as toxins from novel leachates,
could constrain the resources and energy invested in the development of costly secondary sexual traits and reduce
the time individuals spend on behaviours like courtship and mate choice [33,76]. For instance, exposure to the toxic
leachates of eucalypt plantations (Eucalyptus globulus) reduced investment into male secondary sexual traits and
altered female mating preferences in the European palmate newt (Lissotriton helveticus).

(ii) Sensory environment and animal communication. Variation in the forest structure and microclimatic conditions,
in addition to a novel leaf litter, can alter the acoustic, visual, and chemical sensory environments in which the
sexes interact. Changes in the sensory environment can affect the reliability of a signal as a marker of quality
and the behaviours of the signaller; in addition, environmental changes can reduce the ability of the receiver to
detect signals. This can have important population-level consequences if individuals then make mating decisions
that lead to lower quality or fewer offspring [77]. Individuals in tree plantations might then face selection to reduce
the relative importance they place on the most adversely affected sensory modality to other, less affected,
modalities [78].

(iii) Microclimate. Altered microclimatic conditions resulting from the substitution of natural habitats with tree
plantations [79] can lower individual fertility [80]. Since some environmental conditions influence, for example,
sperm competitiveness, animals are expected to alter their mating strategies to compensate, via plastic
responses or via selection on genetic variation.

(iv) Population demography. In the agile antechinus (Antechinus agilis), reduced population size combined with limited
dispersal ability due to highly fragmented landscapes in exotic pine plantations (Pinus radiata) altered social inter-
actions, most notably lowering the ability of females to deploy mating behaviours that lead to inbreeding avoidance
and reducing the opportunity for sexual interactions with multiple mates (i.e., less multiple paternity) [81].
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at higher densities, or when there is less dispersal between plantations due to habitat fragmenta-
tion. These conditions alter encounter rates between conspecifics that should affect the transmis-
sion dynamics and prevalence of pathogens [43,44], with flow on effects on host behaviour.

In Box 2, we provide a specific case study on sexual selection to illustrate the complexity of both
direct and (more subtle) indirect effects that tree plantations might have on the behaviour of indi-
viduals and the population-level consequences.

When and why are behavioural responses advantageous?
Trait-specific responses
While plantations lead to the disappearance of some species, others flourish by seizing on novel
opportunities through behavioural adjustments (see examples as response to novel environ-
ments [11,45]), so exploring how species traits moderate the potential for adaptive behavioural
shifts that allow them to exploit tree plantations is essential. An example of animals flourishing
in plantations is seen in many pests [46]. Pest species can be either exotic or native [47] and
are often adept at altering their feeding behaviour to take advantage of reduced competition
and increased food availability [48,49]. Feeding shifts and other behavioural changes can lead
to dramatic increases in pest population size and cascading effects on the behaviour of other
species. Pest outbreaks can be negative if they increase competition [50], or positive if they pro-
vide a novel resource for other species to exploit [51]. For example, in South-East Asian oil palm
plantations, native barn owls (Tyto alba), leopard cats (Prionailurus bengalensis), and pig-tailed
macaques (Macaca nemestrina) adjust their predatory behaviour to exploit the high densities of
exotic rats (Rattus sp. [52–54]). The ability to shift feeding habits to exploit novel resources is likely
to be more common in species and individuals with high exploratory ability and generalist habits
[55].

Apart from capitalising on greater abundance of certain prey, native animals can modify their
behaviour to exploit novel niches and resources in tree plantations. Carnaby's cockatoos
(Calyptorhynchus latirostris), for example, have shifted their foraging in plantations to exploit pine-
cones, which are now an essential source of food for this endangered bird [56]. Tree plantations
can also expand suitable breeding habitat with beneficial demographic effects, as in some raptors
[57,58]. The fitness payoffs that wildlife obtain from tree plantations depend on the benefits they
seek – and any costs that are thereby incurred. Importantly, these costs and benefits can vary
tremendously depending on the type of behaviour and when activities are undertaken
(e.g., briefly entering a tree plantation to capitalise on food abundance versus predation risk at
that time of day). To determine whether tree plantations benefit native species, we need to mea-
sure a wide range of behavioural traits that affect fitness and account for temporal variation in the
cost–benefit ratio.

The type and extent of behavioural shifts and the fitness consequences depend on species- and
individual-level traits (Figure 1C). For example, many species show sex-biased long-range dis-
persal [59], where only one sex leaves the natal group. The effects of any behavioural responses
will therefore depend on whether movement into a plantation is temporary or reflects permanent
dispersal. The cockatoo and raptor examples noted earlier involve highly mobile species that can
readily exploit tree plantations when the net benefits are high, but avoid them to reduce costs
incurred at other times of the day (e.g., [60]). Tree plantations could impose a stronger threat to
species with low mobility. For such species, adaptive behavioural responses that allow animals
to persist are expected to be far more important. Strikingly, there are very few studies in planta-
tions on taxa with low mobility, such as amphibians, reptiles, small mammals, and many inverte-
brates. We also do not yet understand how low dispersal capacity that can trap individuals in tree
Trends in Ecology & Evolution, October 2022, Vol. 37, No. 10 845
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plantations might affect geographic divergence of traits, such as behaviours involved in sexual
selection and species recognition [61]. We predict that in the long term, geographic variation in
traits and signalling could even promote assortative mating among populations in different tree
plantations, although this topic has barely been considered in the plantations literature.

An additional complication: not all plantations are alike
The magnitude of behavioural shifts in response to habitat change will depend on a myriad of
plantation characteristics that need to be considered when designing studies, including their
structural complexity, geographic region, and size. For example, the more complex forest structure
associated with polycultures provides niches and resources for a wider range of species than that
of monocultures, helping to maintain diverse predator–prey communities [62], improving ecosystem
stability, and reducing pest species outbreaks [48]. Species generally respond strongly to changes in
their preferred microhabitat; hence, the simplified structure in monocultures will probably have stron-
ger effects on arboreal than ground-dwelling forest wildlife. Of course, which species exploit planta-
tions will depend on the original pool of species in the replaced natural habitat [63]. Therefore,
whether selection favours altered behaviours will depend on the type of natural habitat plantations
are replacing (and, hence, the evolutionary history of these species).

Importantly, plantations change over time, and their age and the type of management affect
their structural complexity. For example, many crop and pulp plantations are not pruned or
thinned, which creates a very simplified understorey due to the lack of light. By contrast, thin-
ning of forestry plantations create an open and diverse understorey. These differences can
strongly affect how ground-dwelling species respond. Similarly, younger plantations resemble
grasslands or scrublands, while older plantations have a forest-like structure (e.g., see [63]).
This suggests not only that species behavioural responses will vary with the age of a plantation,
but that species assemblages could also change. Likewise, clear-cuts of forestry plantations
may force animals to make rapid behavioural adjustments (e.g., migrate, shift nesting locations
[64]), while continuous harvesting of tree crops could lead to behavioural shifts in response to
constant human presence.

The magnitude of the effect of plantations on wildlife will vary geographically and depend on the
history of plantations. Since exotic plantations impose greater challenges than native plantations
for wildlife (e.g., through novel stressors), species in highly biodiverse tropical areas, such as
those in South America and Africa, where 97% and 70%, respectively, of all plantations comprise
exotic species [8], are most likely to be impacted by plantations. By contrast, in temperate areas,
plantations are often monocultures of native trees (e.g., North America and parts of Asia [8]). It
might, however, be difficult to tease apart the effects of the origin of the planted tree species
from that of the alteration in structural complexity, at least when plantations replace native forests.
In temperate zones, forests are simpler, less diverse, long established, and more like plantations
than those in tropical areas. Wildlife in temperate areas might therefore be better adapted to the
structural characteristics of tree plantations, with less need to modify their behaviour. A testable
prediction is that animal behaviours in formerly forested areas (where plantations have been
long established) differ from those in recently planted areas or when plantations replace complex
natural habitats. This could be due to multiple causes, including differential survival of individuals,
strong recent selection on genetic variation, and inbreeding. Although some animals temporarily
shift their behaviour and persist in plantations (Table 1), adaptation requires responses that
maintain or increase fitness in the long term. We suggest that more research comparing
behavioural shifts and their fitness consequences in new and long-established plantations, and
temperate versus tropical areas, could shed light on which behavioural modifications permit
prolonged persistence.
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Outstanding questions
How similar are the behavioural
responses in tree plantations to those
seen in other human-made habitats,
such as those created by urbanisation
and other forms of agriculture?

Are there behavioural traits that are
consistently beneficial or detrimental
during the colonization of different
types of anthropogenic habitats
(i.e., plantation vs. non-plantation) and
does selection against certain behav-
iours lead to ‘homogenization of wild-
life behaviour’?

Are evolutionary responses to changes
in the sensory environment rapid
enough to allow species to adjust
their signals and allied behaviours to
the novel environment? Does
disruption of communication when
deploying the most commonly used
mode of transmission select for a
switch to alternative communication
modalities in tree plantations?

How readily can we extrapolate the
behavioural responses observed in
one type of tree plantation to those in
another? In addition, are responses
for a given species similar in
monocultures and polycultures, or for
forestry and crop plantations, or in
different areas of the world? Is it the
same if a plantation replaces a forest
compared with other types of habitats
such as grasslands or open
woodland?

Do plantations in tropical areas have
stronger effects in inducing changes
in animal behaviour that lower their
fitness? If so, is this driven by a
stronger reduction in structural
complexity (when the replaced natural
habitat is a forest), by the origin of the
planted tree species (exotic vs. native)
or both?

How do behavioural responses and
selection pressures differ between
large-scale plantations and small-
scale plantations established within a
matrix of native habitats?

Do tree plantations drive divergence of
morphological and behavioural traits
that might promote reproductive
isolation of populations akin to those
being reported for urbanization?
Landscape-level effects, such as the extent of plantations and their closeness to remnants of
original habitat, can also shape behavioural responses. While some plantations replace large
areas of native habitat making their inhabitants spatially isolated, others form part of a matrix dom-
inated by natural habitat where animals can make occasional forays into plantations. Landscapes
comprising a mosaic of plantations and natural habitats are known to sustain higher diversity of
species and healthier communities [65]. But we do not yet know the role of behaviour in the main-
tenance of such communities. Behavioural plasticity is expected to allow animals to exploit novel
resources, allowing for short-term survival when conditions in plantations are beneficial. However,
some regulatory plastic behavioural responses can weaken selection and hamper evolution [66],
posing a longer-term threat if the natural habitat becomes increasingly rare. An interesting possi-
bility, therefore, is that matrix landscapes are a trap for some taxa if the tree composition of the
habitats suddenly changes and they are poorly adapted to plantations.

Wildlife behaviour: conservation and socioeconomic implications
Tree plantations are geared toward improving life for humans and/or maximise economic output,
but this usually comes at the expense of wildlife. Understanding wildlife behavioural responses
can, however, help reduce the loss of biodiversity and provide better solutions for conservation
management [67]. This knowledge is especially important in tropical areas where high rates of
deforestation threaten the equally high natural level of biodiversity.

Tree plantations can be considered part of a socio-ecological system, where wildlife behaviour is
a primary indicator of healthy ecosystem function. For instance, although monocultures are often
presented as a better economic choice than polycultures, behavioural shifts of animals in
plantations raise questions about the net socioeconomic benefit. The simplified structure of
monocultures, and the consequent reduction in food sources for wildlife, could have weighty
economic consequences if predators shift their behaviour to prey on livestock living in or near
plantations, or if monocultures promote crop-raiding by herbivores [14]. Human–wildlife conflict
is predicted to be lower in more diverse plantations that sustain more complex trophic interac-
tions and a wider range of food sources. Understanding the feeding behaviour of animals in
different types of plantations could provide companies with vital insights into plantation design
that create a compromise between the needs of humans and wildlife [54]. In addition, monocul-
tures are more prone than polycultures to outbreaks of pest species who have modified their
behaviour to exploit novel resources, especially if their predators are locally rare or extinct. It
may be possible to reduce the multi-billion dollar annual investment in pest control
(e.g., pesticides) by maintaining a greater diversity of tree species and ages to create larger
predator communities in plantations [68].

Finally, plantations might even contribute to the conservation of some native and endangered
species by providing corridors between preferred natural habitats, and by buffering edge effects,
especially when planted on previously cleared land, or when mixed with native trees (e.g., [69]).
Improved understanding of the behaviour of wildlife in tree plantations is a powerful way to pro-
mote coexistence with local farmers and drive management changes by timber companies.
Here, there is great value in carrying out long-term studies that quantify the difference between
the perceived and actual socioeconomic value of different tree plantations and the efficacy of
management practices, to promote the conservation of wildlife.

Concluding remarks
Understanding if, and how, animals shift their behaviour in tree plantations to enhance their sur-
vival or breeding success is essential to develop management strategies that promote the coex-
istence of wildlife with human economic goals. An important aim should be to design plantations
Trends in Ecology & Evolution, October 2022, Vol. 37, No. 10 847
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What behavioural responses lead to
plantations becoming ecological traps
versus responses that are adaptive?
Are these differences associated with
specific biological or taxonomic traits
that we can predict (e.g., as has been
done in urban ecology studies)?

How do phenotypic traits, such as sex,
personality, or age, shape behavioural
responses to being in plantations?
Are individual responses plantation
specific? And what are the long-term
consequences for population viability?

What are the main wildlife behaviours
that will help us assess the quality of
the habitat in plantations as part of a
socio-ecological model that promotes
that take advantage of behavioural adjustments by wildlife to balance better outcomes for wildlife
with fulfilling economic goals. Today, our understanding of the relative importance of how the
novel environments created by tree plantations affect wildlife behaviour is limited to a handful of
taxa. Many basic questions remain unanswered (see Outstanding questions). To conserve biodi-
versity, we need to better anticipate wildlife responses, and their fitness consequences, to the
ever-increasing transformation of natural habitats into tree plantations.

Acknowledgments
We thank David Duchene, Dan Blumstein, Andrea Stephens, and four anonymous reviewers for comments. Funding was

provided by the Andalusian Government to M.I-C. and by the Australian Research Council (DP190100642,

DP220100245, FT190100014) to B.B.M.W.

Declaration of interests
No interests are declared.

References

1. Tilman, D. et al. (2017) Future threats to biodiversity and path-

ways to their prevention. Nature 546, 73–81
2. Díaz, S. et al. (2019) Pervasive human-driven decline of life on

Earth points to the need for transformative change. Science
366, eaax3100

3. Newbold, T. et al. (2020) Tropical and Mediterranean biodiver-
sity is disproportionately sensitive to land-use and climate
change. Nat. Ecol. Evol. 4, 1630–1638

4. Gibson, L. et al. (2011) Primary forests are irreplaceable for
sustaining tropical biodiversity. Nature 478, 378–381

5. Greenberg, D. et al. (2018) Evolutionarily distinct amphibians
are disproportionately lost from human-modified ecosystems.
Ecol. Lett. 21, 1530–1540

6. Pendrill, F. et al. (2019) Agricultural and forestry trade drives
large share of tropical deforestation emissions. Glob. Environ.
Chang. 56, 1–10

7. Veldman, J.W. et al. (2015) Where tree planting and forest ex-
pansion are bad for biodiversity and ecosystem services.
Bioscience 65, 1011–1018

8. FAO (2020) Global Forest Resources Assessment: Main
Report, Food and Agriculture Organization

9. Gao, J. and O’Neill, B.C. (2020) Mapping global urban land for
the 21st century with data-driven simulations and shared
socioeconomic pathways. Nat. Commun. 11, 2302

10. Candolin, U. and Wong, B.B.M. (2012) Behavioural Responses
to a Changing World: Mechanisms and Consequences, Oxford
University Press

11. Wong, B.B.M. and Candolin, U. (2015) Behavioral responses
to changing environments. Behav. Ecol. 26, 665–673

12. Gaynor, K.M. et al. (2018) The influence of human disturbance
on wildlife nocturnality. Science 360, 1232–1235

13. Shamoon, H. et al. (2018) Increased mammal nocturnality in ag-
ricultural landscapes results in fragmentation due to cascading
effects. Biol. Conserv. 226, 32–41

14. McLennan, M.R. et al. (2017) The implications of primate be-
havioral flexibility for sustainable human–primate coexistence
in anthropogenic habitats. Int. J. Primatol. 38, 105–121

15. Gilroy, J.J. and Sutherland, W.J. (2007) Beyond ecological
traps: perceptual errors and undervalued resources. Trends
Ecol. Evol. 22, 351–356

16. Zuñiga-Palacios, J. et al. (2021) What do we know (and need
to know) about the role of urban habitats as ecological traps?
Systematic review and meta-analysis. Sci. Total Environ. 780,
146559

17. Chamberlain, D.E. et al. (2009) Avian productivity in urban
landscapes: a review and meta-analysis. Ibis 151, 1–18

18. Robertson, B.A. et al. (2013) Ecological novelty and the emer-
gence of evolutionary traps. Trends Ecol. Evol. 28, 552–560

19. Hollander, F.A. et al. (2011) Maladaptive habitat selection of a
migratory passerine bird in a human-modified landscape.
PLoS One 6, e25703

20. Hollander, F.A. et al. (2013) Habitat-dependent prey availability
and offspring provisioning explain an ecological trap in a migra-
tory bird. Funct. Ecol. 27, 702–709

21. Remeš, V. (2003) Effects of exotic habitat on nesting success,
territory density, and settlement patterns in the blackcap (Sylvia
atricapilla). Conserv. Biol. 17, 1127–1133

22. Derrberry, E. and Luther, D. (2021) What is known – and not
known – about acoustic communication in an urban sound-
scape. Integr. Comp. Biol. 61, 1783–1794

23. Smith, T.B. et al. (2008) Evolutionary consequences of human
disturbance in a rainforest bird species from Central Africa.
Mol. Ecol. 17, 58–71

24. Barnett, J.B. et al. (2021) Habitat disturbance alters color con-
trast and the detectability of cryptic and aposematic frogs.
Behav. Ecol. 32, 814–825

25. Nicholls, J.A. and Goldizen, A.W. (2006) Habitat type and
density influence vocal signal design in satin bowerbirds.
J. Anim. Ecol. 75, 549–558

26. Nemeth, E. and Brumm, H. (2010) Birds and anthropogenic
noise: are urban songs adaptive? Am. Nat. 176, 465–475

27. Reichard, D. et al. (2020) Urban birdsongs: higher minimum
song frequency of an urban colonist persists in a common
garden experiment. Anim. Behav. 170, 33–41

28. Iglesias-Carrasco, M. et al. (2017) Leaf extracts from an exotic
tree affect responses to chemical cues in the palmate newt,
Lissotriton helveticus. Anim. Behav. 127, 243–251

29. Henneken, J. et al. (2017) Diet-mediated pheromones and
signature mixtures can enforce signal reliability. Front. Ecol.
Evol. 4, 145

30. Spaniol, R. et al. (2020) Discolouring the Amazon Rainforest:
how deforestation is affecting butterfly coloration. Biodivers.
Conserv. 29, 2821–2838

31. Iglesias-Carrasco, M. et al. Natural toxins leached from
Eucalyptus globulus plantations affect the development and
life-history of anuran tadpoles. Freshw. Biol. 67, 378–388.

32. Reading, C.J. and Jofré, G.M. (2018) The relative performance
of smooth snakes inhabiting open heathland and conifer plan-
tations. For. Ecol. Manag. 427, 333–341

33. Iglesias-Carrasco, M. et al. (2016) Condition-dependent trade-
offs between sexual traits, body condition and immunity: the
effect of novel habitats. BMC Evol. Biol. 16, 135

34. Fronhofer, E.A. et al. (2015) Condition-dependent movement
and dispersal in experimental metacommunities. Ecol. Lett.
18, 954–963

35. Moran, N.P. et al. (2021) Poor nutritional condition promotes
high-risk behaviours: a systematic review and meta-analysis.
Biol. Rev. 96, 269–288

36. Burraco, P. et al. (2018) Eucalypt leaf litter impairs growth and
development of amphibian larvae, inhibits their antipredator
responses and alters their physiology. Conserv. Physiol. 6,
coy066

human economic goals while simulta-
neously conserving wildlife?
848 Trends in Ecology & Evolution, October 2022, Vol. 37, No. 10

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0175
CellPress logo


Trends in Ecology & Evolution
37. Mclennan, M.R. et al. (2019) Are human-dominated land-
scapes stressful for wild chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes)?
Biol. Conserv. 233, 73–82

38. Saaristo, M. et al. (2018) Direct and indirect effects of chemical
contaminants on the behaviour, ecology and evolution of wild-
life. Proc. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 285, 20181297

39. Jachowski, D.S. et al. (2012) Physiological stress and refuge
behavior by African elephants. PLoS One 7, e31818

40. Iglesias-Carrasco, M. et al. (2020) Stress in the city: meta-
analysis indicates no overall evidence for stress in urban verte-
brates. Proc. Biol. Sci. 287, 20201754

41. Bradley, C.A. and Altizer, S. (2007) Urbanization and the ecol-
ogy of wildlife diseases. Trends Ecol. Evol. 22, 95–102

42. Brearley, G. et al. (2013) Wildlife disease prevalence in human-
modified landscapes. Biol. Rev. 88, 427–442

43. Teixeira, D. et al. (2019) Mediterranean Eucalyptus plantations af-
fect small mammal ectoparasites abundance but not individual
body condition. Ecol. Res. 34, 415–427

44. Veloso-Frías, J. et al. (2019) Variation in the prevalence and
abundance of mites parasitizing Abrothrix olivacea (Rodentia)
in the native forest and Pinus radiata plantations in central
Chile. Hystrix 30, 107–111

45. Lowry, H. et al. (2013) Behavioural responses of wildlife to
urban environments. Biol. Rev. 88, 537–549

46. Barnagaud, J.Y. et al. (2014) Habitat filtering by landscape and
local forest composition in native and exotic New Zealand
birds. Ecology 95, 78–87

47. Paine, T.D. et al. (2011) Native and exotic pests of eucalyptus:
a worldwide perspective. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 56, 181–201

48. Perfecto, I. et al. (2004) Greater predation in shaded coffee
farms: the role of resident neotropical birds. Ecology 85,
2677–2681

49. Steinbauer, M.J. et al. (2001) Life history and behavioural traits of
Mnesampela privata that exacerbate population responses to
eucalypt plantations: comparisons with Australian and outbreak
species of forest geometrid from the Northern Hemisphere.
Austral Ecol. 26, 525–534

50. Badano, E.I. and Vergara, C.H. (2011) Potential negative ef-
fects of exotic honey bees on the diversity of native pollinators
and yield of highland coffee plantations. Agric. For. Entomol.
13, 365–372

51. Garin, I. et al. (2019) Bats from different foraging guilds prey
upon the pine processionary moth. PeerJ 7, e7169

52. Puan, C. et al. (2012) Barn owl predatory behavior and
response to prey abundance: towards an ecologically-based
agricultural practice. Ornis Mong. 3, 63–66

53. Hood, A.S.C. et al. (2019) Understory vegetation in oil palm
plantations promotes leopard cat activity, but does not affect
rats or rat damage. Front. For. Glob. Change Published online
September 19, 2019. https://doi.org/10.3389/ffgc.2019.
00051

54. Holzner, A. et al. (2019) Macaques can contribute to greener
practices in oil palm plantations when used as biological pest
control. Curr. Biol. 29, R1066–R1067

55. Ferreira, A.S. et al. (2018) Use of agroecosystem matrix habitats
by mammalian carnivores (Carnivora): a global-scale analysis.
Mammal Rev. 48, 312–327

56. Stock, W.D. et al. (2013) Pine as fast food: foraging ecology of
an endangered cockatoo in a forestry landscape. PLoS One 8,
e61145

57. Sarasola, J. and Negro, J. (2006) Role of exotic tree stands on
the current distribution and social behaviour of Swainson’s
hawk, Buteo swainsoni in the Argentine Pampas. J. Biogeogr.
33, 1096–1101

58. Rodríguez, B. et al. (2021) Exotic tree plantations as alternative
breeding habitat for an endemic avian predator. J. Avian Biol.
Published online February 18, 2021. https://doi.org/10.1111/
jav.02527

59. Li, X.Y. and Kokko, H. (2019) Sex-biased dispersal: a review of
the theory. Biol. Rev. 94, 721–736

60. Evans, M.N. et al. (2021) Space-use patterns of Malay civets
(Viverra tangalunga) persisting within a landscape fragmented
by oil palm plantations. Landsc. Ecol. 36, 915–930

61. Giery, S.T. et al. (2015) Anthropogenic ecosystem fragmenta-
tion drives shared and unique patterns of sexual signal

divergence among three species of Bahamian mosquitofish.
Evol. Appl. 8, 679–691

62. Yahya, M.S. et al. (2017) Switching from monoculture to
polyculture farming benefits birds in oil palm production
landscapes: evidence from mist netting data. Ecol. Evol. 7,
6314–6325

63. Iezzi, M.E. et al. (2020) Tree plantations replacing natural grass-
lands in high biodiversity areas: how do they affect the mammal
assemblage? For. Ecol. Manag. 473, 118303

64. Blumstein, D.T. (2010) Conservation and animal welfare issues
arising from forestry practices. Anim. Welf. 19, 151–157

65. Groc, S. et al. (2017) Litter-dwelling ants as bioindicators to
gauge the sustainability of small arboreal monocultures em-
bedded in the Amazonian rainforest. Ecol. Indic. 82, 43–49

66. Muñoz, M.M. (2022) The Bogert effect, a factor in evolution.
Evolution 76, 49–66

67. Caro, T. (2016) Behavior and conservation, conservation and
behavior. Curr. Opin. Behav. Sci. 12, 97–102

68. García, D. et al. (2018) Birds as suppliers of pest control in
cider apple orchards: Avian biodiversity drivers and insectivory
effect. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 254, 233–243

69. Pietrek, A.G. and Branch, L.C. (2011) Native plantations as an
important element for biodiversity in vanishing forested land-
scapes: a study of the near threatened araucaria tit spinetail
(Leptasthenura setaria, Furnariidae). Austral Ecol. 36, 109–116

70. Goded, S. et al. (2019) Effects of eucalyptus plantations on avian
and herb species richness and composition inNorth-West Spain.
Glob. Ecol. Conserv. 19, e00690

71. Gallé, R. et al. (2018) Spider assemblage structure and func-
tional diversity patterns of natural forest steppes and exotic
forest plantations. For. Ecol. Manag. 411, 234–239

72. Graziosi, I. et al. (2020) Pests and diseases of trees in Africa: a
growing continental emergency. Plants People Planet 2, 14–28

73. Panda, B.K. and Sarkar, S. (2020) Environmental impact of
rubber plantation: ecological vs economical perspectives.
Asian J. Microbiol. Biotechnol. 22, 657–661

74. Williams-Guillen, K. et al. (2006) Resource availability and
habitat use by mantled howling monkeys in a Nicaraguan cof-
fee plantation: can agroforests serve as core habitat for a forest
mammal? Anim. Conserv. 9, 331–338

75. Carvalho, F.G. et al. (2018) Oil palm plantation is not a suitable
environment for most forest specialist species of Odonata in
Amazonia. Anim. Conserv. 21, 526–533

76. Iglesias-Carrasco, M. et al. (2017) Secondary compounds
from exotic tree plantations change female mating preferences
in the palmate newt (Lissotriton helveticus). J. Evol. Biol. 30,
1788–1795

77. Candolin, U. and Wong, B.B.M. (2019) Mate choice in a polluted
world: consequences for individuals, populations and communi-
ties. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 374, 20180055

78. van der Sluijs, I. et al. (2011) Communication in troubled waters:
responses of fish communication systems to changing environ-
ments. Evol. Ecol. 25, 623–640

79. Hardwick, S.R. et al. (2015) The relationship between leaf area
index and microclimate in tropical forest and oil palm planta-
tion: forest disturbance drives changes in microclimate. Agric.
For. Meteorol. 201, 187–195

80. Walsh, B. et al. (2019) The impact of climate change on fertility.
Trends Ecol. Evol. 34, 249–259

81. Banks, S.C. et al. (2005) The effects of habitat fragmentation
on the social kin structure and mating system of the agile
antechinus, Antechinus agilis. Mol. Ecol. 14, 1789–1801

82. De la Hera, I. et al. (2013) Exotic tree plantations and avian con-
servation in northern Iberia: a view from a nest–box monitoring
study. Anim. Biodivers. Conserv. 36, 153–163

83. Toth, C.A. et al. (2015) Adoption of alternative habitats by a
threatened, “obligate” forest-dwelling bat in a fragmented land-
scape. J. Mammal. 96, 927–937

84. Cortés-Delgado, N. and Sosa, V.J. (2014) Do bats roost and
forage in shade coffee plantations? A perspective from the
frugivorous bat Sturnira hondurensis. Biotropica 46, 624–632

85. Rodríguez-Gómez, G.B. and Fontúrbel, F.E. (2020) Regional-
scale variation on Dromiciops gliroides occurrence, abundance,
and activity patterns along a habitat disturbance gradient.
J. Mammal. 101, 733–741
Trends in Ecology & Evolution, October 2022, Vol. 37, No. 10 849

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0255
https://doi.org/10.3389/ffgc.2019.00051
https://doi.org/10.3389/ffgc.2019.00051
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0280
https://doi.org/10.1111/jav.02527
https://doi.org/10.1111/jav.02527
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0420
CellPress logo


Trends in Ecology & Evolution
86. Haggerty, C.J.E. et al. (2019) Effects of forestry-driven changes
to groundcover and soil moisture on amphibian desiccation,
dispersal, and survival. Ecol. Appl. 29, e01870

87. Fierro, A. and Vergara, P.M. (2019) A native long horned beetle
promotes the saproxylic diversity in exotic plantations of
Monterrey pine. Ecol. Indic. 96, 532–539

88. Ruppert, N. et al. (2018) Activity budgets and habitat use
of wild Southern pig-tailed macaques (Macaca
nemestrina) in oil palm plantation and forest. Int.
J. Primatol. 39, 237–251

89. Zárate, D.A. et al. (2014) Black howler monkey (Alouatta pigra)
activity, foraging and seed dispersal patterns in shaded cocoa
plantations versus rainforest in southern Mexico. Am.
J. Primatol. 76, 890–899

90. Estrada, A. et al. (2012) Agroecosystems and primate conser-
vation in the tropics: a review. Am. J. Primatol. 74, 696–711

91. Mendonça-Lima, A.D. and Hartz, S.M. (2014) Foraging behav-
ioral of Phylloscartes ventralis (Aves, Tyrannidae) in native and
planted forests of southern Brazil. Iheringia. Ser. Zool. 104,
391–398

92. Alpízar, P. et al. (2020) Bats and bananas: simplified diet of the
nectar-feeding bat Glossophaga soricina (Phyllostomidae:
Glossophaginae) foraging in Costa Rican banana plantations.
Glob. Ecol. Conserv. 24, e01254

93. Tsang, T.P.N. et al. (2020) Omnivorous ants are less carnivo-
rous and more protein-limited in exotic plantations. J. Anim.
Ecol. 89, 1941–1951

94. Moreira-Arce, D. et al. (2015) Native forest replacement
by exotic plantations triggers changes in prey selection of
mesocarnivores. Biol. Conserv. 192, 258–267

95. Di Bitetti, M.S. (2019) Primates bark-stripping trees in forest
plantations – a review. For. Ecol. Manag. 449, 117482

96. Reino, L. et al. (2010) Does afforestation increase bird nest
predation risk in surrounding farmland? For. Ecol. Manag.
260, 1359–1366

97. Denan, N. et al. (2020) Predation of potential insect pests in oil
palm plantations, rubber tree plantations, and fruit orchards.
Ecol. Evol. 10, 654–661

98. Gailly, R. et al. (2020) Flexible habitat use in a migratory song-
bird expanding across a human-modified landscape: is it
adaptive? Oecologia 194, 75–86

99. Holzner, A. et al. (2021) Oil palm cultivation critically affects so-
ciality in a threatened Malaysian primate. Sci. Rep. 11, 10353

100. Pardo, L.E. et al. (2021) Effects of oil palm and human presence
on activity patterns of terrestrial mammals in the Colombian
Llanos. Mamm. Biol. 101, 775–789

101. Bersacola, E. et al. (2021) Chimpanzees balance resources and
risk in an anthropogenic landscape of fear. Sci. Rep. 11, 4569

102. Hynes, E.F. et al. (2021) Response of an arboreal species to
plantation harvest. For. Ecol. Manag. 490, 119092

103. Escobar, M.A.H. and Estades, C.F. (2021) Differential re-
sponses of small mammals immediately after clearcutting in
forest plantations: patterns and mechanisms. For. Ecol.
Manag. 480, 118699
850 Trends in Ecology & Evolution, October 2022, Vol. 37, No. 10

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0169-5347(22)00132-X/rf0510
CellPress logo

	In the shadows: wildlife behaviour in tree plantations
	Impacts of tree plantations on animal behaviour
	What do we know?
	What are the knowledge gaps?
	Altered behaviours due to disturbance of the sensory environment

	Physiologically mediated shifts in behaviour: condition, stress, and pathogens
	When and why are behavioural responses advantageous?
	Trait-specific responses
	An additional complication: not all plantations are alike

	Wildlife behaviour: conservation and socioeconomic implications
	Concluding remarks
	Acknowledgments
	Declaration of interests
	References




