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Evidence of a European seed dispersal crisis
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Seed dispersal is crucial for ecosystem persistence, especially in fragmented landscapes, such as
those common in Europe. Ongoing defaunation might compromise effective seed dispersal, but the
conservation status of pairwise interactions remains unknown. With a literature review, we reconstructed
the first European-wide seed dispersal network and evaluated the conservation status of interactions
by assessing each interacting partner’s IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature) conservation
status and population trends. We found that a third of the disperser species and interactions face
potential extinction and that 30% of the plant species have most of their dispersers threatened or
declining. Our study reveals a developing seed dispersal crisis in Europe and highlights large knowledge
gaps regarding the dispersers and conservation status of zoochorous plants, urging further scrutiny
and action to conserve the seed dispersal service.

T
he movement of genetic diversity across
space is a fundamental cornerstone of
long-term ecosystem functioning and re-
silience (1). Formost plants, the dispersal
of seeds by either biotic (i.e., animals) or

abiotic (e.g., wind) vectors is crucial because it
is the only stage of their life cycle when in-
dividuals can move (2). Seed dispersal is an
important ecological function and a key reg-
ulating service (3), allowing plant species to
alter their distributional range, avoid high
competition and natural enemies near the
mother plant, recover from perturbations, and
maintain gene flow between fragmented pop-
ulations (4–6). Animal dispersers are thus
important ecosystem service providers (7),
particularly for plants with traits that pro-
mote biotic seed dispersal (8).
The European landscape has undergone se-

vere transformations in recent millennia, be-
coming the most fragmented continent on
Earth (9). Habitat fragmentation due to trans-
portation networks, urbanization, and agricul-
ture poses multiple physical barriers to plant
dispersal. These constraints affect gene flow
and population dynamics (10), being partic-
ularly worrying given plants’ need to track
favorable climatic envelopes because of cli-
mate change (11). Furthermore, the increasing
frequency and intensification of wildfires (12)
magnifies the importance of seed dispersal for
the recolonization of burnt areas (13).
In this context, the decline and local ex-

tinction of animals—many of which disperse
viable seeds—can have profound implications
for European plant recruitment (14, 15). It is
estimated that 2248 native European plant
species (~23% of the European flora) have

seeds with specific adaptations for biotic dis-
persal, growing to 66% for woody species (8).
Accordingly, the decline of seed dispersers could
transform European landscapes into “empty for-
ests” (16), creating a plant extinction debt (17).
Surprisingly, despite considerable efforts

to conserve European species (18, 19), the
conservation of the biotic interactions that
hold those species together has received com-
paratively little attention (20). This is unfor-
tunate, as the extinction of interactions often
anticipates that of species (21). By simulta-
neously considering the species and the inter-
actions that support them, ecological network
analysis provides a critical framework for eval-
uating how the loss of species and interactions
affect community functioning and resilience
(22). However, and despite the urge to con-
serve biotic interactions and the ecological
functions they provide, we still lack a compre-
hensive framework to assess the conservation
status of biotic interactions (23).
Defaunation has raised concerns over ani-

mals’ capacity to effectively disperse seeds, but
generalizations are hindered by a predomi-
nance of single-guild studies (24, 25). Con-
sequently, the general conservation status of
seeddispersal services remains unevaluated [but
see (11)]. We address this knowledge gap by
assembling a European-wide seed dispersal
network.We conducted a systematic literature
review in Google Scholar and Web of Science
to extract all records of frugivory and seed
dispersal interactions by all vertebrates and
invertebrates on the European continent. To
minimize geographical and taxonomical biases,
we performed direct searches for each ani-
mal species in English, Portuguese, Spanish,
French, German, andRussian. This enabled us
to (i) evaluate the conservation status of seed
dispersal services in Europe, (ii) identify spe-
cific plants and regions particularly vulnerable
to dispersal failure, and (iii) develop a general
framework to assess the conservation status
of biotic interactions.

European frugivory and seed
dispersal network
Our literature searches retrieved more than
50,000 publications, including scientific papers,
books, grey literature, curated datasets, reports,
and personal communications. Information
was compiled from 1843 published referen-
ces (1660–2023). Most (65%) of these pub-
lications were in English, with the remaining
being written in 25 other languages, namely
Russian (10%), Spanish (7%), German (7%),
French (4%), Hungarian (2%), and 20 other
European languages (5%). Interaction data
originated from 38 European countries, in-
cluding the nine European biomes (Fig. 1). The
European frugivory and seed dispersal net-
work had 15,229 distinct plant-animal inter-
actions among 2154 plant species (138 families)
and 516 animal species (103 families) (Fig. 2A).
Naturally, owing to the broad spatial scale of
the study, not all species co-occur.
Eighteen percent of all interactions corre-

spond to records of confirmed seed dispersal
(with viable seeds), 57% to records of potential
seed dispersal (entire seeds dispersed but vi-
ability untested), and 25% to frugivory records
without information about seed fate. Frugi-
vory was discarded from further analysis, while
the former two were combined and considered
hereafter as seed dispersal interactions. Seed
predation interactions were not included in
this study. Thus, the European seed dispersal
network (Fig. 2B) included 11,414 interactions
between 1902 plant species and 455 disperser
species. The latter included 283 bird species,
85 arthropods, 69 mammals, 11 reptiles, four
mollusks, two fish, and one annelid. Most plant
and disperser species were native to Europe;
however, ~11% of the plants (n = 203) and 8%
of the dispersers (n = 35) were introduced, and
0.7% (n = 3) had uncertain origin (Fig. 2B).
Introduced plants were excluded from further
analyses.
Only 35% of the 1699 native plants included

in the network had specific traits to promote
biotic seed dispersal. Thirty percent had adap-
tations to promote abiotic dispersal, and 42%
had unspecialized seeds (Fig. 2C). It is widely
recognized that even plants without adapta-
tions for biotic dispersal benefit from animal
dispersal and that losing dispersers can reduce
their dispersal distances (26, 27). However, be-
cause these plants do not strictly depend on
animals for dispersal, hereafter we focused ex-
clusively on native plants with adaptations for
animal dispersal (n = 592). These were dis-
persed by 398 disperser species through 5030
interactions (Fig. 2D).
Each animal species dispersed on average

13 plant species (median = 4; range 1 to 119).
The number of plant species dispersed by each
disperser (animal degree) and the importance
of each animal species for the plant community
(measured as the sum of the dependencies of
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plant species on each focal disperser, i.e., ani-
mal species strength) (28) were highly corre-
lated (Kendall correlation test, n = 398, t =
0.696, P < 0.001), suggesting that this service
is predominantly provided by generalist dis-
persers, which have a high species strength
mainly because they disperse many species.
The most important dispersers include abun-
dant and widespread mammals such as red
deer (Cervus elaphus, 119 plants), wild boar
(Sus scrofa, 115 plants), red fox (Vulpes vulpes,
100 plants), sheep (Ovis aries, 99 plants), and
birds: blackbird (Turdus merula, 105 plants),
Eurasian magpie (Pica pica, 96 plants), and
Eurasianblackcap (Sylvia atricapilla, 95 plants).
Each plant species had on average nine

dispersers (median = 4; range 1 to 90). The
plant species with the most dispersers were
elder (Sambucus nigra, 90 dispersers), European
blueberry (Vaccinium myrtillus, 88 dispers-
ers), rowan (Sorbus aucuparia, 81 dispersers),
sweet cherry (Prunus avium, 70 dispersers),

crowberry (Empetrum nigrum, 69 dispers-
ers), common grape vine (Vitis vinifera, 69
dispersers), and red raspberry (Rubus idaeus,
65 dispersers). Most plants (63%) had 5 or
fewer dispersers, and although plants’ depen-
dence on dispersers is highly variable and
hard to estimate (29), losing any of them could
hinder future plant recruitment (7). Dispersers’
diversity is critical to secure effective seed dis-
persal services either because animal species
provide complementary services (30, 31) or
because they promote community redundancy
(32). Plants with a highly diverse disperser as-
semblage are then expected to have an advan-
tage in tracking rapidly changing climate,
putting additional pressure on plants with
reduced dispersal capacity (33). Moreover,
new plant introductions, often facilitated by
climate change, might divert seed dispersal
services away from natives (33).
Fifty-seven percent of the native plants re-

lied exclusively on native dispersers, 36%were

dispersed by native and non-native dispersers,
and 7% were dispersed only by non-native ani-
mals, whereby the latter can ameliorate but
unlikely fully compensate the loss of native
dispersers (34, 35).
We found that the European biotic network

was highly modular [modularity (M) = 0.41; P <
0.0001] and that dispersers were clustered into
six distinct modules of densely interacting spe-
cies (36). Eight of the dispersers acted as net-
work hubs (species that are highly connected
both within and across modules); 12 acted as
module hubs (particularly well connected with-
in theirmodule); 30 acted as connectors (species
that have many links with species on other
modules); and the remaining animal species
were peripherals (species with few interactions).
To estimate the sample coverage of our data-

set, we built incidence matrices using indi-
vidual bibliographic references as sampling
units. Although no network is ever fully sam-
pled (37), the biotic seed dispersal network

Alpine

Atlantic

Mediterranean

Continental Pannonian Black Sea

Arctic

Boreal

Steppic

Fig. 1. Seed dispersal interactions across the European biomes. Points represent the location of frugivory and seed dispersal interactions. Networks represent the
pairwise interactions between native and introduced seed dispersers (top boxes) and native plant species with biotic seed dispersal syndromes (bottom boxes).
Network nodes and interactions are colored according to their conservation status: High Concern (red), Not Evaluated (yellow), and Low Concern (teal).

RESEARCH | RESEARCH ARTICLE

Mendes et al., Science 386, 206–211 (2024) 11 October 2024 2 of 6

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://w

w
w

.science.org on O
ctober 18, 2024



had a very high sample coverage for dispersers
(98%), plants (97%), and interactions (83%),
which indicates that our review captured the
vast majority of the published information on
seed dispersal interactions. Sample coverage
estimates for each biome varied between 57 to
95% for dispersers, 73 to 95% for plants, and 27
to 75% for interactions (table S1). These esti-
mates exclude only the Arctic and Black Sea
biomes because of their small extent and scar-
city of studies (table S1). This level of sample
coverage was only possible because of the
directed literature searches for each animal
species, which revealed many diet studies in
which seeds are reported (38) but not included
in specific seed dispersal studies.
Despite such high sample coverage, data are

available for only 26% of the ~2248 native
plant species with zoochorous traits, high-
lighting important knowledge gaps in seed

dispersal research in Europe. To confirm this,
we performed searches for 100 European plant
species with zoochorous traits not present in
our network (table S2) and found no new in-
teractions, further suggesting that the dispers-
ers of many of these rare and localized species
remain unknown. Part of this gap could be ex-
plained by the predominant animal-centered
nature of seed dispersal research, which should
be complemented by plant-centered studies.
To check whether this bias could be affecting
our capacity to find information, we performed
another set of targeted searches for 100 Euro-
pean plant species with zoochorous traits (table
S3) already present in our network. Again, we
detected no new interactions, which suggests
that such bias is intrinsic to the literature but
not affecting our capacity to find relevant pub-
lished information. Therefore, identifying the
seed dispersers for many understudied plant

species—many of them with restricted and
threatened populations—is key, even in one
of the most studied continents.

A seed dispersal crisis in Europe

To assess the health of the seed dispersal ser-
vices in Europe, we first obtained the conser-
vation status and population trends from the
International Union for Conservation of Nature
(IUCN) Red List (23) for all species. Eleven
percent of the dispersers were Threatened,
64% Not Threatened, and 25% Not Evaluated
(table S4); 43% were Declining (undergoing
population declines), 35% were Stable, and
22% were Increasing (tables S4 and S5). We
then sorted species into three broader conser-
vation categories by combining their conser-
vation status and population trends: (i) “High
Concern” for species listed as Near Threatened,
Threatened, or Declining; (ii) “Not Evaluated”

High Concern Not Evaluated Low Concern

High Concern Not Evaluated Low Concern

398 dispersers

592 plants

D
European biotic seed dispersal network

Biotic Abiotic Unspecialized

444 dispersers

1699 plants

European frugivory
and seed dispersal network seed dispersal network

516 dispersers

2154 plants

European seed dispersal
network

Native Introduced

Native Introduced

455 dispersers

1902 plants

A B C

Fig. 2. Visualization of the aggregated European frugivory and seed
dispersal networks. Top boxes represent seed dispersers, and bottom boxes
represent plant species. (A) European frugivory and seed dispersal network,
including all records of frugivory and potential seed dispersal independently from
the level of confirmation of seed viability (see supplementary materials, materials
and methods), but excluding those records where seed predation has been confirmed.
(B) European seed dispersal network, including only interactions where seed
viability has been experimentally confirmed or assumed based on the presence of

intact seeds in fecal samples. Nodes with unknown origin are shown in black (top
right). (C) European native plants’ seed dispersal network, representing pairwise
interactions between native and introduced seed dispersers and native plant species.
Each plant is colored according to the presence of dispersal syndromes, and
species with unspecialized diaspores are shown in orange. (D) European biotic seed
dispersal network, including pairwise interactions between native and introduced
dispersers and native plants with biotic dispersal syndromes. Network nodes
and interactions are colored according to their conservation status.
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for Not Evaluated and data-deficient species
with unknown population trends; and (iii)
“Low Concern” for Not Threatened species
with Stable, Increasing, or Unknown popula-
tion trends. We found that for native plants,
33% of the dispersers were of High Concern,
18% were Not Evaluated, and 49% were of
Low Concern (Fig. 2d).
The most important dispersers, in terms of

degree (number of partner species) and spe-
cies strength (a measure of the dependence
of mutualistic partners on the focal species),
included species of High Concern from sev-
eral animal groups, including birds (garden
warbler Sylvia borin, rook Corvus frugilegus,
and redwing Turdus iliacus), mammals (Eu-
ropean bison Bison bonasus, reindeer Rangifer
tarandus, and European rabbit Oryctolagus
cuniculus), reptiles (Lilford’s wall lizard Podarcis
lilfordi), and ants (European red wood ant
Formica polyctena and Southern wood ant
F. rufa). Furthermore, all European biomes
had at least one-third of their dispersers clas-
sified as High Concern (table S6). Lastly, among
network hubs, module hubs, and connector
species, 32% were of High Concern (Fig. 3).
The loss of High Concern dispersers that play
essential network roles might accelerate the

fragmentation of the network structure (36).
In turn, dispersal failure due to the loss of dis-
persers may disrupt plant recruitment, con-
strain gene flow, reduce genetic and phenotypic
plant diversity, and truncate seed dispersal dis-
tances, which is particularly worrying given
plants’ need to track climate change (7, 11).
Only 1% of the biotically dispersed plants

were evaluated as Threatened, while 32%were
evaluated as Not Threatened, and most (67%)
lacked IUCN assessment (table S4). Regarding
population trends, 20% of the plant species
were Declining, 75% were Stable, and only 5%
were Increasing (tables S4 and S5). Therefore,
6% were of High Concern (e.g., English oak
Quercus robur, French rose Rosa gallica, and
Lapland buttercup Ranunculus lapponicus),
67%wereNot Evaluated, and 27%were of Low
Concern (Fig. 2D).
Our data shows that most native plant spe-

cies (n = 357; 60%) had at least one disperser
of High Concern and one-third (n = 190; 32%)
had at least half of their evaluated dispersers in
this category. These are important warning signs
for the future of European plants, particularly
considering that the seed dispersal service does
not stop abruptly when the last disperser goes
extinct but gradually erodes as the dispersers’

populations decline (16, 39). Indeed, animal
species can become functionally extinct well
before their actual extinction (40, 41). Although
our dataset reveals no documented disperser
extinction in the last four centuries, many High
Concern species may no longer be effectively de-
livering the dispersal services compiled here.
We found that Low Concern animals dis-

persed more native plant species than did Not
Evaluated (Tukey test, z = 5.26, P < 0.001) and
High Concern dispersers (Tukey test, z = 3.84,
P < 0.001) (fig. S1A and table S7). Similarly,
Low Concern plants also had more dispersers
than did High Concern plants (Tukey test, z =
2.25, P = 0.06) (fig. S1B and table S7). However,
we found no differences in species strength
betweenHigh Concern, LowConcern, andNot
Evaluated dispersers (Kruskal-Wallis test, c2 =
0.99, df = 2, P = 0.611) (fig. S1C), suggesting
that High Concern dispersers, many of which
with small populations and reduced distribu-
tions, are just as important as those of Low
Concern, despite the latter being typically more
widespread and abundant.

Interaction conservation status

To assess interaction conservation status, we
extended the framework developed for species

Fig. 3. Distribution of seed dis-
perser species according to their
network role regarding the
modular structure. Each point rep-
resents a disperser species colored
according to its conservation status:
High Concern (red), Not Evaluated
(yellow), and Low Concern (teal).
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conservation categories to classify every plant-
disperser species interaction as: (i) “Very High
Concern,” if both interacting species were of
High Concern; (ii) High Concern, if at least
one of the partner species was Threatened or
Declining; (iii) Not Evaluated, if at least one
partner species was Not Evaluated and the
other partner was not of High Concern; and
(iv) Low Concern, if both interacting partners
were of LowConcern.We found that 2% of the
interactions were classified as Very High Con-
cern, 29% as High Concern, 36% as Not Eval-
uated, and 33% as Low Concern (Fig. 4 and
table S8). Our results showed that the propor-
tion of High and Very High Concern interac-
tions (31%) far exceeded that of High Concern
species (17%) (c2 = 78.40, df = 1, P < 0.001), sug-
gesting that the conservation status of inter-
actions is likely to be a more sensitive and
comprehensive indicator of community health
than the conservation status of species alone.
Indeed, conservation efforts should first con-
centrate on Very High Concern interactions,
which are likely to be disrupted soon. This frame-
work may provide a useful metric for guiding
conservation and restoration strategies target-
ing ecosystem functioning (42), while bolster-
ing regional collaboration among ecologists,
conservation practitioners, and policy-makers.
Interaction conservation statuses were not

homogeneously distributed across the Euro-
pean biomes (c2 = 163.39, df = 12, P < 0.001)
(table S6). However, all biomes had a sizeable
proportion of High Concern interactions, rang-
ing from 25% in the Mediterranean to 54%

in the Pannonian, 72% in the Arctic, and 81%
in the Black Sea biomes (Fig. 1 and table S6).
The high prevalence of threatened interac-
tions in some of the more geographically re-
stricted, understudied, and degraded biomes
in Europe (43, 44) clearly highlight the need
to understand and protect the interaction net-
works that support their distinctive species
assemblages.

A likely underestimated picture

Despite Europe’s strong tradition in natural
history, ecological research, and well-structured
scientific and conservation communities, there
are still critical knowledge gaps limiting our
assessment of the health of seed dispersal
services. Noticeably, the conservation status
of 67% of the zoochorous plant species has
not been assessed by the IUCN, and 73% have
unknown European-level population trends.
However, there is evidence that many of these
species are declining, at least regionally (14, 45).
Forexample, 70%of theplant species inGermany
have declined in the last 60 years (46). This
assessment bias is even more evident for in-
vertebrate seed dispersers (mostly ants), 85%
of which have still not been assessed by IUCN.
This is particularly concerning because recent
evidence shows that unassessed species are
not a random subset of all species but tend to
have restricted ranges and smaller popula-
tions, which are likely associated with unfav-
orable conservation status (47). Accordingly,
the fraction of unevaluated species likely hides
a much larger conservation threat for Euro-

pean dispersers, plants, and seed dispersal in-
teractions (48). Additionally, our data revealed
a significant difference in the conservation
status of the dispersers of native and intro-
duced plants with zoochorous traits (c2 =
14.096, df = 2, P < 0.001). Indeed, introduced
plants have a higher proportion of Low Con-
cern dispersers than do native plants (table
S9), potentially facilitating their spread and
exacerbating the competition for resources
and seed dispersers for native plants (33).
Although our literature search was planned

to minimize taxonomical biases, we identified
a significant correlation between the number
of source references from which their inter-
actions were retrieved (i.e., number of papers
with interactions of species i) and both the
number of plant species dispersed by each
animal and the number of dispersers per plant
species (Kendall correlation test, n = 398, t =
0.674, P < 0.001; n = 592, t =0. 818, P < 0.001,
respectively).
This bias reflects a research bias toward spe-

cies with socioeconomic importance, broad
distributions, high abundance, and large body
size, which might blur the real magnitude of
the seed dispersal crisis rather than inflating
it. This bias is reflected in the high proportion
of studies focused on Low Concern dispersers
(75%), whereas High Concern dispersers were
only reported in 38% of the studies, and Not
Evaluated dispersers in 7% (some studies fo-
cused on more than one species, whereby the
total percentage exceeds 100%). Because data
are only available for 26% of the European
zoochorous plant species, we performed boot-
strap analysis to explore how the estimated
proportion of High Concern interactions would
vary on the basis of variable subsamples (rang-
ing from 10 to 80%) of our original dataset. This
analysis showed that even estimates based on as
little as 10% of our full dataset would provide
practically similar estimates (fig. S2), supporting
the reliability of our estimates.

Conclusions

Despite the consensus about the importance of
biotic interactions in general—and seed dis-
persal in particular—for ecosystem functioning
(1, 5), ecologists and land managers still have
incomplete knowledge about seed dispersal
interactions and their conservation status.
We showed evidence of a seed dispersal crisis
in Europe that might have started with the
Pleistocene megafauna extinctions (49) and
that presents an uncertain future. This crisis
is particularly worrying given that plants need
to track rapidly shifting climatic envelopes in
a continent strongly affected by habitat frag-
mentation (9). Our study provides compel-
ling evidence for the need to prioritize the
study and conservation of seed dispersal inter-
actions that plants— and therefore people—
depend upon.
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InteractionsInteractions

Low ConcernLow Concern
InteractionsInteractions
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Fig. 4. Proportion of seed dispersal interactions per interaction conservation status. Mosaic plot
depicting the proportion of seed dispersal interactions according to their conservation status as defined in
supplementary materials, materials and methods: Very High Concern (dark red), High Concern (red),
Not Evaluated (yellow), and Low Concern (teal) interactions.

RESEARCH | RESEARCH ARTICLE

Mendes et al., Science 386, 206–211 (2024) 11 October 2024 5 of 6

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://w

w
w

.science.org on O
ctober 18, 2024



REFERENCES AND NOTES

1. A. Perino et al., Science 364, eaav5570 (2019).
2. H. N. Ridley, The Dispersal of Plants Throughout the World

(Reeve & Company, Limited, ed. 1, 1930).
3. IPBES, “Global assessment report on biodiversity and

ecosystem services of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy
Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services” (IPBES
secretariat, 2019); https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3831673.

4. J. M. Olesen, S. K. Jain, in Conservation Genetics, V. Loeschcke,
S. K. Jain, J. Tomiuk, Eds. (Birkhäuser Basel, 1994), pp. 417–426.

5. A. Traveset, R. Heleno, M. Nogales, in Seeds: The Ecology of
Regeneration in Plant Communities, M. Fenner, Ed. (CABI, ed. 3,
2014), pp. 62–93.

6. H. F. Howe, J. Smallwood, Annu. Rev. Ecol. Syst. 13, 201–228
(1982).

7. H. S. Rogers, I. Donoso, A. Traveset, E. C. Fricke, Annu. Rev.
Ecol. Evol. Syst. 52, 641–666 (2021).

8. P. Vargas, R. Heleno, J. M. Costa, Biodivers. Data J. 11,
e104079 (2023).

9. C. Estreguil, G. Caudullo, D. de Rigo, J. San Miguel, “Forest
Landscape in Europe: Pattern, Fragmentation and Connectivity”
(European Commission - Institute for Environment and
Sustainability, 2012); https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/
repository/handle/JRC77295.

10. K. R. McConkey et al., Biol. Conserv. 146, 1–13 (2012).
11. E. C. Fricke, A. Ordonez, H. S. Rogers, J.-C. Svenning, Science

375, 210–214 (2022).
12. J. Dupuy et al., Ann. For. Sci. 77, 35 (2020).
13. J. Benedicto‐Royuela et al., Conserv. Lett. 17, 12990 (2023).
14. W. A. Ozinga et al., Ecol. Lett. 12, 66–74 (2009).
15. C. J. Gardner, J. E. Bicknell, W. Baldwin-Cantello,

M. J. Struebig, Z. G. Davies, Nat. Commun. 10, 4590 (2019).
16. K. H. Redford, Bioscience 42, 412–422 (1992).
17. J. P. González-Varo, R. G. Albaladejo, M. A. Aizen, J. Arroyo,

A. Aparicio, J. Appl. Ecol. 52, 580–589 (2015).
18. European Commission, “European Red List of Birds 2021”

(European Commission, 2022); https://doi.org/10.2779/959320.
19. M. Bilz, S. P. Kell, N. Maxted, R. V. Lansdown, European Red

List of Vascular Plants (Publications Office of the European
Union, 2011).

20. J. M. Tylianakis, E. Laliberté, A. Nielsen, J. Bascompte, Biol.
Conserv. 143, 2270–2279 (2010).

21. A. Valiente‐Banuet et al., Funct. Ecol. 29, 299–307 (2015).
22. R. Heleno, W. J. Ripple, A. Traveset, Web Ecol. 20, 1–10

(2020).

23. IUCN, “The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species,” Version
2024-1 (2022); https://www.iucnredlist.org.

24. J. P. González-Varo, J. M. Arroyo, P. Jordano, Methods Ecol. Evol.
5, 806–814 (2014).

25. G. Escribano-Avila, C. Lara-Romero, R. Heleno, A. Traveset,
Ecological Networks in the Tropics (Springer International
Publishing, 2018).

26. R. Heleno, P. Vargas, Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 24, 518–526 (2015).
27. A. J. Green, C. Baltzinger, Á. Lovas‐Kiss, Oikos 2022, oik.08327

(2022).
28. J. Bascompte, P. Jordano, J. M. Olesen, Science 312, 431–433

(2006).
29. E. C. Fricke, J. J. Tewksbury, E. M. Wandrag, H. S. Rogers,

Proc. Biol. Sci. 284, 20162302 (2017).
30. P. D. Moore, Nature 414, 406–407 (2001).
31. E. W. Schupp, P. Jordano, J. M. Gómez, New Phytol. 188,

333–353 (2010).
32. J. P. González-Varo et al., Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 120,

e2302440120 (2023).
33. R. H. Heleno, in Plant Invasions: The Role of Biotic Interactions,

A. Traveset, D. M. Richardson, Eds. (CABI, 2020), pp. 256–269.
34. J. H. Heinen et al., Nat. Commun. 14, 1019 (2023).
35. R. H. Heleno et al., Oikos 2022, oik.08279 (2022).
36. J. M. Olesen, J. Bascompte, Y. L. Dupont, P. Jordano,

Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 104, 19891–19896 (2007).
37. P. Jordano, Funct. Ecol. 30, 1883–1893 (2016).
38. J. B. Kiss, J. Rékasi, Sesiunea Muzeului Banatului At: Timişoara

1, 133–140 (1982).
39. B. Rumeu et al., Funct. Ecol. 31, 1910–1920 (2017).
40. T. Säterberg, S. Sellman, B. Ebenman, Nature 499, 468–470

(2013).
41. K. R. McConkey, D. R. Drake, Ecology 87, 271–276 (2006).
42. M. A. Palmer, J. B. Zedler, D. A. Falk, in Foundations of

Restoration Ecology, M. A. Palmer, J. B. Zedler, D. A. Falk, Eds.
(Island Press/Center for Resource Economics, 2016), pp. 3–26.

43. K. Sundseth, “Natura 2000 in the Steppic Region” (Office for
Official Publications of the European Communities, 2009);
https://doi.org/10.2779/7833.

44. K. Sundseth, “Natura 2000 in the Pannonian region” (Office for
Official Publications of the European Communities, 2009);
https://doi.org/10.2779/79432.

45. G. Niedrist, E. Tasser, C. Lüth, J. Dalla Via, U. Tappeiner,
Plant Ecol. 202, 195–210 (2009).

46. D. Eichenberg et al., Glob. Change Biol. 27, 1097–1110
(2021).

47. J. Borgelt, M. Dorber, M. A. Høiberg, F. Verones, Commun. Biol.
5, 679 (2022).

48. C. Finn, F. Grattarola, D. Pincheira-Donoso, Biol. Rev. Camb.
Philos. Soc. 98, 1732–1748 (2023).

49. M. Davoli et al., Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 33, 34–47 (2024).
50. S. B. Mendes, R. Heleno, Supporting data and code for

Mendes et al. 2024 Evidence of a European seed dispersal
crisis, version 2, Figshare (2024); https://doi.org/10.6084/
m9.figshare.25901920.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank C. O’Connor for helping in data collection on an early
phase of this manuscript. The raw data of the paper is archived on
Figshare (50). Funding: This study was supported by the
Portuguese Science Foundation (FCT/MCTES), through grants
10.54499/SFRH/BD/144414/2019 (S.B.M.), 10.54499/CEECIND/
00135/2017 (S.T.), 10.54499/CEECINST/00152/2018/CP1570/
CT0014 (R.H.), project LIFE AFTER FIRE 10.54499/PTDC/
BIA - ECO/1983/2020, Centre for Functional Ecology 10.54499/
UIDB/04004/2020, and Associate Laboratory TERRA 10.54499/
LA/P/0092/2020. Author contributions: Conceptualization:
R.H. and S.B.M. Methodology: S.B.M., R.H., J.M.O., A.L.D.,
and L.C. Investigation: S.B.M., R.H., and S.T. Visualization:
S.B.M. and R.H. Funding acquisition: S.B.M., R.H., and
S.T. Supervision: R.H. and J.M.O. Writing – original draft:
S.B.M. Writing – review and editing: S.B.M., R.H., J.M.O.,
J.M., J.M.C., S.T., A.L.D., and L.C. Competing interests: The
authors declare that they have no competing interests. Data
and materials availability: The data and code that support the
findings of this study are openly available on Figshare (50).
License information: Copyright © 2024 the authors, some rights
reserved; exclusive licensee American Association for the Advancement
of Science. No claim to original US government works. https://www.
science.org/about/science-licenses-journal-article-reuse

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

science.org/doi/10.1126/science.ado1464
Materials and Methods
Fig. S1 and S2
Tables S1 to S9
References (51–76)
MDAR Reproducibility Checklist

Submitted 18 January 2024; accepted 29 August 2024
10.1126/science.ado1464

RESEARCH | RESEARCH ARTICLE

Mendes et al., Science 386, 206–211 (2024) 11 October 2024 6 of 6

Correction (15 October 2024): The corresponding author's email address was entered incorrectly during production as "sarabmendes@gmail.com". This has now 
been corrected.  

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://w

w
w

.science.org on O
ctober 18, 2024

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3831673
https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC77295
https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC77295
https://doi.org/10.2779/959320
https://www.iucnredlist.org
https://doi.org/10.2779/7833
https://doi.org/10.2779/79432
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.25901920
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.25901920
https://www.science.org/about/science-licenses-journal-article-reuse
https://www.science.org/about/science-licenses-journal-article-reuse
http://science.org/doi/10.1126/science.ado1464



