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Abstract 

Background:  Mixed-species groups in animals have been shown to confer antipredator, foraging and other benefits 
to their members that may provide selective advantages. In most cases, however, it is unclear whether functional 
benefits are a principal driver of heterospecific groups, or whether groups simply result from simultaneous exploita-
tion of common resources. Mixed-species groups that form independently of environmental conditions may, how-
ever, evidence direct benefits of species associations. Bats are among the most gregarious mammals, with sometimes 
thousands of individuals of various species roosting communally. Despite numerous potential functional benefits of 
such mixed-species roosting groups, interspecific attraction has never been shown. To explore alternative explana-
tions for mixed-species roosting, we studied roost selection in a speciose neotropical understory bat community in 
lowland rainforest in Costa Rica. Long term roost data were recorded over 10 years in a total of 133 roosts comprising 
both natural roosts and structurally uniform artificial roosts. We modelled bat roost occupancy and abundance in 
each roost type and in forest and pasture habitats to quantify the effects of roost- and environmental variability.

Results:  We found that bat species presence in natural roosts is predictable from habitat and structural roost param-
eters, but that the presence and abundance of other bat species further modifies roost choice. One third of the 12 
study species were found to actively associate with selected other bat species in roosts (e.g. Glossophaga commissarisi 
with Carollia sowelli). Other species did not engage in communal roosting, which in some cases indicates a role for 
negative interspecific interactions, such as roost competition.

Conclusions:  Mixed-species roosting may provide thermoregulatory benefits, reduce intraspecific competition and 
promote interspecific information transfer, and hence some heterospecific associations may be selected for in bats. 
Overall, our study contributes to an improved understanding of the array of factors that shape diverse tropical bat 
communities and drive the dynamics of heterospecific grouping in mammals more generally.
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Background
Animals often assemble in mixed-species groups com-
prising two or more species, with one to thousands of 
individuals of one species occurring in relative proximity 

to individuals of other species [1, 2]. The characteristics 
of these groups can vary considerably. Some interspe-
cific associations are passive, with little direct interaction 
between species, such as in most mixed-species ungulate 
herds [3]. In other mixed-species groups there may be 
coordinated behavioural interactions between species, 
as has been found in primates [4, 5]. Similarly, the stabil-
ity of mixed-species groups may vary from short periods 
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of hours to almost permanent associations [1]. Mixed-
species groups are relatively common and well-studied in 
birds and fish [6, 7]. In mammals, this phenomenon has 
received less attention and the best examples are mainly 
from primates [1, 2].

The formation of mixed-species groups has commonly 
been explained by benefits to at least one member spe-
cies. The main hypothesized benefits are similar to those 
for the formation of single species groups, i.e., increased 
predator vigilance, deterrence and evasion, and increased 
foraging efficiency [1, 2]. For example, when individu-
als of one species join a group of another species with 
which they share common predators, they may benefit 
from both protection within a larger group and increased 
vigilance provided by heterospecific group members. In 
some cases, heterospecific vigilance may even comple-
ment each species’ own predator detection capability 
[2, 8]. This may allow time to be re-allocated from vigi-
lance to foraging, thereby increasing foraging rate [9, 10]. 
Furthermore, when the group’s member species differ in 
resource utilization, the advantages of the association will 
not be diminished through increased competition, unlike 
in monospecific groups. Therefore mixed-species groups 
may have significant positive impacts on the survival and 
fitness of their member species and perhaps significantly 
shape their ecological niches [2, 11, 12].

Heterospecific aggregations may, however, also arise 
due to the simultaneous exploitation of a common 
resource, due to other environmental factors, or simply 
by chance. Even when significant benefits of an interspe-
cific association seem likely, it may be unclear whether 
there is selection for this behaviour if, for example, a 
shared dependence on environmental variables cannot 
be ruled out. Indeed, in the majority of cases, especially 
in mammals, it remains unclear whether there is actu-
ally selection for mixed-species groups arising from such 
functional benefits. This may be because (1) behavioural 
observations to test the proposed functional benefits are 
lacking or (2) the association’s net impact on fitness, after 
accounting for negative effects, such as competition, is 
unclear [13].

Communally roosting bats are among the most gregari-
ous mammals. Diurnal roosts, i.e. places to shelter from 
predation and adverse climate and to rest during day-
light hours, may host several up to millions of individu-
als. They are mostly located in trees or rock crevices and 
caves and are an essential resource for bats [14]. Extreme 
gregariousness in many bat species can be explained by 
various benefits that accrue from roosting in groups, 
most of which are valid for animal aggregations in gen-
eral, such as predator deterrence, the dilution effect and 
increased vigilance [15–17]. Bats may also gain ener-
getic benefits from roosting in groups, because the costs 

of thermoregulation are reduced either by clustering or 
simply by increasing ambient roost temperature through 
body heat [18, 19]. Additionally, communal roosting 
allows for information transfer, e.g. on food sources or 
other roosts [20, 21].

Many bat communities are speciose, especially in the 
tropics. For example, Rex et al. [22] estimated up to 100 
bat species to occur sympatrically in a neotropical rain-
forest. Many bat species use similar types of roosts and 
interspecific roost associations are common. Within 
these, heterospecific individuals often roost in close 
physical proximity [14, 23]. In fact, heterospecific roost-
ing groups in bats may be the most frequent mixed-spe-
cies groups in mammals. We argue that the functional 
benefits that apply to aggregations of bats in monospe-
cific groups may in some cases be similarly or even more 
beneficial for members of mixed-species roosting groups.

Diurnal roosts are, however, likely to represent a lim-
ited resource for bats, and their availability clearly influ-
ences species’ distributions [24]. Indeed, it has been 
generally assumed that bat species aggregations in roosts 
simply result from the simultaneous use of a common, 
potentially limited resource. This may also result in roost 
competition between species with similar roost require-
ments. Behavioural studies on bats in mixed-species 
roost associations are very rare, despite the poten-
tial for both interspecific conflicts and mutual benefits 
[25]. Some species pairs have been found to co-occur 
in roosts more frequently than expected by chance, and 
active species associations have been proposed to explain 
these [26, 27]. Nonetheless, no study has convincingly 
shown an active association of bat species in roosts that 
is independent of environmental variables. For exam-
ple, Arita and Vargas [28] rejected the hypothesis of an 
active association of bat species in cave roosts in Mexico. 
Interspecific social bonding [29] and information trans-
fer between bats sharing roosts has only recently been 
confirmed [30], indicating the potential for further func-
tional benefits of mixed-species roost associations. Simi-
larly, besides some indications of aggressive interspecific 
exclusion from roosts [31], information on roost compe-
tition and its influence on species distributions in bats 
is scarce [32]. Detailed information on species-specific 
roost selection is also often lacking, especially in speciose 
tropical communities.

The aims of this study were to (1) analyse mixed-spe-
cies roosting groups in a species rich neotropical bat 
community and identify any consistent interspecific 
roost associations, (2) assess whether competition is an 
important factor determining roost selection in bats, and 
(3) describe how roost characteristics, including physical 
dimensions and temperature, and interspecific interac-
tions interact to define species-specific roost selection. 
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We predicted that active positive associations should 
arise between species that (a) have a low dietary niche 
overlap, (b) have complementary thermoregulatory strat-
egies, and (c) share common predators and complement 
each other in vigilance and predator deterrence. We also 
predicted that roost competition should arise in ecologi-
cally similar species, i.e. those with a common diet, and 
between species with incompatible roosting behaviours.

Results
Natural roosts were observed 543 times and in total 11 
bat species were encountered. On 23 occasions bats were 
present but could not be identified to the species level. 
Structurally similar artificial roosts in the forest and in 
the disturbed habitat were observed 593 and 732 times 
respectively, and in total nine bat species were encoun-
tered over both habitats. In 8 and 74 cases in the forest 
and disturbed habitat, respectively, bats were present, but 
could not be identified to the species level (Additional 
file 1: Table S1). Trachops cirrhosus (T.cir), Micronycteris 
hirsuta (M.hir), Hylonycteris underwoodi (H.und) and 
Desmodus rotundus (D.rot) were never found in the dis-
turbed habitat, whereas Glossophaga soricina (G.sor) was 
never recorded in any roost in the forest habitat. In 27% 
of all observations, roosts were unoccupied. This propor-
tion did not differ between the three datasets (χ2 = 1.52, 
df = 2, P = 0.47).

All natural roosts were tree roosts, most often in hol-
low standing tree trunks (54% of all roosts) and hollow 
fallen tree trunks (38%), while others were in open cavi-
ties of split trees and buttresses (8%). Of those roosts in 
or on standing trees (n = 55) 76% were in three tree spe-
cies (Dipteryx panamensis: n = 17, Terminalia oblonga: n 
= 13, Pentaclethra macroloba: n = 12, Vitex cooperi: n = 
2, Virola koshnyi, Ochroma pyramidale, Lecithes ampla, 
Hura crepitans, Hieronyma alchorneoides, Apeiba mem-
branacea: each n = 1, unidentified: n = 5).

Bat species roost associations
Two or more species were recorded simultaneously in 
25% of all observations of bats in natural roosts (n = 377 
observations) with a maximum of five species simultane-
ously. The corresponding figures for occupied artificial 
roosts in the forest and disturbed habitat, respectively, 
were 41% (n = 427) and 55% (n = 445) of observations, 
respectively, with a maximum of three species roosting 
simultaneously. Some species used a variety of natural 
roost types that were also used by other species while 
others rarely or never shared roosts with other species. 
For example, Carollia sowelli (C.sow) and Glossophaga 
commissarisi (G.com) used roosts that were often colo-
nized by other species and frequently roosted commu-
nally, while Peropteryx kappleri (P.kap) and Hylonycteris 

underwoodi usually selected roosts that were not used 
by other species. Saccopteryx bilineata (S.bil) usually 
roosts on tree trunks. However, in some cases this spe-
cies was also found roosting inside large hollow trees and 
in tree cavities. Micronycteris microtis (M.mic) and C. 
castanea (C.cast) were found to roost with conspecifics 
alone in 89% and 96% of all observations (n = 55 and 80 
observations, respectively) although these species were 
frequently found in roosts that were also used by other 
species (Fig. 1).

Some species co-occurred in roosts more often than 
expected by chance. The clearest species associations 
were those of the small nectarivorous species G. commis-
sarisi and G. soricina with either one of the larger frugiv-
orous species C. perspicillata (C.per) or C. sowelli. Both 
the presence/absence and abundance models for artificial 
and natural roosts generally suggest significant positive 
associations between these species (Fig. 2). In 66% of all 
observations of G. commissarisi in natural roosts (n = 
65) and 80% of all observations in artificial roosts in the 
forest (n = 122) this species co-occurred either with C. 
sowelli or C. perspicillata and there was often close phys-
ical contact between heterospecific individuals. In 87% 
of all observations of G. commissarisi and G. soricina in 
artificial roosts in the disturbed habitat (n = 263) either 
C. sowelli or C. perspicillata was present. Whilst in the 
disturbed habitat G. commissarisi and / or G. soricina 
were most frequently associated with C. perspicillata, in 
artificial roosts in the forest the association of C. sowelli 
and G. commissarisi was dominant. Only the models for 
G. commissarisi in artificial roosts in the forest did not 
show a significant support for an association with C. per-
spicillata. Models of the association of the insectivore/
carnivore Trachops cirrhosus and C. perspicillata showed 
positive effects of the presence of one species on the 

Fig. 1  Number of bat species a given species was found to share a 
roost with at least once (black bars; not necessarily simultaneously) 
and proportion of observations (%) of monospecific roosting 
(grey bars) in natural roosts. For species abbreviations see text and 
Additional file 1: Table S1
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occurrence of the other in artificial roosts in the forest 
habitat. The models also showed positive associations of 
G. commissarisi and C. perspicillata with the insectivo-
rous Saccopteryx bilineata in natural roosts.

Examples of negative associations were also identified. 
In natural and artificial roosts in the forest, the incidence 
of M. microtis was negatively affected by the presence 
and abundance of several other species in natural and 
artificial roosts including G. commissarisi and T. cir-
rhosus. Carollia castanea was also negatively associated 
with various other species in natural roosts. Similarly, C. 
perspicillata and C. sowelli were negatively associated in 
artificial roosts in the forest (Fig. 2). Models with pooled 
data for the sibling species C. perspicillata and C. sowelli 
show similar results (Additional file 1: Fig. S1).

The ordination of bat associations in roosts supports 
the GLMM results, with G. commissarisi being associ-
ated with C. sowelli in the forest and with C. perspicillata 
in the disturbed habitat (Fig.  3). For natural roosts, the 
ordination also groups those species together that use 
similar roost types, such as species that occupy roosts in 
hollow fallen trees (e.g. C. castanea, H. underwoodi, M. 
microtis, P. kappleri) and species that typically occupy 
large standing hollow trees (C. perspicillata, D. rotundus, 
S. bilineata, T. cirrhosus).

Species‑specific selection of natural roosts
Regression models analysing the influence of roost 
parameters on roost selection show species-specific pat-
terns of selectivity (Fig.  4, Additional file  1: Table  S2). 
Some species preferentially roost closer to the ground, 
e.g. in fallen trees (M. microtis, C. castanea, H. under-
woodi), while others select roost sites higher above 
ground, e.g. in hollow trunks of standing trees (C. sow-
elli, C. perspicillata, G. commissarisi). Some species (e.g. 
T. cirrhosus, D. rotundus) were exclusively found in the 
largest tree cavities with inner diameters exceeding 1 m 
and an inner height of 11 ± 7 m (n = 11). For M. microtis 
and C. castanea, physical roost characteristics were the 
factors most strongly influencing their roost selection. In 
contrast, for G. commissarisi and C. sowelli the presence 
of other bat species was more important in determining 
their incidence in roosts, via a positive association. We 
used the first two axes of the PCA of roost parameters 
as a proxy for these variables. Table  1 shows the corre-
lation of the original roost variables with PC axes 1 and 
2. The environmental variables with the highest loadings 
on PC 1 and 2 were the distance from the roosting site 

to the ground and to the roost entrance, respectively. In 
an analysis of species richness by roost type, we found 
that the largest roosts in standing trees were used by 
most species and that the inner height of roosts was a sig-
nificant predictor of the number of species using a roost 
(Additional file 1: Fig. S2).

We found that temperatures in more exposed roosts 
followed daily ambient temperature dynamics with lev-
elled out peaks, and that daily roost temperature fluctua-
tions decreased with the size and height of roosts. Roosts 
within large hollow trunks of standing trees had more 
stable daily mean temperatures, averaging 25 ± 1 °C, and 
with a temperature gradient of on average 4  °C towards 
the entrance, which was usually at the bottom of the 
roost between the tree’s buttresses (Additional file 1: Fig. 
S3). Temperatures in artificial roosts in the forest were 
most similar to those of medium sized roosts in standing 
trees, while temperatures in artificial roosts in the dis-
turbed habitat were less stable, but nonetheless buffered 
ambient temperature extremes.

Discussion
Mixed‑species groups
We show that mixed-species roosting groups of Neotrop-
ical bats are not random species aggregations that sim-
ply occur due to the exploitation of a common resource, 
the bats’ diurnal roosts. The composition of roosting 
groups is influenced by both species-specific preferences 
for particular roost types and by interspecific attraction 
and repulsion. By constructing uniform artificial roosts, 
we were able to minimize the influence of variation in 
structural roost characteristics on roost choice. In these 
roosts, there was clear evidence of the impact of inter-
specific interactions on roost choice. In natural roosts, 
we also found evidence of species-specific roost-type 
preferences.

Interspecific attraction in roosts between some spe-
cies pairs suggests that there may even be selection 
for these species associations. The benefits of mixed-
species roosting may outweigh its costs and even pro-
vide higher overall benefits compared to roosting in 
monospecific groups. The strong propensity of most 
bat species to aggregate in roosting groups suggests 
a positive cost-benefit ratio of communal roosting. 
These benefits may include protection against pre-
dation through detection- and dilution effects [33] 
and thermoregulatory benefits [18, 19]. The principal 
costs of aggregation result from increased resource 

(See figure on next page.)
Fig. 2  Results of GLMM on the effect of the presence (black circles) and abundance (open circles) of bat species on the incidence of given bats 
species in natural and artificial roosts in the forest habitat and artificial roosts in the disturbed habitat. The plots only show those species for which a 
significant effect was detected. Models without any significant effects are not presented. For species abbreviations see the text and Additional file 1: 
table S1. The error bars are 95% credible intervals
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Fig. 2  (See legend on previous page.)
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competition, conspicuousness to predators and propa-
gation of diseases and parasites [25, 34, 35]. Mixed-
species groups may provide the benefits of aggregation, 
but with reduced concomitant costs, e.g. from compe-
tition, compared to similar-sized monospecific groups. 
Therefore, we predicted positive associations between 
species with different diets, due to the lack of foraging 
competition within such associations. Indeed, the most 
frequent positive species association was that between 
the frugivorous C. perspicillata or C. sowelli (18–20 g) 
and the smaller-bodied mostly nectarivorous Glos-
sophaga commissarisi (8–10 g). Although Glossophaga-
species have been found to seasonally enrich their 
nectar diet with fruits also consumed by Carollia [36–
38], this temporary dietary overlap may not represent 
an entirely negative cost of association, but could be 
beneficial if there is interspecific information transfer 
in roosts on the location of foraging sites, via olfactory 
cues. Such social learning in roosts related to foraging 
has been shown for frugivorous C. perspicillata [21] 
and Uroderma bilobatum [30]. The information centre 
hypothesis [39] describes information transfer at roosts 
in birds, and heterospecific information has been 
argued to be a driving factor influencing the formation 
and maintenance of mixed-species groups in other ani-
mals [40].

We also predicted that positively associated spe-
cies might share common thermoregulatory strategies. 
In support of this prediction, we regularly observed 
interspecific clustering between individuals of Car-
ollia and Glossophaga. This association between the 
two genera has been described previously [26]. Par-
ticularly for the smaller bodied Glossophaga-species, 
thermoregulatory benefits of clustering with the larger 
Carollia-species are likely. Both genera have similar 

thermoregulatory strategies, including diurnal torpor 
[41, 42], and conspecific clustering has been shown 
to reduce thermoregulatory costs in Glossophaga and 
other tropical bat species [18, 43].

The literature on predation for the bat species encoun-
tered in our study is scarce, but despite size differences 
between study species, predators attacking bats in roosts 
may not be selective. Therefore, besides protection by 
the dilution effect, active predator deterrence may be 
important in mixed-species roosts [16]. Mixed-species 
groups may also be more effective at defending roosts 
against common roost competitors, and diseases and 
parasites may be less prevalent in mixed-species groups 
compared to similar sized monospecific groups, since 
many bat parasites are host-specific [44, 35]. For single 
males of species that form harem groups, such as Carol-
lia and Glossophaga, roosting with heterospecifics may 
be particularly attractive, as this would prevent inter-
male competition, and because mixed-species groups 
may nevertheless attract conspecific females. For other 
roost associations, such as C. perspicillata with the 
insectivorous/carnivorous T. cirrhosus, the benefits of 
mixed-species roosting would be similar to those men-
tioned above. Social network analyses of heterospecific 
roost groups in bats support the hypothesis that mixed-
species bat groups provide fitness benefits. For example, 
Ancillotto et al. [29] presented evidence for interspecific 
inter-individual bonding between communally roosting 
bat species, a phenomenon that could facilitate the evolu-
tion of interspecific attraction and association in roosts 
as well as inter-species information transfer, which has 
been argued to be key for the formation of mixed-species 
groups [40].
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Fig. 3  Principal Coordinate Analysis of species occurrences in natural and artificial roosts in the forest and artificial roosts in the disturbed habitat. 
For species abbreviations see the text and Additional file 1: table S1
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Fig. 4  Results of GLMs predicting the presence/absence of six bat species as a function of roost variables (axes 1 and 2 of a PCA summarizing seven 
roost parameters, Table 1) and the presence/absence of the other bat species

Table 1  Correlations of seven roost parameters with the first two axes of a principal component analysis (PCA) summarizing these 
variables

Tree type 
(standing vs. 
fallen)

Roost volume Size of the 
entrance

Vegetation 
density

Canopy height Distance roosting 
site to entrance

Roosting 
site above 
ground

PC1 − 0.81 − 0.66 − 0.56 0.29 − 0.71 − 0.39 − 0.89

PC2 0.44 − 0.59 0.25 − 0.28 − 0.09 − 0.81 0.22
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Roost competition
We found the strongest evidence for roost competition 
in the smallest study species, M. microtis, with an aver-
age body weight of just 5  g. We observed that this spe-
cies was often the first to colonize new artificial roosts, 
but our association models showed that the incidence of 
M. microtis in artificial roosts was negatively affected by 
the presence of other species. This was evidenced by the 
eventual replacement of M. microtis in artificial roosts by 
other species. While artificial roosts simulate well-pro-
tected roosts in hollow trunks of standing trees, natural 
roosts of M. microtis were close to the ground in hol-
low logs of fallen trees that are most prone to predation 
and that were rarely used by other species. We hypoth-
esize that rapid colonization of new artificial roosts by 
M. microtis may reflect strong exploratory behaviour 
necessitated by its inferior competitiveness for better 
protected roosts. By eavesdropping on M. microtis, other 
bat species might even be able to gain information on the 
availability of new roosts [45].

Our models indicated that C. perspicillata shared arti-
ficial roosts in the forest with C. sowelli less often than 
expected, which could arise due to competition and the 
strong dietary overlap in these two similar-sized species 
[37]. However, in artificial roosts in the disturbed habitat, 
there was no detectable effect of the presence or abun-
dance of one species on the incidence of the other and in 
natural roosts C. sowelli conversely had a small positive 
effect on the incidence of C. perspicillata. These obser-
vations may be explained by similarities in their species-
specific roost preferences in natural roosts on the one 
hand, and by the lower incidence of C. sowelli in the dis-
turbed habitat on the other.

In both the presence-absence and abundance models 
of species association, the effects of the predictors gen-
erally had the same sign, although in some cases pre-
dictors had a significant effect in only one model type. 
However, we assume that the cost-benefit ratio of spe-
cies associations will depend on the abundance ratio of 
the member species in mixed roosting groups, because 
antagonistic interactions and their related costs (e.g. 
energetic expenditure) may increase with group size, and 
species may respond differently to such costs. Compari-
sons between presence-absence and abundance model 
results may therefore help to identify such abundance-
related costs of species associations.

Despite a high colonization rate in artificial roosts, 
roosts were unoccupied in 27% of observations, indepen-
dently of roost type and site. Frequent roost switching, a 
common observation in bats, has been described by fis-
sion-fusion models [46] and may be triggered by or be a 
pre-emptive behaviour against predation events or para-
site infestation of roosts [34]. As roost switching requires 

constant access to several roosts, the actual number of 
roosts that are available without inter- or intraspecific 
roost competition may be limited, despite the appar-
ently constant availability of empty roosts. This assump-
tion is supported by the fast and complete colonization 
of artificial roosts [37]. Inferences about roost availability 
based on snap-shot inventories of active and potentially 
available roosts, ignoring bat territoriality and intra- and 
interspecific roost competition for both preferred and 
secondary roosts, can hence result in erroneous conclu-
sions on roost availability.

Roost selection
The roost selection models showed that in some species 
roost characteristics were more important than interspe-
cific interactions in determining roost selection, while for 
other species roost selection was primarily dependent on 
the presence of other bat species in roosts. The observed 
species-specific preferences for particular roost charac-
teristics conformed with previous descriptions [47]. The 
lack of roost types other than tree roosts in our study was 
due to the absence of alternative roosting substrates (e.g. 
rock caves) in the area. Species that did not or only rarely 
colonize artificial roosts generally selected natural roosts 
that were very different from the artificial roosts, such 
as exposed roosts on tree trunks (S. bilineata) or roosts 
within or under fallen trees (C. castanea).

In natural roosts, interspecific behaviour may influence 
roost selection differently to in artificial roosts. While in 
artificial roosts bats roosted on the same plane on a sur-
face of less than 1 m2, due to their flat roof design, more 
spacious natural roosts may provide a larger diversity of 
roosting sites and more space for avoiding antagonistic 
encounters between different bat groups. In our study, 
the inner height of roosts was a significant predictor 
of the maximum number of bat species using a roost. 
We interpret the positive roost association of S. biline-
ata with G. commissarisi and C. perspicillata in natural 
roosts to result from similar roost type preferences rather 
than a direct attraction between species. In fact, although 
S. bilineata may use cavity roosts, this species commonly 
roosts on the vertical surface of the trunks of large trees 
with a territorial behaviour that precludes communal 
roosting in smaller roosts [48].

The temperature gradient within large roosts illustrates 
the thermal diversity of roosts. It is even possible that 
specific roosting sites within roosts are selected based on 
species- or individual-specific thermoregulatory require-
ments, as small ambient temperature variations may 
significantly influence thermoregulatory behaviour and 
energetic expenditure in bats [42]. We did not, however, 
include roost temperature as a predictor in our roost 
selection models, because we assume roost selection for 
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thermoregulatory reasons to be a secondary criterion at 
our study site, as ambient temperatures always remained 
stable within a physiologically non-critical range year 
round with daily fluctuations between c. 20–30 °C. Also, 
assessment of the role of temperature variation within 
and between roosts on roost selection would require 
continuous monitoring of the bats’ roosting behaviour 
in relation to roost temperature. In temperate regions, in 
contrast, where ambient temperatures reach well below 
the animals’ thermoneutrality, roost temperature has 
been found to be a principal factor determining roost 
selection in bats [49, 50].

We acknowledge that environmental variables at larger 
scales may also have influenced roost selection. The 
observation of a lower species richness in artificial roosts 
in the disturbed habitat than in the forest match previous 
findings of negative impacts of land use change on bat 
species occurrences in the tropics, especially arising from 
the conversion of forest to pasture [51, 52].

Conclusions
Our study showed evidence of interspecific attraction in 
mixed-species roosting groups of bats in both natural 
and artificial roosts. In the latter, we propose that these 
associations are largely independent of roost characteris-
tics. This suggests that there are evolutionary benefits of 
heterospecific roosting associations in bats, and that the 
benefits of heterospecific roosting may even outweigh 
those of roosting in monospecific groups. Species asso-
ciations add additional dimensions to the realized niches 
of their member species [11] with implications for the 
evolution and coexistence of bat species in highly diverse 
tropical bat communities. Considering the substantial 
ecological impact of bats on their environment, e.g. as 
seed-dispersers [37, 53–55], an improved understanding 
of the evolution, structure and dynamics of bat commu-
nities is of particular importance.

Methods
Fieldwork
The study was carried out in two habitats, in tropical 
rainforest at La Selva Biological Station of the Organiza-
tion for Tropical Studies (forest habitat) and in nearby 
pasture-forest mosaic landscapes (disturbed habitat) in 
the Caribbean lowlands of Costa Rica (10°26′ N, 83°59′ 
W) between 2000 and 2009. Regional bat species diver-
sity is high, with a sympatric occurrence of 71 species 
[56].

We monitored bat species abundance in 89 natu-
ral roosts in the forest and in 44 artificial roosts [37] of 
which 21 were in the forest and 23 in the disturbed habi-
tat. The natural diurnal roosts included were tree cavities 
within 10  m of the ground used by the understory bat 

community, mainly from the sub-family Phyllostomidae. 
Natural roosts were located by systematically search-
ing tree trunks for roosts and by tracking bats that were 
radio-tagged during other studies. The artificial roosts 
were boxes made of sawdust concrete (0.54 or 0.74  m 
wide and 1.54 or 1.94  m tall) that were installed on the 
ground [37]. We did not include foliage and termite nest 
roosts. We did not inventory natural roosts in the dis-
turbed habitat because roost abundance there is very low 
[37] and, unlike in the forest habitat, anthropogenic vari-
ables may influence roost choice.

Roosts were monitored repeatedly with a flashlight 
or an infrared video camera and we recorded individual 
numbers per bat species (group sizes > 20 were esti-
mated), and their roosting site within the roosts. In some 
cases, we identified bats after capture with mist nets (70 
D/2, mesh size 16 mm, Vohwinkel, Velbert, Germany) 
during evening exit from the roost.

For a subset of 58 natural roosts used by 10 bat spe-
cies, we recorded 23 variables that described the roosts’ 
physical characteristics and close surroundings, of which 
we used seven in further analyses (tree type (standing 
vs. fallen), roost volume, size of the entrance, vegetation 
density within a 5  m radius of the roost entrance on a 
scale of 0–10, canopy height, distance of the roosting site 
from the entrance and above the ground). The size meas-
ures were taken with a laser range finder (Disto, Leica, 
Germany) or with a tape measure. For 48 roosts we also 
measured temperature at the roosting site and at differ-
ent heights inside the roost as well as outside the roost 
with dataloggers (I-Button, Dallas Semiconductor, USA 
and HOBO Pro RH/Temp, HOBO Temp, Onset, USA). 
For comparison, ambient temperature data were acquired 
from the La Selva meteorological database.

Data analysis – roost associations
To investigate patterns of interspecific species associa-
tion in roosts, we analysed three separate datasets: (1) 
natural roosts, (2) artificial roosts in the forest habitat, 
and (3) artificial roosts in the disturbed habitat. The data 
were divided in this way because some species either did 
not occur in both habitats or did not occupy artificial 
roosts. We only included observations recorded at least 
seven days apart. This interval was chosen based on the 
observed dynamics of roost occupation to reduce tempo-
ral autocorrelation in the roost occupancy observations. 
There was a high probability of altered roost occupation 
after a week or longer and roost switching is a common 
phenomenon in bats [34, 46]. In the artificial roost data-
set for the disturbed habitat, observations of the sib-
ling species, Glossophaga soricina and G. commissarisi 
were pooled, because visual species identification was 
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unreliable. Similarly, in some cases of very large roost 
aggregations of Carollia perspicillata and/or C. sowelli 
we either relied on capture data for species identification 
or, if this was not possible, the observations were pooled. 
Other observations of bats that could not be identified to 
species level were excluded from the analyses of species 
associations.

We fitted Bayesian Linear Mixed-Effects Models of bat 
species occupancy in roosts as a function of the occur-
rence of other species, defined as fixed variables (“pres-
ence-absence models”). Model fitting was with a binomial 
error structure and a normal prior using the “blme” pack-
age v. 1.0-4 [57] in R v. 3.5.1 [58]. To account for repeated 
measures, roost identity was included as a random term. 
We then tested whether the abundance of species in 
roosts was influenced by the abundances of other species. 
These Bayesian generalized linear mixed models (GLMM, 
“abundance models”) were fitted for each species with 
the R-package “brms”, v. 2.16.1 [59] with the abundances 
of other species as fixed variables and roost identity as a 
random effect on the intercept, with a negative binomial 
error distribution and loglink function. We also modelled 
potential zero inflation, as the datasets included a large 
number of zero observations. We used Cauchy priors for 
predictor variables to regularise estimates [60].

To visualize species associations in roosts, we applied 
principal coordinate analysis (PCoA) ordination [61] 
based on Jaccard’s similarity index calculated for each 
possible species pair based on their occurrences in the 
roosts using the R-package “vegan”, v. 2.5.2 [62]. This 
quantifies the number of roosts used by both species 
simultaneously divided by the total number of roosts 
used by one or the other or both species.

Data analysis – roost parameters
To characterize the influence of roost characteristics on 
species-specific roost selection, we first ran a principal 
component analysis (PCA) on the seven selected roost 
variables to reduce the data variation into a few main 
axes and avoid collinearity amongst predictors using the 
“vegan” package [62] in R. We log-transformed those var-
iables with highly skewed data (volume, size of entrance, 
distance of roosting site to entrance and ground) to 
reduce the impact of extreme values on the PCA. Then 
we fitted generalised linear logistic regression models 
with bat species occupancy as the response variable for 
those species observed in at least 10 roosts, i.e. Saccop-
teryx bilineata, Micronycteris microtis, G.commissarisi, 
Carollia castanea, C. perspicillata and C. sowelli. We 
included as predictors the first two PCs summariz-
ing roost characteristics, and the presence/absence of 
those bat species that were found to significantly influ-
ence roost occupancy in the target species in the species 

association analyses. We applied multimodel inference to 
assess the statistical importance of variables with high-
est loadings. We generated for each species all possi-
ble models and then ranked these based on the Akaike 
information criterion for small sample size (AICc) after 
standardizing the coefficient estimates by their standard 
deviation. By averaging across all models for each spe-
cies within ΔAICc < 6 of the best model, we estimated 
the regression coefficients for those variables that were 
retained in the averaged model using the R-package 
“MuMIn”, v. 1.40.4 [63–65]. We considered all models 
within ΔAICc < 6 of the best model to have similar sta-
tistical support [64, 66, 67]. We only considered the esti-
mates of the “full average” as our aim was to determine 
which factors have the strongest effect on the occurrence 
of species [68].

To assess whether roost characteristics influence the 
number of species that can use a specific roost, we fitted 
a generalized linear regression model in R with the max-
imum number of bat species observed in a roost as the 
dependent variable and roost parameters that described 
the physical characteristics of the roost (fallen vs. stand-
ing tree, inside height, diameter above entry, area of 
entry) as explanatory variables. Due to the skewed distri-
bution of the dependent variable, i.e. counts of species in 
roosts, we modelled this with a Poisson distribution.

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1186/​s12983-​021-​00437-6.

Additional file 1: Table S1. Number of roosts and observations of bat 
species in roosts in different habitats (forest vs. disturbed). Fig. S1. GLMM 
beta parameter estimates for the effect of the presence or abundance 
of selected other bat species on the incidence of a focal bat species in 
natural and in artifical roosts in the forest habitat and artificial roosts in the 
disturbed habitat. Table S2. Roost variables used for modelling species-
specific roost selection, their mean and range in roosts occupied by each 
of six focal bat species, and the percentage of roosts occupied by each bat 
species that were in standing trees. Fig. S2. Results of GLM on the effect 
of roost parameters on the total number of bat species using natural 
roosts (not necessarily simultaneously). Fig. S3. Temperature during five 
days at three different heights inside a bat roost in a large hollow tree.

Acknowledgements
We gratefully acknowledge the late Prof. Otto von Helversen for his mentor-
ship and practical support for the establishment of the bat roost project. We 
thank Mauricio Gaitán, Johannes Thiele, Kerstin Wiesner, all helpers in the field, 
the staff of La Selva Biological Station and all landowners that hosted artificial 
bat roosts for their support and MINAE for research permits.

Authors’ contributions
DHK conceived the study, collected the data and led the writing of the manu-
script; DHK, UT and MMJ analysed the data. All authors contributed critically 
to the drafts and gave their final approval for publication. All authors read and 
approved the final manuscript.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12983-021-00437-6
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12983-021-00437-6


Page 11 of 12Kelm et al. Front Zool           (2021) 18:53 	

Funding
MMJ was supported by the Academy of Finland, the Finnish Foundations’ 
post doc pool, the Jenni and Antti Wihuri Foundation and the Finnish Cultural 
Foundation.

Availability of data and materials
The data supporting the results of this study and the R code are available from 
the OSF repository: https://​doi.​org/​10.​17605/​OSF.​IO/​AKRH9.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1 Zoology 2, University of Erlangen-Nuremberg, Erlangen, Germany. 2 Leibniz-
Institute for Zoo and Wildlife Research, Berlin, Germany. 3 Estación Biológica 
de Doñana, Seville, Spain. 4 Berlin Institute of Health at Charité – Universitäts-
medizin Berlin, QUEST Center for Responsible Research, Berlin, Germany. 
5 Institute of Biotechnology, HiLIFE Helsinki Institute for Life Science, University 
of Helsinki, Helsinki, Finland. 

Received: 12 June 2021   Accepted: 29 September 2021

References
	1.	 Stensland EVA, Angerbjörn A, Berggren PER. Mixed species groups in 

mammals. Mammal Rev. 2003;33:205–23.
	2.	 Goodale E, Sridhar H, Sieving KE, Bangal P, Colorado ZGJ, Farine DR, et al. 

Mixed company: a framework for understanding the composition and 
organization of mixed-species animal groups. Biol Rev. 2020;95:889–910.

	3.	 Sinclair AR. Does interspecific competition or predation shape the African 
ungulate community? J Anim Ecol. 1985;54:899–918.

	4.	 Peres CA. Prey-capture benefits in a mixed-species group of Amazo-
nian tamarins, Saguinus fuscicollis and S. mystax. Behav Ecol Sociobiol. 
1992;31:339-47.

	5.	 Heymann EW, Buchanan-Smith HM. The behavioural ecology of mixed-
species troops of callitrichine primates. Biol Rev. 2000;75:169–90.

	6.	 Lukoschek V, McCormick MI. A review of multi-species foraging asso-
ciations in fishes and their ecological significance. In: Kasim Moosa 
MK, Soemodihardjo, S Nontji A, et al., editors. Proceedings of the 9th 
International Coral Reef Symposium. Ministry of Environment, Indonesian 
Institute of Sciences and International Society for Reef Studies. p. 467–74.

	7.	 Sridhar H, Beauchamp G, Shanker K. Why do birds participate in 
mixed-species foraging flocks? A large-scale synthesis. Anim Behav. 
2009;78:337–47.

	8.	 Schmitt MH, Stears K, Shrader AM. Zebra reduce predation risk in 
mixed-species herds by eavesdropping on cues from giraffe. Behav Ecol. 
2016;27:1073–7.

	9.	 Fitzgibbon CD. Mixed-species grouping in Thomson’s and Grant’s 
gazelles: the antipredator benefits. Anim Behav. 1990;39:1116–26.

	10.	 Creel S, Schuette P, Christianson D. Effects of predation risk on group 
size, vigilance, and foraging behavior in an African ungulate community. 
Behav Ecol. 2014;25:773–84.

	11.	 Harrison NM, Whitehouse MJ. Mixed-species flocks: an example of niche 
construction? Anim Behav. 2011;81:675–82.

	12.	 Srinivasan U. Morphological and behavioral correlates of long-term bird 
survival in selectively logged forest. Front Ecol Evol. 2019;7:17.

	13.	 Chapman CA, Chapman LJ. Interdemic variation in mixed-species 
association patterns: common diurnal primates of Kibale National Park, 
Uganda. Behav Ecol Sociobiol. 2000;47:129–39.

	14.	 Kunz TH, Lumsden LF. Ecology of cavity and foliage roosting bats. In: Kunz 
TH, Fenton MB, editors. Bat ecology. Chicago: University of Chicago Press; 
2003. p. 3–89.

	15.	 Fairbanks B, Dobson FS. Mechanisms of the group-size effect on vigilance 
in Columbian ground squirrels: dilution versus detection. Anim Behav. 
2007;73:115–23.

	16.	 Knörnschild M, Tschapka M. Predator mobbing behaviour in the greater 
spear-nosed bat, Phyllostomus hastatus. Chiropt Neotrop. 2012;18:1132–5.

	17.	 Lima SL, O’Keefe JM. Do predators influence the behaviour of bats? Biol 
Rev. 2013;88:626–44.

	18.	 Roverud RC, Chappell MA. Energetic and thermoregulatory aspects of 
clustering behavior in the neotropical bat Noctilio albiventris. Physiol Zool. 
1991;64:1527–41.

	19.	 Arends A, Bonaccorso FJ, Genoud M. Basal rates of metabolism of nectari-
vorous bats (Phyllostomidae) from a semiarid thorn forest in Venezuela. J 
Mammal. 1995;76:947–56.

	20.	 Kerth G, Reckardt K. Information transfer about roosts in female 
Bechstein’s bats: an experimental field study. Proc R Soc B Biol Sci. 
2003;270:511–5.

	21.	 Ratcliffe JM, ter Hofstede HM. Roosts as information centres: social learn-
ing of food preferences in bats. Biol Lett. 2005;1:72–4.

	22.	 Rex K, Kelm DH, Wiesner K, Kunz TH, Voigt CC. How many bat species 
coexist in a Neotropical rainforest? Species richness and structure of phyl-
lostomid bat assemblages. Biol J Linn Soc. 2008;94:617–29.

	23.	 Boratyński JS, Rusiński M, Kokurewicz T, Bereszyński A, Wojciechowski 
MS. Clustering behavior in wintering greater mouse-eared bats Myotis 
myotis—the effect of micro-environmental conditions. Acta Chiropterol. 
2012;14:417–24.

	24.	 Dwyer PD. Temperature regulation and cave-dwelling in bats: an evolu-
tionary perspective. Mammalia. 1971;35:424–55.

	25.	 Salinas-Ramos VB, Ancillotto L, Bosso L, Sánchez‐Cordero V, Russo D. Inter-
specific competition in bats: state of knowledge and research challenges. 
Mammal Rev. 2020;50:68–81.

	26.	 Graham GL. Interspecific associations among Peruvian bats at diurnal 
roosts and roost sites. J Mammal. 1988;69:711–20.

	27.	 Rodríguez-Durán A. Nonrandom aggregations and distribution of cave-
dwelling bats in Puerto Rico. J Mammal. 1998;79:141–6.

	28.	 Arita HT, Vargas JA. Natural history, interspecific association, and inci-
dence of the cave bats of Yucatan, Mexico. Southwest Nat. 1995;40:29–37.

	29.	 Ancillotto L, Allegrini C, Serangeli MT, Jones G, Russo D. Sociality across 
species: spatial proximity of newborn bats promotes heterospecific social 
bonding. Behav Ecol. 2014;26:293–99.

	30.	 O’Mara MT, Dechmann DK, Page RA. Frugivorous bats evaluate the 
quality of social information when choosing novel foods. Behav Ecol. 
2014;25:1233–9.

	31.	 Wohlgenant TJ. Roost interactions between the common vampire bat 
(Desmodus rotundus) and two frugivore bats (Phyllostomus discolor and 
Sturnira lilium) in Guanacaste, Costa Rica. Biotropica. 1994;26:344–8.

	32.	 Zeus VM, Puechmaille SJ, Kerth G. Conspecific and heterospecific social 
groups affect each other’s resource use: a study on roost sharing among 
bat colonies. Anim Behav. 2017;123:329–38.

	33.	 Bednekoff PA, Lima SL. Re-examining safety in numbers: interactions 
between risk dilution and collective detection depend upon predator 
targeting behaviour. Proc R Soc B Biol Sci. 1998;265:2021–6.

	34.	 Reckardt K, Kerth G. Roost selection and roost switching of female 
Bechstein’s bats (Myotis bechsteinii) as a strategy of parasite avoidance. 
Oecologia. 2007;154:581–8.

	35.	 Fischer K, Zeus V, Kwasnitschka L, Kerth G, Haase M, Groschup MH, et al. 
Insectivorous bats carry host specific astroviruses and coronaviruses 
across different regions in Germany. Infect Genet Evol. 2016;37:108–16.

	36.	 Tschapka M. Energy density patterns of nectar resources permit 
coexistence within a guild of Neotropical flower-visiting bats. J Zool. 
2004;263:7–21.

	37.	 Kelm DH, Wiesner KR, von Helversen O. Effects of artificial roosts for 
frugivorous bats on seed dispersal in a neotropical forest pasture mosaic. 
Conserv Biol. 2008;22:733–41.

	38.	 Kelm DH, Schaer J, Ortmann S, Wibbelt G, Speakman JR, Voigt CC. 
Efficiency of facultative frugivory in the nectar-feeding bat Glossophaga 
commissarisi: The quality of fruits as an alternative food source. J Comp 
Physiol B. 2008;178:985–96.

https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/AKRH9


Page 12 of 12Kelm et al. Front Zool           (2021) 18:53 

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

	39.	 Bijleveld AI, Egas M, Van Gils JA, Piersma T. Beyond the information centre 
hypothesis: communal roosting for information on food, predators, travel 
companions and mates? Oikos. 2010;119:277–85.

	40.	 Goodale E, Beauchamp G, Magrath RD, Nieh JC, Ruxton GD. Interspecific 
information transfer influences animal community structure. Trends Ecol 
Evol. 2010;25:354–61.

	41.	 Audet D, Thomas DW. Facultative hypothermia as a thermoregulatory 
strategy in the phyllostomid bats, Carollia perspicillata and Sturnira lilium. 
J Comp Physiol B. 1997;167:146–52.

	42.	 Kelm DH, von Helversen O. How to budget metabolic energy – torpor in 
a small Neotropical mammal. J Comp Physiol B. 2007;177:667–77.

	43.	 Howell DJ. Weight loss and temperature regulation in clustered versus 
individual Glossophaga soricina. Comp Biochem Physiol A. 1976;53:197–9.

	44.	 Voigt CC, Kelm DH. Host preferences of bat flies: following the bloody 
path of stable isotopes in a host–parasite food chain. Can J Zool. 
2006;84:397–403.

	45.	 Schöner CR, Schöner MG, Kerth G. Similar is not the same: social calls of 
conspecifics are more effective in attracting wild bats to day roosts than 
those of other bat species. Behav Ecol Sociobiol. 2010;64:2053–63.

	46.	 Popa-Lisseanu AG, Bontadina F, Mora O, Ibáñez C. Highly structured fis-
sion–fusion societies in an aerial-hawking, carnivorous bat. Anim Behav. 
2008;75:471–82.

	47.	 Voss RS, Fleck DW, Strauss RE, Velazco PM, Simmons NB. Roosting ecology 
of amazonian bats: evidence for guild structure in hyperdiverse mam-
malian communities. Am Mus Novit. 2016;3870:1–43.

	48.	 Bradbury JW, Vehrenkamp SL. Social organization and foraging in Embal-
lonurid bats. Behav Ecol Sociobiol. 1976;1:383–404.

	49.	 Kerth G, Weissmann K, König B. Day roost selection in female Bechstein’s 
bats (Myotis bechsteinii): a field experiment to determine the influence of 
roost temperature. Oecologia. 2001;126:1–9.

	50.	 Ruczyński I. Influence of temperature on maternity roost selection by 
noctule bats (Nyctalus noctula) and Leisler’s bats (N. leisleri) in Białowieża 
Primeval Forest, Poland. Can J Zool. 2006;84:900–7.

	51.	 Estrada A, Coates-Estrada R. Bats in continuous forest, forest fragments 
and in an agricultural mosaic habitat island at Los Tuxtlas, Mexico. Biol 
Conserv. 2002;103:237–45.

	52.	 Willig MR, Presley SJ, Bloch CP, Hice CL, Yanoviak SP, Díaz MM, et al. 
Phyllostomid bats of lowland Amazonia: effects of habitat alteration on 
abundance. Biotropica. 2007;39:737–46.

	53.	 Muscarella R, Fleming TH. The role of frugivorous bats in tropical forest 
succession. Biol Rev. 2007;82:573–90.

	54.	 Salazar D, Kelm DH, Marquis R. Directed seed dispersal of Piper by Carollia 
perspicillata and its effect on understory plant diversity and folivory. Ecol-
ogy. 2013;94:2444–53.

	55.	 Voigt CC, Borissov I, Kelm DH. Bats fertilize roost trees. Biotropica. 
2015;47:403–6.

	56.	 Timm RM. The mammal fauna. In: McDade LA, Bawa KS, Hespenheide 
HA, Hartshorn GS, editors. La Selva - Ecology and natural history of a Neo-
tropical rainforest. Chicago: University of Chicago Press; 1994. pp. 229–37.

	57.	 Chung Y, Rabe-Hesketh S, Dorie V, Gelman A, Liu J. A nondegenerate 
penalized likelihood estimator for variance parameters in multilevel 
models. Psychometrika. 2013;78:685–709.

	58.	 R core Team. R: A language and environment for statistical computing. 
Vienna: R Found Stat Comput; 2018.

	59.	 Bürkner PC. brms: An R package for Bayesian multilevel models using 
stan. J Stat Softw. 2017;80:1–28.

	60.	 Gelman A, Jakulin A, Pittau M, Su Y. A weakly informative default prior 
distribution for logistic and other regression models. Ann Appl Stat. 
2008;2:1360–83.

	61.	 Legendre P, Legendre L. Numerical ecology. 2nd ed. Amsterdam: Elsevier; 
1998.

	62.	 Oksanen J, Guillaume Blanchet F, Friendly M, Kindt R, Legendre P, et al. 
Package “vegan: Community Ecology Package”. R Packag. 2018. version 
2.5-2.

	63.	 Barton K. Package “Model Inference”. R Packag. 2018. version 1.40.4.
	64.	 Burnham KP, Anderson DR, Huyvaert KP. AIC model selection and multi-

model inference in behavioral ecology: some background, observations, 
and comparisons. Behav Ecol Sociobiol. 2011;65:23–35.

	65.	 Grueber CE, Nakagawa S, Laws RJ, Jamieson IG. Multimodel infer-
ence in ecology and evolution: challenges and solutions. J Evol Biol. 
2011;24:699–711.

	66.	 Symonds MR, Moussalli A. A brief guide to model selection, multimodel 
inference and model averaging in behavioural ecology using Akaike’s 
information criterion. Behav Ecol Sociobiol. 2011;65:13–21.

	67.	 Harrison XA, Donaldson L, Correa-Cano ME, Evans J, Fisher DN, Goodwin, 
et al. A brief introduction to mixed effects modelling and multi-model 
inference in ecology. PeerJ. 2018;6:e4794.

	68.	 Nakagawa S, Freckleton RP. Model averaging, missing data and multiple 
imputation: a case study for behavioural ecology. Behav Ecol Sociobiol. 
2011;65:103–16.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.


	Mixed-species groups in bats: non-random roost associations and roost selection in neotropical understory bats
	Abstract 
	Background: 
	Results: 
	Conclusions: 

	Background
	Results
	Bat species roost associations
	Species-specific selection of natural roosts

	Discussion
	Mixed-species groups
	Roost competition
	Roost selection

	Conclusions
	Methods
	Fieldwork
	Data analysis – roost associations
	Data analysis – roost parameters

	Acknowledgements
	References


