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Abstract
1. Populations can rapidly respond to environmental change via adaptive pheno-

typic plasticity, which can also modify interactions between individuals and their 
environment, affecting population dynamics. Bird migration is a highly plastic 
resource- tracking tactic in seasonal environments. However, the link between 
the population dynamics of migratory birds and migration tactic plasticity is not 
well- understood.

2. The quality of staging habitats affects individuals' migration timing and energy 
budgets in the course of migration and can consequently affect individuals' 
breeding and overwintering performance, and impact population dynamics. 
Given staging habitats being lost in many parts of the world, our goal is to in-
vestigate responses of individual migration tactics and population dynamics in 
the face of loss of staging habitat and to identify the key processes connecting 
them.

3. We started by constructing and analysing a general full- annual- cycle individual- 
based model with a stylized migratory population to generate hypotheses on 
how changes in the size of staging habitat might drive changes in individual 
stopover duration and population dynamics. Next, through the interrogation of 
survey data, we tested these hypotheses by analysing population trends and 
stopover duration of migratory waterbirds experiencing the loss of staging 
habitat.

4. Our modelling exercise led to us posing the following hypotheses: the loss of 
staging habitat generates plasticity in migration tactics, with individuals remain-
ing on the staging habitat for longer to obtain food due to a reduction in per 
capita food availability. The subsequent increasing population density on the 
staging habitat has knock- on effects on population dynamics in the breeding 
and overwintering stage. Our empirical results were consistent with the model-
ling predictions.
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1  |  INTRODUC TION

Populations can rapidly respond to environmental change via 
adaptive phenotypic plasticity, and this allows them to cope with 
profound environmental impacts (Coulson et al., 2017; Piersma & 
Drent, 2003; Pigliucci, 2001). Plasticity modifies interactions be-
tween individuals and their environment, ultimately affecting pop-
ulation dynamics (Miner et al., 2005). Migration can be an adaptive 
plastic tactic in seasonal environments (Lack, 1968; Newton, 2007) 
that allows individuals to increase reproductive output by avoid-
ing unsuitable ecological conditions (Hedenström, 2008; Winkler 
et al., 2014). Plasticity of migration tactics enables migratory species 
to respond to environmental changes in multiple ways, such as by 
altering migratory routes (Dolman & Sutherland, 1995; Sutherland 
& Crockford, 1993), timing of migration (Balbontín et al., 2009; 
Gienapp et al., 2007) and through diet (Parrish, 2000). However, the 
link between the population dynamics of migratory species and mi-
gration tactics plasticity is not well- understood.

Bird migration is a resource- tracking tactic that aims to optimize 
a bird's energy budget in the face of fluctuating resources in sea-
sonal environments and in the face of strong competition (Alerstam 
et al., 2003; Cox, 1968; Somveille et al., 2018; Winger et al., 2019). 
Migration is energetically costly, so birds build up fat reserves. 
However, carrying a large energy reserve increases flight costs and 
can also attract predators (Alerstam & Lindström, 1990). One tactic 
to minimize such costs is to stop over several times during the jour-
neys between breeding and wintering sites to refuel (Piersma, 1988). 
For individuals to remain in favourable environments across their 
migration route, they must carefully manage the timing of depar-
ture and arrival (Alerstam et al., 2003; Alerstam & Lindström, 1990; 
Winkler et al., 2014). In general, individuals that arrive at breeding 
grounds earlier have higher reproductive success than those that 
arrive later (Marra et al., 1998; Norris et al., 2004), and selection 
favours individuals that minimize the time spent travelling during the 
northward migration (Lindstrom & Alerstam, 1992). Migratory birds 
usually spend much longer accumulating energy reserves in staging 
areas than in flying (Hedenström & Alerstam, 1997). Therefore, the 
total time spent on migration is consequently strongly influenced by 
the quality of, and an individual's behaviour at, staging areas (Erni 
et al., 2002; Hedenström & Alerstam, 1997).

For migratory species, all stages of the annual cycle are closely 
linked at both the individual and population levels, through 

carry- over and density- dependent effects (Harrison et al., 2011; 
Newton, 2007). The individual state in one stage can influence indi-
vidual performance in subsequent stages, and the change in popula-
tion size in one stage can influence per capita rates and consequently 
regulate population size in later stages (Ratikainen et al., 2008; Ryan 
Norris & Marra, 2007; Studds & Marra, 2005). The tactic an individual 
follows while at the staging area can consequently affect breeding 
and overwintering performance, and impact population dynamics.

Staging habitat for migratory waterbirds in the Yellow Sea is 
being lost in significant quantities, primarily due to land reclama-
tion for infrastructure development and aquaculture (Bi et al., 2012; 
Murray et al., 2014; Yang et al., 2011). Although illegal hunting, 
human disturbance, exotic Spartina invasion and climate change im-
pacting other parts of the annual cycle also threaten migratory birds 
along the East Asian Australasian Flyway (EAAF), the loss of staging 
habitat has been suggested as a primary cause of population declines 
(Amano et al., 2012; Ma et al., 2014; Melville et al., 2016; Studds 
et al., 2017). It is presumably because staging habitat in this system 
is the stage of the annual cycle where density dependence is stron-
gest (Sutherland, 1996b). Habitat loss in staging habitats can reduce 
food resources, decrease foraging and fat accumulation rates of mi-
grants (Baker et al., 2004; Morrision, 2006; Verkuil et al., 2012), in-
crease competition and interference in the population and can have 
significant consequences for population regulation (Newton, 2007; 
Sutherland, 1996b). However, the way in which individuals respond 
to such changes, as well as the processes and mechanisms that cause 
population declines, are yet to be generally established. Migratory 
waterbirds along the EAAF provides a unique system to explore how 
individuals respond to changes in one life- history stage and how this 
response would influence their populations.

To examine the effects of habitat loss within staging habitat on 
individual migration tactics and population dynamics, we use the-
oretical modelling to generate hypotheses that we next test with 
empirical data. First, we conducted an individual- based modelling 
exercise, building a stylized full- annual- cycle model in which individ-
uals follow the same migrating rules. The model led us to hypothe-
size that the loss of staging habitat generates plasticity in migration 
tactics, with individuals staying in the remaining staging site for 
longer to obtain food due to a reduction in per capita food avail-
ability. The increasing population density in the staging habitat has 
knock- on effects on breeding and overwintering stages that impact 
the population dynamics, via impacts on survival and reproduction 

5. Our results demonstrate how environmental change that impacts one energeti-
cally costly life- history stage in migratory birds can have population dynamic 
impacts across the entire annual cycle via phenotypic plasticity.

K E Y W O R D S
annual cycle, carrying capacity, density- dependent, individual- based model, loss of staging 
habitat, migratory birds, population dynamics, stopover duration



    |  3Journal of Animal EcologyLIU et al.

rates. We used this model to make predictions about changes in tac-
tics that might influence population dynamics in the staging, breed-
ing and overwintering grounds. We did this by examining wherein 
the life cycle density dependence operated most strongly. Next, 
using 13 years of survey data on 148 waterbird species in total, we 
examined whether observed empirical trends were consistent with 
hypotheses we generated from our individual- based model. Our em-
pirical analyses were consistent with the theoretical hypotheses our 
model suggested: we found that in the EAAF system where the total 
population size is declining along the whole flyway, population den-
sity increases at the remaining staging site as the size of the staging 
habitat decreases, with prolonged stopover duration for individuals. 
We conclude that environmental change effects on one life- history 
stage in migratory birds can consequently have population dynamic 
impacts across the entire annual cycle via phenotypic plasticity.

2  |  MATERIAL S AND METHODS

2.1  |  The individual- based model

The individual- based model (IBM) we constructed is a stylized model. 
The basic assumptions of our model are as follows: (a) the stages of 
the annual cycle in our model includes northward migration, staging 
in the course of northward migration, breeding, southward migra-
tion and overwintering; (b) all individuals followed the same set of 

rules in our models; (c) individuals who meet the condition for repro-
duction produce once each year; and (d) males are not limiting and 
can be ignored such that we construct a female- only model.

2.1.1  |  Model description

Our IBMs include three types of habitats in the model landscape, 
which are wintering habitat (W), breeding habitat (B) and staging 
habitat (S). To examine the role of the remaining staging site on 
individual migratory tactics and population dynamics, we speci-
fied two alternative sites in the staging habitat— the S1 and S2 sites 
(Figure 1a). The size of the S1 site remained constant across all 
simulations, while the habitat size of the S2 site can be adjusted 
(Figure 1b). The total staging habitat was defined as the smallest 
rectangle that could encompass S1 and S2 sites, the size of the 
rectangle has no impact on model results, it is simply a boundary 
that allows individuals to move between S1 and S2 sites easily. 
The rest of the grid cells in the landscape are non- habitat, where 
individuals pass by during migration but do not stop. Each grid cell 
within W, B, S1 and S2 sites contained renewing food resources, 
while the rest of the landscape did not include any food resources. 
Food resources at each grid cell renewed each time step at the 
habitat- specified food recovery rate after consumption. Each time 
step in this model represented 1 day such that 1 year was com-
prised of 365 steps.

F I G U R E  1  A schematic diagram of the landscape and movement rules of the individual- based model. (a) Model landscape. ① represents 
the case in which food is available in the neighbouring grid cells for individuals, and ② represents the case in which food is unavailable in the 
neighbouring cells. The movement rules of individuals for ① and ② are shown in (c1) and (c2) respectively. (b) Three selected scenarios for 
the landscape in which the size of the S2 site differed. (c) Movement rules, (c1) ‘move’ under the case of ①, (c2) ‘move’ under the case of ② 
and (c3) the order of ‘fly’
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We only considered the female component of the population and 
characterized each individual by identity, age, reproduction status and 
energy reserves. The behaviours of each individual in the model in-
cluded: fly, move, search for food, eat, orient, mature, reproduce and die. 
‘Fly’ was the movement across habitats during the course of migration, 
the speed of ‘fly’ was three grid cells per time step. ‘Move’ was the move-
ment within each habitat during the course of overwintering, staging and 
breeding, when individuals reached the boundary of each habitat, the be-
haviour of ‘move’ started, the speed of ‘move’ was one grid cell per time 
step. Either type of movement consumes part of an individual's energy 
reserves at each time step. Birds searched for food by following a ran-
dom movement rule. They compared the food value on their neighbour-
ing eight grid cells to the current one, if there was a highest food value, 
birds moved towards this cell; if food values were the same on more than 
one cell, birds randomly chose a direction to move (Figure 1c1). Birds 
ate and increased their energy reserves when food was available; if food 
was unavailable, then birds randomly moved to a neighbouring cell and 
did not eat (Figure 1c2). There was no randomness of food acquisition; 
as long as food resources were available, the behaviour of ‘eat’ hap-
pened and energy was stored. When the energy reserve of an individual 
reached the energy threshold for departure, or the time reached for the 
latest possible departure arrived, the individual first oriented, adjusting 
its facing to the centre of the next destination habitat in the next time 
step, then flew towards it. Individuals whose energy reserves reached 
the threshold for reproduction matured and reproduced once each year. 
Reproduction also consumed individuals' energy reserves. Hatchlings 
were set with an initial value of age, reproduction status and energy re-
serves. Individuals aged 15 years, or with zero energy reserves, died and 
were removed from the population. Details of events and decisions of 
the models are provided in Figure S1 and Appendix S2.

The energy reserves of each individual were assumed to be depen-
dent on their initial energy, energy gained and energy expended. The ex-
pected energy gained from food relied on both population density and 
food density (Goss- Custard et al., 2002). The stopover duration of a bird 
in the staging habitat was related to the energy requirement for migra-
tion and the rate of energy acquisition (Hedenström & Alerstam, 1997). 
Parameter values in this model were consensus values, drawn from em-
pirical studies of multiple migratory waterbirds (Table S1). These values 
were not generated from statistical analyses of individual data, due to 
the lack of available data. The calculation of individual energy reserves 
and stopover duration is provided in Appendix S2.

2.1.2  |  Model implementation

Our main goal is to examine the effects of habitat change in the stag-
ing habitat on individual stopover duration in the course of northward 
migration and population dynamics across the entire life cycle and to 
identify the processes that connect them. To further examine whether 
our hypothesized processes only occur when the staging habitat be-
came the stage with the lowest carrying capacity during the annual 
cycle, rather than the breeding or wintering stage, we tested impacts 
on individual stopover duration and population dynamics by reducing 

carrying capacity at other life cycle stages (Table S2 in Appendix S1 
and Appendix S3). In addition, since individuals with different breeding 
tactics (capital breeding and income breeding) have different energy 
budgets along the life cycle, we also tested the effects of breeding 
tactics on model outputs (Table S2 in Appendix S1 and Appendix S3).

The average daily population density and the total number of 
individuals, individual stopover duration, individual energy reserves 
and energy accumulation rate during stopover were recorded at 
equilibrium and were examined by comparing the mean value of sim-
ulation results. The model was run 10 times for each scenario and 
for 30 years in each simulation, which was sufficient to converge to 
stationary dynamics. Results were obtained from year 5 to year 30 
of the simulation (Figure S2).

The average daily population density was recorded at the S1 site; it 
was the mean of the abundance per day at the S1 site during the period 
of the stopover stage each year. The total number of individuals for the 
population and for the three types of habitats were recorded each year 
respectively. Individuals were recorded in age classes and reproduction 
status (juveniles, breeding adults and non- breeding adults).

The per capita reproduction rate for adults, the reproduction rate 
among breeding adults and the survival rate were all calculated. The 
per capita reproduction rate was the ratio of the number of juveniles 
and the number of all adults in the breeding stage; the reproduction 
rate among breeding adults was the ratio of the number of juveniles 
and the number of breeding adults; survival rate was split into two 
periods— one is the survival rate of the northward migration (the ratio 
between the number of adults at the breeding habitat and the number 
of individuals on the last day of wintering stage), and the other is the 
survival rate of the southward migration (the ratio between the num-
ber of individuals at the wintering habitat and the number of individu-
als at the breeding habitat).

Mean individual stopover duration in the S1 site was recorded 
each year. Individual departure energy reserves were recorded for 
three types of habitats respectively, as the energy reserves at the 
last day before the individual left the habitat range. Individual en-
ergy reserves during the stopover period were recorded at each time 
step when the individual stayed in the staging habitat. The energy 
accumulation rate during stopover was calculated by dividing energy 
gained from the staging habitat by stopover duration.

2.1.3  |  Sensitivity analysis

To examine the impacts of parameter values on the model outputs 
and to test the robustness of the model results were to variation 
in parameter values, we conducted a local sensitivity analysis (see 
Methods and Results in Appendix S4).

2.2  |  Empirical data

Our empirical study was conducted in the wetlands in the north of 
Bohai Bay, between 38°36′- 39°13′N and 117°11′- 118.22′E, located 
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in the northwest of the Yellow Sea (Figure S3). Despite habitat being 
lost in the surveyed area, the loss of favoured habitat was minimal, 
with the highest food density for migratory waterbirds compared 
to other staging sites in the Northern Yellow Sea (Peng et al., 2021; 
Wang et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2016). Our surveyed area is most equiv-
alent to the S1 site in our IBMs. Survey data of migratory waterbirds 
were collected at boreal spring between 2004 and 2018 (details 
of the study area and data collection are provided in Appendix S5). 
All surveys were carried out under permits from Tianjin Municipal 
Bureau of Planning and Natural Resources and Luannan Forestry 
Bureau. This study did not require ethical approval.

2.2.1  |  Statistical analyses for bird number trends

The abundance of all waterbirds and the abundance of the most 
common species were analysed in this study. Survey sites that were 
surveyed on less than 30% of survey dates were excluded from the 
analysis. To estimate total waterbird abundance, we summed the 
counts of all species i (including unidentified species) observed from 
all of the survey sites k in each day j, denoting it as Na. To identify the 
most common species, we used two methods, the ‘Frequency- based 
Method’ and the ‘Distribution- based Method’, to select 25 common 
species (S5). The number of these 25 species observed on each day j 
and survey site k was denoted as Nb.

We calculated survey effort as the number of observers each day 
at each site as Ej,k. We transformed date to Julian date t, and calculated 
t2, because the temporal changes in bird abundance at staging habitat 
during the period of stopover is often quadratic (Thompson, 1993), 
and visual examination of our data also revealed a quadratic relation-
ship. We treated ‘year’ (y) as a continuous variable in our models, and 
we treated ‘survey site’ (k) as a categorical variable.

Waterbird abundance (including Na, Nb) was used as response 
variables, and Ej,k, k, t, t2, i and y were used as explanatory variables. 
The distribution of Na and Nb was well- described as an overdis-
persed Poisson (variance greater than mean), so we fitted GLM with 
a ‘quasi- Poisson’ error structure in program R. The regression equa-
tions were of the form:

2.2.2  |  Statistical analyses for stopover 
duration trends

We estimated the stopover duration for each common species by 
using our survey data. Since our survey data revealed a quadratic 

relationship between Julian date and bird abundance (Figure 
S4a), we first estimated normal distributions of bird abundance 
within the period of stopover for each species each year (Figure 
S4b). To do this, we extracted the mean date and variance in date 
for each species each year from the survey data, and scaled the 
curves by the bird number from the survey data. Then we esti-
mated the date by which each quantile of the distribution of bird 
abundance is reached, date at 2.5% quantile and 97.5% quantile 
was the date of arrival at staging habitat and the date of depar-
ture from staging habitat for each species each year within 95% 
confidential interval respectively (Figure S4c). We calculated the 
stopover duration based on the arrival date and departure date 
for each species each year, denoting it as Ti,y (details are provided 
in Appendix S5.4).

The distribution of Ti,y was normal distribution, so we fitted lin-
ear model in program R to test the stopover duration trends across 
years for each common species, the regression equation was of the 
form:

The correlation between stopover duration and bird abundance.
We fitted a regression between bird abundance and stopover 

duration to test the correlation between them. We calculated the 
mean abundance during the stopover period for each species i each 
year y, denoting it as Nc. Nc was used as the response variable, and 
y, i and Ti,y were used as explanatory variables. The distribution of 
Nc was an overdispersed Poisson, so we fitted GLM with a ‘quasi- 
Poisson’ error structure in program R. The regression equations 
were of the form:

We used the ANOVA command in R to assess the significance of each 
variable, used adjusted R2 to assess the goodness- of- fit of the linear 
model, and used 1 − (residual deviance/null deviance) to assess the 
goodness- of- fit of the GLMs.

3  |  RESULTS

3.1  |  IBM: Population dynamics and individual 
stopover duration at the staging habitat

As the size of the S2 site decreased through eight scenarios in the 
model 2 simulations, there was a decrease in the total number of 
individuals, and an increase in average daily population density at 
the S1 site (Figure 2a). The curve of daily population density at the 
S1 site became steeper in the early and late phases of the stopover 
period, and higher and wider when the population reached peak 
numbers (Figure 2b), showing that the population took less time 
to reach the peak number and remained at the peak number for a 
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longer period of time. Individual's annual stopover duration at the 
S1 site increased as the size of the S2 site decreased (Figure 2c). 
It suggests that as the habitat loss of the S2 site intensified, indi-
viduals stayed longer in the S1 site where the habitat size remains 
constant.

3.2  |  IBM: Individual energy reserves

As the size of the S2 site decreased in model 2 simulations, the indi-
vidual energy accumulation rate when birds remained in the staging 
habitat decreased (Figure 3a), and the distribution shifted towards 
lower energy reserves with fewer individuals having reached the en-
ergy threshold for departure from the staging habitat (Figure 3b). 
The energy reserves when individuals left the staging habitat were 
decreased; however, the departure energy reserves from the breed-
ing habitat and wintering habitat were increased, both in adults and 
juveniles (Figure 3c).

3.3  |  IBM: Population structure and demography

As the size of the S2 site decreased in model 2 simulations, the pro-
portion of breeding adults and juveniles in the population decreased, 
while the proportion of non- breeding adults increased in each life 
cycle stage (Figure 4a). The per capita reproduction rate decreased 
because of an increased proportion of non- breeding adults, but the 
reproduction rate among breeding adults increased. The survival 
rate in both the northward migration and southward migration in-
creased (Figure 4b).

3.4  |  Empirical data: Overall abundance

The analysis of the abundance of all recorded species revealed an 
increase in the numbers of waterbirds at a rate of 61.85% per year 
(F1,809 = 13.60, p < 0.001) (Figure 5a). Even though effort affected 
abundance estimates (F1,808 = 11.04, p < 0.001) with more birds 

F I G U R E  2  Population dynamics and stopover duration as the size of the staging habitat decreased across the eight scenarios. (a) The 
relationship between average daily population density at the S1 site and the total number of individuals; (b) the curves of population density 
at the S1 site during the period of stopover; (c) individual annual stopover duration in relation to the size of staging habitat
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counted as effort increased, there was no interaction between year 
and effort (F1,787 = 0.094, p = 0.76). There was a positive relation-
ship between waterbird abundance and Julian date (F1,789 = 5.98, 
p = 0.015). This slowed, and became negative with time, as the 
quadric term of date (F1,788 = 10.34, p = 0.0014) indicated a pa-
rabola of waterbird abundance within the migration season. There 
was also an interaction between year and the quadric term of date 
(F1,768 = 17.96, p < 0.001), showing that the parabola shape within 
the migration season changed across years (Figure 5b). The average 
waterbird abundance (F18,790 = 30.81, p < 0.001) and the annual 
trend (F18,769 = 3.59, p < 0.001) differed between survey sites (Figure 
S9a). The GLM explained 51.1% of the deviance.

3.5  |  Empirical data: The abundance of the most 
common species

In the analysis of the most common species, the abundance of com-
mon species increased at a rate of 35.13% per year (F1,18,418 = 6.92, 

p = 0.009) (Figure 5c), after correcting for effects from observ-
ers' effort (F1,18,417 = 47.63, p < 0.001) and the interaction be-
tween year and effort (F1,18,372 = 6.94, p = 0.008), survey sites 
(F18,18,399 = 95.28, p < 0.001) and the interaction between year 
and survey sites (F18,18,354 = 5.96, p < 0.001) (Figure S9b), species 
(F24,18,373 = 80.14, p < 0.001) and the interaction between year 
and species (F24,18,328 = 6.96, p < 0.001). There was a quadratic 
association between Julian date and the number of birds (linear 
term, F1,18,398 = 13.21, p < 0.001; quadratic term F1,18,397 = 97.79, 
p < 0.001) (Figure 5d), but the interaction between year and Julian 
date was not statistically significant (linear term, F1,18,352 = 0.52, 
p = 0.470; quadratic term F1,18,353 = 2.57, p = 0.109). The GLM ex-
plained 45.9% of the deviance.

3.6  |  Empirical data: Stopover duration

The analysis of the stopover duration of common species revealed 
an increasing trend at the rate of 1.39 days per year (F1,245 = 14.58, 

F I G U R E  3  Individual energy reserves across the annual cycle. (a) The energy accumulating rate during the period of stopover when 
individuals were at the staging habitat. (b) The distribution of individual departure energy reserves from the staging habitat. (c) Individual 
departure energy reserves at each annual cycle stage
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p < 0.001) (Figure 5e). The stopover duration (F24,221 = 7.07, 
p < 0.001) and its temporal trends (F24,197 = 1.87, p = 0.011) were 
different among species (Figure S9c). The adjust R- square of the lin-
ear model was 0.423 (F49,197 = 4.67, p < 0.001).

In the analysis of the correlation between bird abundance 
and the stopover duration, abundance was positively related to 
stopover duration (F1,220 = 18.26, p < 0.001) (Figure 5f), also pos-
itively related to year (F1,245 = 56.80, p < 0.001). The abundance 
(F24,221 = 35.79, p < 0.001) was different across species. The re-
lation between year and abundance (F24,196 = 3.27, p < 0.001) 
and the relation between stopover duration and abundance 
(F24,172 = 2.23, p = 0.002) were different across species. The inter-
action between year and stopover duration was not statistically 
significant (F1,171 = 0.74, p = 0.390). The GLM explained 85.7% of 
the deviance.

4  |  DISCUSSION

By building a full- annual- cycle IBM of a stylized migratory popula-
tion, we identify the critical role of stopover stage of northward mi-
gration in the influence of migration tactics and population dynamics 
of migratory birds across the whole annual cycle, also identify the 
key processes linking individual migration tactic and population dy-
namics (Figure 6). Our empirical data provides evidence to support 
the mechanisms shown from our theoretical model. Specifically, our 
results are consistent with the loss of staging habitat generating 

plasticity in migration tactic via increased intraspecific competi-
tion during migration stopovers. As the size of the staging area is 
reduced, individuals need to remain in the staging area for longer to 
obtain sufficient food to continue on their way due to an increase in 
the density of competitors. Our model shows that the consequence 
of this is individuals depart later, often with poor condition, and 
fewer individuals make it to the breeding area. However, those that 
do make it fare well. The dynamics at the staging area can conse-
quently have knock- on effects on populations in the overwintering 
and breeding areas that impact the population dynamics across the 
annual cycle, by altering the component of the life history where 
population dynamics are regulated.

Habitat loss in the staging habitat reduces the carrying capacity 
of the flyway, leading to population declines along it. As a conse-
quence, the part of the annual cycle that determines the carrying 
capacity has been switched from the breeding habitat and wintering 
habitat to the staging habitat, as the spatial extent of the staging 
habitat decreases. The staging habitat during northward migration 
becomes the stage where the strongest density dependence oper-
ates, and the population becomes regulated by the carrying capac-
ity of the staging habitat (Figure 6a). In contrast, competition in the 
breeding or wintering habitat is reduced, with processes operating 
in these areas no longer playing a major role in regulating the popu-
lation dynamics. But any negative effects on the breeding or winter-
ing grounds still can influence individual performance in the staging 
habitat through carry- over effects (Norris, 2005; Ryan Norris & 
Marra, 2007). The contributions of different life- history stages to 

F I G U R E  4  Population structure and demography as the size of the staging habitat decreased across the eight scenarios. (a) The 
proportion of individuals in different age classes and maturity status in three stages of the annual cycle. For illustration purposes, we only 
show three habitat scenarios here (0% loss of S2, 50% loss of S2 and 100% loss of S2) for ease of reading, the complete figure can be found 
in Figure S5. (b) Per capita rates of reproduction for all adults, reproduction for breeding adults, survival during southward migration and 
survival during northward migration
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the population dynamics can consequently vary with the spatial ex-
tent of the staging habitat. Such changes have the potential to alter 
selection on traits associated with competition for resources, and 
the entire life history.

Both in our simulations and empirical analysis, population den-
sity changes spatio- temporally following habitat loss in the staging 
habitat, with a positive correlation between bird numbers and stop-
over duration (Figures 2b and 5b,d). This contrasts the ‘buffer effect’ 
hypothesis, which proposes that population density changes only in 
space (Brown, 1969; Gill et al., 2001; Sutherland, 1996a). Our re-
sults show that in addition to birds becoming more concentrated in 
the remaining area, a decrease in the extent of the staging area can 
also result in an increase in time spent there, leading to intensified 
competition during the staging period. Therefore, during the time- 
limited northward migration, the reduced staging area not only leads 
to a higher population density in the staging habitat as individual 
birds stay longer, but also that the high population density is main-
tained for a longer period during this part of the life cycle (Figure 6a). 
And this can alter the strength of population regulation in either the 

wintering or breeding areas (Figure 6b). How do we reach these 
conclusions?

In our models, individuals adjust their migration tactic to prolong 
the stopover duration when food becomes scarce. Consequently, 
individuals often arrive at the breeding ground late and with low en-
ergy reserves, or they fail to reach the breeding grounds. This results 
in fewer adults arriving in the breeding ground, fewer adults repro-
ducing and a decline in total reproductive output. However, those in-
dividuals that do arrive experience less competition and have higher 
departure energy reserves at the breeding habitat, breeding adults 
have higher per capita reproductive rate. All individuals have higher 
survival rate during southward migration and northward migration. 
Previous studies have reported evidence that support parts of the 
processes we describe here including: longer stopover duration is 
related to habitat loss, scarce food or high density of competitors 
(Conklin et al., 2021; Kelly et al., 2002; Moore & Yong, 1991), and de-
creased refuelling rate causes poor departure body mass in the stag-
ing area (Baker et al., 2004), limited refuelling time reducing survival 
rates in the northward migration (Rakhimberdiev et al., 2018) and 

F I G U R E  5  Trends in waterbird abundance and stopover duration from the survey data. (a) Overall waterbird abundance as a function 
of year; (b) overall waterbird abundance as a function of Julian date in different years; (c) the abundance of the most common species as 
a function of year; (d) the abundance of the most common species as a function of Julian date in different years; (e) stopover duration of 
common species as a function of year; (f) the correlation between stopover duration and the abundance of common species



10  |   Journal of Animal Ecology LIU et al.

reductions in total population- level reproductive output (Desprez 
et al., 2018; Newton, 2006).

All of this is due to increased competition in the staging habitat, 
which reduces per capita food availability and generates behavioural 
plasticity in migratory tactics. As individual behaviour changes, so 
to do the population dynamics. The altered population dynamics, in 
turn, affect individual behaviour (Miner et al., 2005). This process 
continues until an equilibrium is reached, when the behaviour set-
tles down to equilibrium, as do the population dynamics (Figure 6b). 
The connection between individual phenotypic plasticity and popu-
lation dynamics is the result of feedback process across the annual 
cycle, which can result in eco- evolutionary feedbacks are argued by 
Coulson (2021).

If the part of the annual cycle that determines carrying capacity 
is not operating in the staging habitat, individual tactics and popula-
tion dynamics can show different patterns. The staging habitat was 
no longer the stage regulating population dynamics, and the stron-
gest density- dependent effects at the breeding or wintering habi-
tat can cause a decrease in reproduction or survival rates at either 
stage, leading to a lower population density at the staging habitat, 
and a shortened stopover duration (Figure S6). Evidence has been 
reported by Holmes et al. (1996) and Rockwell et al. (2017)), who 
observed reduced survival rates when the wintering habitat is lim-
iting, and Marra and Holmes (2001), Rodenhouse et al. (2003) and 
Tomotani et al. (2018)), who reported poor physical condition of 
juveniles and decreased reproduction when the breeding habitat 
is limiting. In addition, even though different breeding tactics may 

influence individuals' energy budgets across the annual cycle, in-
dividual stopover duration increased for both capital breeders and 
income breeders when facing the loss of staging habitats (Figure S6). 
Therefore, whether the changes in the extent of the staging habi-
tat alters the part of the life cycle where carrying capacity is lowest 
will determine the direction of change in life- history processes. Our 
proposed process can only occur when the staging habitat becomes 
the stage that determines the carrying capacity of the whole annual 
cycle.

Our empirical and theoretical results align well, and are consis-
tent, with patterns reported in the existing literature on the EAAF 
migration flyway, which are decreasing trends in total popula-
tion size along the flyway, increasing trends in population density 
(Clemens et al., 2016; Piersma et al., 2016; Studds et al., 2017; Wilson 
et al., 2011; Yang et al., 2011) and increasing stopover duration at the 
remaining staging area (Conklin et al., 2021). Our study reveals the 
underlying mechanisms behind a seemingly positive phenomena ob-
served in migratory birds: the increasing counts are likely driven by 
longer stopover duration, combined with refugees squeezed from 
other staging sites that have declined in quality, rather than an over-
all population increase. Our study also highlights the crucial role of 
one life- history stage to population dynamics across the whole an-
nual cycle.

When constructing our theoretical model, we focused on the 
general mechanism caused by the loss of staging habitat, there-
fore we considered an average migratory tactic for all individuals, 
ignoring individual differences in migration behaviour driven by 

F I G U R E  6  The processes linking individual migration tactics and population dynamics. (a) The changes in carrying capacity and 
population density as a function of the size of the staging habitat. The circle sizes represent the carrying capacity of each habitat, with the 
grey rectangles representing the maximum population size across the annual cycle. In (a1), the size of the wintering and breeding habitats 
determine carrying capacity, while in (a2) the size of the staging habitat determines it. The line charts show how population density in the 
remaining staging site changes during the period of migration stopover for scenarios (a1) and (a2) respectively. (b) The feedback process 
between individual stopover duration and population dynamics
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processes such as sex differences and a mixture distribution of 
migratory tactics. Males often migrate earlier than females in the 
northward migration to occupy the best breeding territories (Kokko 
et al., 2006; Newton, 2011), and some individuals might abort mi-
gration without making any breeding attempt (Lisovski et al., 2016; 
Shaw & Levin, 2011). However, as the lack of individual- identified 
information on both timing, energy reserves and migrating trajec-
tory, we chose to ignore them in this model. Nevertheless, individual 
differences in energy reserves persist throughout our model, and 
individuals with low energy reserves would not breed even they ar-
rived at the breeding habitat. Therefore, individual differences might 
make our model more realistic, but are unlikely to change our main 
conclusions on the link between migratory tactics and population 
dynamics.

We call for further investigation on the connection between in-
dividual timing, energy reserves and demography across the whole 
annual cycle. Migratory birds need to be studied in depth at their 
breeding, wintering and staging areas to allow us to fully understand 
their dynamics. Focusing on a single area in detail, with limited data 
elsewhere, makes dynamical inference challenging, and may also 
lead researchers to reach erroneous conclusions, such as: the mis-
interpretation of increasing counts, and if the survey efforts were 
always put on the ‘best’ sites with increasing counts, this could lead 
to a situation where we keep seeing local increases in abundance 
right up until the point where species extinction is imminent, and 
lead us to miss the most opportune time for any conservation inter-
vention. Migratory species play a key role for a number of other eco-
logical processes by transporting energy and nutrients, or via their 
impacts on the ecological networks they form with other species in 
geographically separated areas (Bauer & Hoye, 2014), understanding 
their dynamics is also important to further extend our knowledge on 
their roles in ecosystem stability. Although logistically difficult, and 
costly, our work suggests that studies of migratory species across 
the entire annual cycle are necessary if we are going to understand 
the dynamics of species that exhibit one of the most remarkable be-
haviours in the animal kingdom.

ACKNOWLEDG EMENTS
The authors thank Hongyan Yang, Pinjia Que, Yajing Chang, Bingrun 
Zhu, Jingsheng Ma, Jianmin Wang, Paul Holt, Adrian Boyle, the Global 
Flyway Network team and many volunteers for helping with the field-
work. They also thank Jean- Michel Gaillard, Richard Fuller and an anon-
ymous reviewer for their constructive feedback of our work. This work 
was supported by the grants from the Natural Science Foundation 
of China (31830089 and 31572288 to Z.Z., 31801985 to W.L.), the 
Paulson Institute grant and the SEE Foundation grant to Z.Z., the China 
Scholarship Council grant to J.L., the Fundamental Research Funds for 
the Central Universities to W.L. C.J.H. has been funded by GFN with 
grants secured by Theunis Piersma via BirdLife Netherlands (2007– 
2012), WWF Netherlands (2010– 2014, 2016, 2018– 2021), Spinoza 
Premium of Netherlands Organization Prize for Scientific Research 
(2014– 2017) and MAVA (foundation pour la nature) in 2018.

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S T
None of the authors have a conflict of interest.

AUTHORS'  CONTRIBUTIONS
J.L., T.C. and Z.Z. conceived the ideas and designed the method-
ology; J.L., W.L., X.M. and C.J.H. collected the data; J.L. built the 
model, analysed the data and led the writing of the manuscript with 
significant contributions from T.C. All authors contributed critically 
to the drafts and gave final approval for publication.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
Code and data are available at Dryad Digital Repository https://doi.
org/10.5061/dryad.gxd25 47p6 (Liu et al., 2022).

ORCID
Jin Liu  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7045-9827 
Weipan Lei  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7616-7200 
Zhengwang Zhang  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1063-7198 
Tim Coulson  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9371-9003 

R E FE R E N C E S
Alerstam, T., Hedenström, A., & Åkesson, S. (2003). Long- distance migra-

tion: Evolution and determinants. Oikos, 103, 247– 260. https://doi.
org/10.1034/j.1600- 0706.2003.12559.x

Alerstam, T., & Lindström, Å. (1990). Optimal bird migration: The relative 
importance of time, energy, and safety. In E. Gwinner (Ed.), Bird mi-
gration (pp. 331– 351). Springer.

Amano, T., Székely, T., Koyama, K., Amano, H., & Sutherland, W. J. (2012). 
A framework for monitoring the status of populations: An exam-
ple from wader populations in the East Asian– Australasian flyway. 
Biological Conservation, 145, 278– 295. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
biocon.2010.06.010

Baker, A. J., González, P. M., Piersma, T., Niles, L. J., do Nascimento, I. d. 
L. S., Atkinson, P. W., Clark, N. A., Minton, C. D. T., Peck, M. K., & 
Aarts, G. (2004). Rapid population decline in red knots: Fitness con-
sequences of decreased refuelling rates and late arrival in Delaware 
Bay. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological 
Sciences, 271, 875– 882. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2003.2663

Balbontín, J., Møller, A. P., Hermosell, I. G., Marzal, A., Reviriego, M., 
& De Lope, F. (2009). Individual responses in spring arrival date 
to ecological conditions during winter and migration in a migra-
tory bird. Journal of Animal Ecology, 78, 981– 989. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365- 2656.2009.01573.x

Bauer, S., & Hoye, B. J. (2014). Migratory animals couple biodiversity and 
ecosystem functioning worldwide. Science, 344, 1242552. http://
doi.org/10.1126/scien ce.1242552

Bi, X., Liu, F., & Pan, X. (2012). Coastal projects in China: From reclama-
tion to restoration. Environmental Science & Technology, 46, 4691– 
4692. https://doi.org/10.1021/es301 286d

Brown, J. L. (1969). The buffer effect and productivity in tit pop-
ulations. The American Naturalist, 103, 347– 354. https://doi.
org/10.1086/282607

Clemens, R., Rogers, D. I., Hansen, B. D., Gosbell, K., Minton, C. D. T., 
Straw, P., Bamford, M., Woehler, E. J., Milton, D. A., Weston, M. 
A., Venables, B., Wellet, D., Hassell, C., Rutherford, B., Onton, K., 
Herrod, A., Studds, C. E., Choi, C.- Y., Dhanjal- Adams, K. L., … Fuller, 
R. A. (2016). Continental- scale decreases in shorebird populations 
in Australia. Emu -  Austral Ornithology, 116(2), 119– 135. https://doi.
org/10.1071/MU15056

https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.gxd2547p6
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.gxd2547p6
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7045-9827
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7045-9827
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7616-7200
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7616-7200
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1063-7198
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1063-7198
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9371-9003
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9371-9003
https://doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0706.2003.12559.x
https://doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0706.2003.12559.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.06.010
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2003.2663
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2009.01573.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2009.01573.x
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1242552
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1242552
https://doi.org/10.1021/es301286d
https://doi.org/10.1086/282607
https://doi.org/10.1086/282607
https://doi.org/10.1071/MU15056
https://doi.org/10.1071/MU15056


12  |   Journal of Animal Ecology LIU et al.

Conklin, J. R., Lisovski, S., & Battley, P. F. (2021). Advancement in long- 
distance bird migration through individual plasticity in departure. 
Nature Communications, 12, 1– 9. https://doi.org/10.1038/s4146 7- 
021- 25022 - 7

Coulson, T. (2021). Environmental perturbations and transitions between 
ecological and evolutionary equilibria: An eco- evolutionary feed-
back framework. Peer Community Journal, 1. https://peerc ommun 
ityjo urnal.org/artic les/10.24072/ pcjou rnal.4

Coulson, T., Kendall, B. E., Barthold, J., Plard, F., Schindler, S., Ozgul, 
A., & Gaillard, J.- M. (2017). Modeling adaptive and nonadaptive 
responses of populations to environmental change. The American 
Naturalist, 190, 313– 336. https://doi.org/10.1086/692542

Cox, G. W. (1968). The role of competition in the evolution of migration. 
Evolution, 22, 180– 192. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558- 5646.1968.
tb034 61.x

Desprez, M., Jenouvrier, S., Barbraud, C., Delord, K., & Weimerskirch, 
H. (2018). Linking oceanographic conditions, migratory schedules 
and foraging behaviour during the non- breeding season to repro-
ductive performance in a long- lived seabird. Functional Ecology, 32, 
2040– 2053. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365- 2435.13117

Dolman, P. M., & Sutherland, W. J. (1995). The response of bird popula-
tions to habitat loss. Ibis, 137, S38– S46. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1474- 919X.1995.tb084 56.x

Erni, B., Liechti, F., & Bruderer, B. (2002). Stopover strategies in passer-
ine bird migration: A simulation study. Journal of Theoretical Biology, 
219, 479– 493. https://doi.org/10.1006/jtbi.2002.3138

Gienapp, P., Leimu, R., & Merilä, J. (2007). Responses to climate change 
in avian migration time— Microevolution versus phenotypic plas-
ticity. Climate Research, 35, 25– 35. https://doi.org/10.3354/
cr00712

Gill, J. A., Norris, K., Potts, P. M., Gunnarsson, T. G., Atkinson, P. W., & 
Sutherland, W. J. (2001). The buffer effect and large- scale popula-
tion regulation in migratory birds. Nature, 412, 436– 438. https://
doi.org/10.1038/35086568

Goss- Custard, J. D., Stillman, R. A., West, A. D., Caldow, R. W. G., & 
McGrorty, S. (2002). Carrying capacity in overwintering migratory 
birds. Biological Conservation, 105, 27– 41. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0006 - 3207(01)00175 - 6

Harrison, X. A., Blount, J. D., Inger, R., Norris, D. R., & Bearhop, S. 
(2011). Carry- over effects as drivers of fitness differences 
in animals. Journal of Animal Ecology, 80, 4– 18. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365- 2656.2010.01740.x

Hedenström, A. (2008). Adaptations to migration in birds: Behavioural 
strategies, morphology and scaling effects. Philosophical 
Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 363, 287– 299. 
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2007.2140

Hedenström, A., & Alerstam, T. (1997). Optimum fuel loads in migra-
tory birds: Distinguishing between time and energy minimiza-
tion. Journal of Theoretical Biology, 189, 227– 234. https://doi.
org/10.1006/jtbi.1997.0505

Holmes, R. T., Marra, P. P., & Sherry, T. W. (1996). Habitat- specific de-
mography of breeding black- throated blue warblers (Dendroica 
caerulescens): Implications for population dynamics. Journal of 
Animal Ecology, 65, 183– 195. https://doi.org/10.2307/5721

Kelly, J. F., DeLay, L. S., & Finch, D. M. (2002). Density- dependent mass 
gain by Wilson's warblers during stopover. The Auk, 119, 210– 213. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/auk/119.1.210

Kokko, H., Gunnarsson, T. G., Morrell, L. J., & Gill, J. A. (2006). Why do fe-
male migratory birds arrive later than males? Journal of Animal Ecology, 
75, 1293– 1303. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365- 2656.2006.01151.x

Lack, D. (1968). Bird migration and natural selection. Oikos, 19, 1– 9. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/3564725

Lindstrom, A., & Alerstam, T. (1992). Optimal fat loads in migrating birds: 
A test of the time- minimization hypothesis. The American Naturalist, 
140, 477– 491. https://doi.org/10.1086/285422

Lisovski, S., Gosbell, K., Christie, M., Hoye, B. J., Klaassen, M., Stewart, 
I. D., Taysom, A. J., & Minton, C. (2016). Movement patterns of 
Sanderling (Calidris alba) in the East Asian- Australasian Flyway 
and a comparison of methods for identification of crucial areas for 
conservation. Emu- Austral Ornithology, 116, 168– 177. https://doi.
org/10.1071/MU15042

Liu, J., Lei, W., Mo, X., Hassell, C., Zhang, Z., & Coulson, T. (2022). Data 
from: Unravelling processes between phenotypic plasticity and 
population dynamics in migratory birds. Dryad Digital Repository, 
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.gxd25 47p6

Ma, Z., Melville, D. S., Liu, J., Chen, Y., Yang, H., Ren, W., Zhang, Z., 
Piersma, T., & Li, B. (2014). Rethinking China's new great wall. 
Science, 346, 912– 914. https://doi.org/10.1126/scien ce.1257258

Marra, P. P., Hobson, K. A., & Holmes, R. T. (1998). Linking winter and 
summer events in a migratory bird by using stable- carbon iso-
topes. Science, 282, 1884– 1886. https://doi.org/10.1126/scien 
ce.282.5395.1884

Marra, P. P., & Holmes, R. T. (2001). Consequences of dominance- 
mediated habitat segregation in American redstarts during the non-
breeding season. The Auk, 118, 92– 104. https://doi.org/10.1093/
auk/118.1.92

Melville, D. S., Chen, Y., & Ma, Z. (2016). Shorebirds along the Yellow 
Sea coast of China face an uncertain future— A review of threats. 
Emu- Austral Ornithology, 116, 100– 110. https://doi.org/10.1071/
MU15045

Miner, B. G., Sultan, S. E., Morgan, S. G., Padilla, D. K., & Relyea, R. A. 
(2005). Ecological consequences of phenotypic plasticity. Trends 
in Ecology and Evolution, 20, 685– 692. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tree.2005.08.002

Moore, F. R., & Yong, W. (1991). Evidence of food- based competition 
among passerine migrants during stopover. Behavioral Ecology 
and Sociobiology, 28, 85– 90. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF001 
80984

Morrision, R. I. G. (2006). Body transformations, condition, and survival 
in red knots Calidris canutus travelling to breed at alert, Ellesmere 
Island, Canada. Ardea, 94, 607– 618.

Murray, N. J., Clemens, R. S., Phinn, S. R., Possingham, H., & Fuller, R. A. 
(2014). Tracking the rapid loss of tidal wetlands in the Yellow Sea. 
Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 12, 267– 272. https://doi.
org/10.1890/130260

Newton, I. (2006). Can conditions experienced during migration limit 
the population levels of birds? Journal of Ornithology, 147, 146– 166. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s1033 6- 006- 0058- 4

Newton, I. (2007). The migration ecology of birds. Elsevier. ISBN: 
978- 0- 12- 517367- 4. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978- 0- 12- 51736 
7- 4.X5000 - 1

Newton, I. (2011). Migration within the annual cycle: Species, sex and 
age differences. Journal of Ornithology, 152, 169– 185. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s1033 6- 011- 0689- y

Norris, D. R. (2005). Carry- over effects and habitat quality in mi-
gratory populations. Oikos, 109, 178– 186. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.0030- 1299.2005.13671.x

Norris, D. R., Marra, P. P., Kyser, T. K., Sherry, T. W., & Ratcliffe, L. M. 
(2004). Tropical winter habitat limits reproductive success on the 
temperate breeding grounds in a migratory bird. Proceedings of the 
Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological Sciences, 271, 59– 64. 
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2003.2569

Parrish, J. D. (2000). Behavioral, energetic, and conservation implica-
tions of foraging plasticity during migration. Studies in Avian Biology, 
20, 53– 70.

Peng, H. B., Chan, Y. C., Compton, T. J., Cheng, X. F., Melville, D. S., Zhang, 
S. D., Zhang, Z., Lei, G., Ma, Z., & Piersma, T. (2021). Mollusc aqua-
culture homogenizes intertidal soft- sediment communities along 
the 18,400 km long coastline of China. Diversity and Distributions, 
27, 1553– 1567. https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.13302

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-25022-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-25022-7
https://peercommunityjournal.org/articles/10.24072/pcjournal.4
https://peercommunityjournal.org/articles/10.24072/pcjournal.4
https://doi.org/10.1086/692542
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1968.tb03461.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1558-5646.1968.tb03461.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.13117
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1474-919X.1995.tb08456.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1474-919X.1995.tb08456.x
https://doi.org/10.1006/jtbi.2002.3138
https://doi.org/10.3354/cr00712
https://doi.org/10.3354/cr00712
https://doi.org/10.1038/35086568
https://doi.org/10.1038/35086568
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3207(01)00175-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3207(01)00175-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2010.01740.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2010.01740.x
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2007.2140
https://doi.org/10.1006/jtbi.1997.0505
https://doi.org/10.1006/jtbi.1997.0505
https://doi.org/10.2307/5721
https://doi.org/10.1093/auk/119.1.210
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2006.01151.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/3564725
https://doi.org/10.1086/285422
https://doi.org/10.1071/MU15042
https://doi.org/10.1071/MU15042
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.gxd2547p6
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1257258
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.282.5395.1884
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.282.5395.1884
https://doi.org/10.1093/auk/118.1.92
https://doi.org/10.1093/auk/118.1.92
https://doi.org/10.1071/MU15045
https://doi.org/10.1071/MU15045
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2005.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2005.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00180984
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00180984
https://doi.org/10.1890/130260
https://doi.org/10.1890/130260
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10336-006-0058-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-517367-4.X5000-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-517367-4.X5000-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10336-011-0689-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10336-011-0689-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0030-1299.2005.13671.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0030-1299.2005.13671.x
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2003.2569
https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.13302


    |  13Journal of Animal EcologyLIU et al.

Piersma, T. (1988). Hop, skip, or jump? Constraints on migration of arctic 
waders by feeding, fattening, and flight speed. Wader Study Group 
Bulletin, 53, 6– 8.

Piersma, T., & Drent, J. (2003). Phenotypic flexibility and the evolution 
of organismal design. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 18, 228– 233. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169 - 5347(03)00036 - 3

Piersma, T., Lok, T., Chen, Y., Hassell, C. J., Yang, H. Y., Boyle, A., 
Slaymaker, M., Chan, Y. C., Melville, D. S., Zhang, Z. W., & Ma, Z. 
(2016). Simultaneous declines in summer survival of three shore-
bird species signals a flyway at risk. Journal of Applied Ecology, 53, 
479– 490. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365- 2664.12582

Pigliucci, M. (2001). Phenotypic plasticity: Beyond nature and nurture. The 
Johns Hopkins University Press.

Rakhimberdiev, E., Karagicheva, J., Camphuysen, C. J., Castricum, V. R. 
S., Dekinga, A., Dekker, R., Gavrilov, A., ten Horn, J., Jukema, J., 
Saveliev, A., Soloviev, M., Tibbitts, T. L., van Gils, J. A., & Piersma, 
T. (2018). Fuelling conditions at staging sites can mitigate Arctic 
warming effects in a migratory bird. Nature Communications, 9, 
4263. https://doi.org/10.1038/s4146 7- 018- 06673 - 5

Ratikainen, I. I., Gill, J. A., Gunnarsson, T. G., Sutherland, W. J., & Kokko, H. 
(2008). When density dependence is not instantaneous: Theoretical 
developments and management implications. Ecology Letters, 11, 
184– 198. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461- 0248.2007.01122.x

Rockwell, S. M., Wunderle, J. M., Sillett, T. S., Bocetti, C. I., Ewert, D. 
N., Currie, D., White, J. D., & Marra, P. P. (2017). Seasonal sur-
vival estimation for a long- distance migratory bird and the influ-
ence of winter precipitation. Oecologia, 183, 715– 726. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s0044 2- 016- 3788- x

Rodenhouse, N. L., Scott Sillett, T., Doran, P. J., & Holmes, R. T. (2003). 
Multiple density– dependence mechanisms regulate a migratory 
bird population during the breeding season. Proceedings of the Royal 
Society of London. Series B: Biological Sciences, 270, 2105– 2110. 
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2003.2438

Ryan Norris, D., & Marra, P. P. (2007). Seasonal interactions, habitat qual-
ity, and population dynamics in migratory birds. The Condor, 109, 
535– 547. https://doi.org/10.1093/condo r/109.3.535

Shaw, A. K., & Levin, S. A. (2011). To breed or not to breed: A model 
of partial migration. Oikos, 120, 1871– 1879. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1600- 0706.2011.19443.x

Somveille, M., Rodrigues, A. S., & Manica, A. (2018). Energy efficiency 
drives the global seasonal distribution of birds. Nature Ecology & 
Evolution, 2, 962– 969. https://doi.org/10.1038/s4155 9- 018- 0556- 9

Studds, C. E., Kendall, B. E., Murray, N. J., Wilson, H. B., Rogers, D. I., Clemens, 
R. S., Gosbell, K., Hassell, C. J., Jessop, R., Melville, D. S., Milton, D. A., 
Minton, C. D. T., Possingham, H. P., Riegen, A. C., Straw, P., Woehler, E. 
J., & Fuller, R. A. (2017). Rapid population decline in migratory shore-
birds relying on Yellow Sea tidal mudflats as stopover sites. Nature 
Communications, 8, 14895. https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomm s14895

Studds, C. E., & Marra, P. P. (2005). Nonbreeding habitat occupancy and 
population processes: An upgrade experiment with a migratory 
bird. Ecology, 86, 2380– 2385. https://doi.org/10.1890/04- 1145

Sutherland, W. J. (1996a). From individual behaviour to population ecology 
(R. M. May & P. H. Harvey [Eds.]). Oxford Series in Ecology and 
Evolution. Oxford University Press.

Sutherland, W. J. (1996b). Predicting the consequences of habitat 
loss for migratory populations. Proceedings of the Royal Society of 
London. Series B: Biological Sciences, 263, 1325– 1327. https://doi.
org/10.1098/rspb.1996.0194

Sutherland, W. J., & Crockford, N. J. (1993). Factors affecting the feed-
ing distribution of red- breasted geese Branta ruficollis winter-
ing in Romania. Biological Conservation, 63, 61– 65. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0006- 3207(93)90074 - B

Thompson, J. J. (1993). Modeling the local abundance of shorebirds 
staging on migration. Theoretical Population Biology, 44, 299– 315. 
https://doi.org/10.1006/tpbi.1993.1030

Tomotani, B. M., van der Jeugd, H., Gienapp, P., de la Hera, I., Pilzecker, J., 
Teichmann, C., & Visser, M. E. (2018). Climate change leads to differen-
tial shifts in the timing of annual cycle stages in a migratory bird. Global 
Change Biology, 24, 823– 835. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14006

Verkuil, Y. I., Karlionova, N., Rakhimberdiev, E. N., Jukema, J., Wijmenga, 
J. J., Hooijmeijer, J. C., Pinchuk, P., Wymenga, E., Baker, A. J., & 
Piersma, T. (2012). Losing a staging area: Eastward redistribution of 
Afro- Eurasian ruffs is associated with deteriorating fuelling condi-
tions along the western flyway. Biological Conservation, 149, 51– 59. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2012.01.059

Wang, X., Xiao, X., Xu, X., Zou, Z., Chen, B., Qin, Y., Zhang, X., Dong, J., Liu, 
D., Pan, L., & Li, B. (2021). Rebound in China's coastal wetlands fol-
lowing conservation and restoration. Nature Sustainability, 4, 1076– 
1083. https://doi.org/10.1038/s4189 3- 021- 00793 - 5

Wilson, H. B., Kendall, B. E., Fuller, R. A., Milton, D. A., & Possingham, H. 
P. (2011). Analyzing variability and the rate of decline of migratory 
shorebirds in Moreton Bay, Australia. Conservation Biology, 25, 758– 
766. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523- 1739.2011.01670.x

Winger, B. M., Auteri, G. G., Pegan, T. M., & Weeks, B. C. (2019). A long win-
ter for the Red Queen: Rethinking the evolution of seasonal migration. 
Biological Reviews, 94, 737– 752. https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12476

Winkler, D. W., Jørgensen, C., Both, C., Houston, A. I., McNamara, J. M., 
Levey, D. J., Partecke, J., Fudickar, A., Kacelnik, A., Roshier, D., & 
Piersma, T. (2014). Cues, strategies, and outcomes: How migrating 
vertebrates track environmental change. Movement Ecology, 2, 10. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/2051- 3933- 2- 10

Yang, H.- Y., Chen, B., Barter, M., Piersma, T., Zhou, C.- F., Li, F.- S., & Zhang, 
Z.- W. (2011). Impacts of tidal land reclamation in Bohai Bay, China: 
Ongoing losses of critical Yellow Sea waterbird staging and winter-
ing sites. Bird Conservation International, 21, 241– 259. https://doi.
org/10.1017/S0959 27091 1000086

Yang, H.- Y., Chen, B., Piersma, T., Zhang, Z., & Ding, C. (2016). Molluscs 
of an intertidal soft- sediment area in China: Does overfishing ex-
plain a high density but low diversity community that benefits 
staging shorebirds? Journal of Sea Research, 109, 20– 28. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.seares.2016.01.006

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information may be found in the online 
version of the article at the publisher’s website.

How to cite this article: Liu, J., Lei, W., Mo, X., Hassell, C. J., 
Zhang, Z. & Coulson, T. (2022). Unravelling the processes 
between phenotypic plasticity and population dynamics in 
migratory birds. Journal of Animal Ecology, 00, 1–13. https://
doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.13686

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-5347(03)00036-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12582
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-06673-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01122.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-016-3788-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-016-3788-x
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2003.2438
https://doi.org/10.1093/condor/109.3.535
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2011.19443.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2011.19443.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-018-0556-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms14895
https://doi.org/10.1890/04-1145
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1996.0194
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1996.0194
https://doi.org/10.1016/0006-3207(93)90074-B
https://doi.org/10.1016/0006-3207(93)90074-B
https://doi.org/10.1006/tpbi.1993.1030
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2012.01.059
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-021-00793-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2011.01670.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12476
https://doi.org/10.1186/2051-3933-2-10
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959270911000086
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0959270911000086
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seares.2016.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seares.2016.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.13686
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.13686

