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A B S T R A C T

Increasing evidence that pervasive warming trends are altering disturbance regimes and their interactions with
fire has generated substantial interest and debate over the implications of these changes. Previous work has
primarily focused on conditions that promote non-additive interactions of linked and compounded disturbances,
but the spectrum of potential interaction patterns has not been fully considered. Here we develop and define
terminology, expand on the existing conceptual framework and review the patterns and mechanisms of dis-
turbance interactions with a focus on interactions between fire and other forest disturbances and a specific
emphasis on resulting tree mortality. The types of interactions reflect the positive, negative, or neutral responses
to the incidence, intensity, and effects of the interaction. These types of interactions are not always mutually
exclusive, but can be distinct. The collective effect of the interactions will determine the longer-term ecosystem
response that can result in a resistant, resilient, or compounded interaction. Our review indicates that the in-
teractions of drought, bark beetles, or pathogens with fire often result in neutral or maintained interactions that
do not negatively or positively influence the incidence or intensity following fire. The effect of these disturbance
interactions on tree mortality ranged from antagonistic (reduced mortality compared to individual disturbances)
to synergistic (greater mortality compared to individual disturbances) within and among disturbance interaction
types but often resulted in additive effects (mortality is consistent with the summation of the two disturbances).
Synergistic effects on tree mortality have been observed when the severity of the initial disturbance is moderate
to high and time between disturbances is relatively short. When the sequence of disturbance interaction is
reversed (e.g., fire precedes other disturbances) the conditions can generally promote impeded interactions
(lower incidence of interaction), reduced interactions (lower intensity of interaction), and antagonistic inter-
actions (lower tree mortality). While recent research on fire-disturbance interactions has increased over the last
decade and provided important insights, more research that identifies the specific thresholds of incidence, in-
tensity, and effects of interaction by region and forest type are needed to better assist management solutions that
promote desired outcomes in rapidly changing ecosystems.

1. Introduction

Disturbances regulate and influence the structure and processes of
forests over a wide span of temporal and spatial scales (Pickett and
White, 1985), but many disturbance regimes have been substantially
altered over the past few decades due to anthropogenic changes. Fire is
one of the most widespread and important ecological disturbances
across many biomes (Bowman et al., 2011). Over the past few decades
rising temperatures and drier conditions have been associated with the
increased frequency and size of fires in many regions (Flannigan et al.,
2009; Abatzoglou and Williams, 2016; Westerling, 2016). Areas where

fire is common are often prone to other disturbance types, many of
which are also increasing, such as drought (Cook et al., 2015;
Diffenbaugh et al., 2015) and large-scale bark beetle outbreaks (Raffa
et al., 2008; Bentz et al., 2016). Of additional concern is the increased
prevalence of novel disturbances (e.g., non-native tree killing insects
and pathogens) and their impacts on forested ecosystems (Rizzo and
Garbelotto, 2003; Aukema et al., 2010; Kolb et al., 2016). The increased
occurrence of these disturbances individually has prompted substantial
interest from ecologists and managers about the impacts of disturbance
interactions (Turner, 2010).

Disturbance interactions have been documented in many
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ecosystems but were largely descriptive in earlier works (e.g., Brown,
1975; Knight, 1987; Paine et al., 1998). Quantitative research on the
topic has increased in the past few decades, highlighting the complex
patterns and mechanisms regarding the incidence and effects of dis-
turbance interactions (e.g., Veblen et al., 1994; Bebi et al., 2003; Bigler
et al., 2005; Allen, 2007). The varied responses observed likely reflect
differences in the circumstances and conditions of interactions that may
be directly and indirectly exacerbated by climate change (McKenzie
et al., 2008). While the literature on disturbance interactions is rapidly
expanding and frameworks for communicating the commonalities of
these events are being developed (e.g., (McKenzie et al., 2008; Buma,
2015), advancement of the topic is still hindered by inconsistent ter-
minology, contrasting approaches, and conflicting results. In fact, the
term disturbance interaction has had numerous phrases applied to the
same phenomenon, such as “overlapping disturbances”, “multiple dis-
turbances”, “repeat disturbances”, “stress complexes”, and “short-in-
terval disturbances”, to name a few (Buma, 2015). This suite of lim-
itations likely has contributed to scientific debate on the prevalence and
impacts of disturbance interactions (Simard et al., 2011; Jolly et al.,
2012a).

Previous studies have identified two types of disturbance interac-
tions, “linked” and “compounded” interactions. A linked interaction has
been defined as when the presence of one disturbance changes the
extent, severity, or probability of occurrence (Simard et al., 2011). A
compounded disturbance interaction (sensu Paine et al., 1998) occurs
when two disturbances occur within a relatively short time interval and
results in an alteration in the community trajectory, or reduces the rate
of recovery. Buma (2015) expanded the framework on disturbance in-
teractions by connecting them with other concepts regarding dis-
turbance legacies (Franklin et al., 2000; Johnstone et al., 2016) and
ecosystem resilience (Holling, 1973; Gunderson, 2000) and identified
potential conditions that may promote cascading effects. This review
highlighted the need to disaggregate disturbance legacies into their
constituent parts to determine whether they would foster ecosystem
resistance and resilience or lead to unexpected or undesired outcomes.

While the conceptual framework on disturbance interactions has
expanded, some of the terminology and identified patterns used to
describe disturbance interactions have not been consistently applied or
do not encompass the full spectrum of outcomes. For example, the
definition of a “linked interaction” has been used to describe when the
initial disturbance increases or decreases the occurrence or extent of the
subsequent disturbance as well as the amplified effect of interaction
(e.g., severity). The incidence or extent of an interaction may be in-
dependent of the intensity or severity of a disturbance. Thus, separating
these characteristics should enable better identification of the me-
chanisms that result in altered effects or responses to disturbance in-
teractions. Additionally, it is unclear that a synergistic effect must be
present for a compounded disturbance interaction to occur, though this
is often implied or stated directly. The longer-term response of an
ecosystem will reflect the collective impacts of the immediate effects,
the resultant disturbance legacies, and conditions present following the
interaction. Conversely, instances where a synergistic effect is detected
may not lead to longer-term impacts on resistance or resilience. Further
advances in the conceptual framework could employ clearer termi-
nology that better represents the full spectrum of disturbance interac-
tion patterns and mechanisms.

Much of the existing research on disturbance interactions in forests
has focused on tree mortality likely because many of the disturbances
individually have led to elevated rates of tree mortality. Recent tem-
perature increases have been experimentally and empirically associated
with increased tree mortality across many regions and species (Adams
et al., 2009; van Mantgem et al., 2009; Allen et al., 2010; Young et al.,
2017). Recent increases in fire-caused tree mortality, as measured by
fire severity, have been demonstrated; however, evidence supporting
this trend has been mixed (Miller et al., 2009; Dillon et al., 2011; Miller
et al., 2012; Mallek et al., 2013). Often in close association with rising

temperatures, tree mortality resulting from bark beetle attacks has also
been substantial over the past two decades (Raffa et al., 2008; Bentz
et al., 2010). Increased tree mortality events can alter fuel character-
istics and microclimate that can influence the incidence, intensity, and
effects of fire (Hicke et al., 2012) that may lead to longer-term and
possibly unique impacts to ecosystems.

Disturbances and their interactions are of particular concern be-
cause they can serve as catalysts that may promote novel ecosystems
(communities that have not previously occurred in a biome; Hobbs
et al., 2006) and other unexpected outcomes (also referred to as “eco-
logical surprises” sensu Paine et al., 1998). Incidences of disturbance
interactions may more rapidly effect ecosystems than direct climate-
related changes alone (McKenzie et al., 2008). In forest and woodland
ecosystems, these unexpected outcomes may be primarily mediated
through substantial tree mortality, especially if it disproportionally
occurs in foundation species that are essential to maintaining the
structure and function of ecosystems (Ellison et al., 2005). Substantial
loss or maintained loss of tree cover resulting from disturbance inter-
actions may also promote cascading effects (Buma, 2015) through
changing disturbance legacies (Johnstone et al., 2016), disrupting
ecosystem resilience (Buma and Wessman, 2011), and altering carbon
dynamics (Bowman et al., 2014; Buma et al., 2014).

Here we examine the potential patterns and mechanisms leading to
interactions between fire and other disturbances (hereafter, fire-dis-
turbance interactions). We focus our efforts on a subset of two-way
interactions between fire and drought, bark beetles, or fungal patho-
gens, placing specific emphasis on forest ecosystems and the effects on
tree mortality. More specifically, the objectives of this review are to: (1)
refine terminology and expand the conceptual framework to more
broadly characterize disturbance interactions; (2) identify recurrent
patterns and mechanisms that influence the incidence, intensity, and
tree mortality effects of fire-disturbance interactions based on pub-
lished research; and (3) identify research gaps in our understanding of
altered disturbance regimes and interactions in the context of a chan-
ging climate. Our review is limited to a subset of fire-disturbance in-
teractions in forests of the western U.S. and it is not meant to be a
comprehensive synthesis on the topic. Rather our intention with this
paper is to expand some of the concepts on the patterns and mechan-
isms of disturbance interactions in fire-prone forests to provoke the
advancement of research into the consequences of disturbance inter-
actions.

2. Characterizing disturbance interactions: definitions, patterns,
and types

Disturbances have been defined in many different ways, but here
they are referred to as the occurrence of a relatively discrete event that
disrupts the biological and physical environment resulting in a loss of
biomass (Grime, 1979; Pickett and White, 1985; Table 1). Individually,
disturbances can vary widely in their impact to ecosystems and, thus
similarly, the interaction of two or more disturbances will vary widely
as well (Paine et al., 1998). To encompass this range of impact, we
broadly define disturbance interactions as areas that have experienced
two or more relatively discrete, spatially overlapping disturbances
during a relatively short time frame that alter the biological and phy-
sical environment. This definition differs from other uses of disturbance
interactions, which often focus on interactions that result in non-linear
or synergistic effects. However, somewhat akin to species interactions,
the effects of disturbance interactions can be positive, negative, or
neutral and will likely have a spectrum of possible outcomes. Broad-
ening this definition can serve to improve our ability to characterize
and communicate the patterns and types of disturbance interactions
present and improve our understanding of their longer-term impacts.

Characterizing the patterns and mechanisms of disturbance inter-
actions requires information on the incidence, extent, intensity, and
effects of these interactions and their influence on longer-term
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ecosystem responses (Fig. 1). The initial and subsequent disturbances
will be separately driven by individual site and disturbance factors but
will also be influenced by factors associated with the interaction. In-
dividually, disturbance characteristics in forested ecosystems will re-
flect the site characteristics that typically include climate, forest
structure and composition, soils, and topography. These site conditions
will affect the incidence, frequency, extent, intensity and effects of each
disturbance. However, the subsequent disturbance will be influenced by
the characteristics of the initial disturbance as well as the time between
disturbances, the type of disturbances involved, and sequence of in-
teraction (e.g., fire-bark beetle or bark beetle-fire interaction).

The incidence of disturbance interactions reflects the probability of
occurrence and the spatial and temporal distribution of each dis-
turbance type. Spatial controls that relate to the likelihood of dis-
turbances interacting are partially driven by the extent (i.e. area and
shape) of each disturbance. In instances where disturbances are large,
the probability of interaction with other disturbances increases with
size. However, disturbances that are non-randomly distributed in space
and time (e.g., fire, bark beetle attacks) may result in either an increase
or decrease in the likelihood of interaction. If two disturbances have
high spatial specificity (i.e. occurrence is dependent on certain condi-
tions) in their distribution and these conditions are similar, then there is

Table 1
Definition of disturbance interaction terms.

Terminology Definition

Disturbance relatively discrete event that disrupts the biological and physical environment resulting in a loss of biomass
Disturbance Interaction two or more relatively discrete events that spatially overlap during a relatively short time frame that alter the biological and physical characteristics of

an ecosystem

Interaction Linkage degree to which one disturbance influences the incidence or extent of another disturbance
Neutral Interaction incidence of an initial disturbance does not influence the incidence or extent of a subsequent disturbance
Facilitated Interaction incidence of initial disturbance increases or promotes the incidence or extent of a subsequent disturbance
Impeded Interaction incidence of initial disturbance decreases or limits the incidence or extent of a subsequent disturbance

Interaction Intensity influence of the initial disturbance on the intensity of the subsequent disturbance
Maintained Intensity intensity of the initial disturbance does not influence the intensity of the subsequent disturbance
Amplified Intensity intensity of the initial disturbance increases the intensity of the subsequent disturbance
Reduced Intensity intensity of the initial disturbance decreases the intensity of the subsequent disturbance

Interaction Effect collective effect of the initial and subsequent disturbances
Additive Effect interaction between two disturbances that results in an effect that is equivalent to the summation of disturbances individually
Synergistic Effect interaction between two disturbances that results in an effect that is greater than the summation of disturbances individually
Antagonistic Effect interaction between two disturbances that results in an effect that is less than the summation of disturbances individually

Ecosystem Response longer-term, persistent response to one or more disturbances
Resilient Interaction disturbance interaction that does not have a negative effect on recovery or cause a shift in the community state
Compounded Interaction disturbance interaction that has a negative effect on recovery and shifts the community trajectory
Resistant Interaction disturbance interaction that withstands change

Fig. 1. A conceptual diagram on the mechanisms and patterns of disturbance interactions. The three panels under the ecosystem response type denote discrete disturbances with triangles,
and the dashed line represents the threshold characterizing an altered state. Definitions of interaction and ecosystem response types are provided in Table 1.
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a greater likelihood that these disturbances will interact as the size of
one or both disturbances increases (Fig. 2). For example, the incidence
of drought and fire often occur in similar areas (albeit at different ex-
tents), thus there is a greater likelihood for interaction between these
two disturbance types. Conversely, if the two disturbances have low
spatial specificity or differ in the conditions that promote their occur-
rence, then there would be a much lower chance of interaction. High
frequency disturbances will also contribute to an increased potential for
interaction independent of the size of disturbances. Furthermore, if
disturbances are non-randomly distributed in time, and disturbances
are similar in their temporal specificity (occur during the same year),
then the probability of interaction will increase (Fig. 3). The incidence
of disturbance interactions will also depend on the linkage between
disturbances, or in other words, how much the presence of one dis-
turbance promotes or limits the presence of another disturbance
(Table 1). Types of incidence interactions include neutral interactions,
facilitated interactions, and impeded interactions (Fig.4a). Facilitated
and impeded interactions would constitute two different types of linked
interactions (sensu Simard et al., 2011).

The intensity of interaction represents the impacts of an initial
disturbance on the subsequent disturbance (Table 1). The intensity of
interaction will depend on the site-level factors that contribute to the
intensity of the initial disturbance. In addition to the overall impacts of
intensity of both the initial and subsequent disturbance, the spatial
arrangement and patch dynamics will also influence the interaction
intensity. For instance, we could imagine two separate scenarios where
the initial disturbance intensity has a similar overall level of intensity,
but the distribution of patches across a landscape are different. All else
being equal, the intensity of the subsequent disturbance would likely

differ if the arrangement of intensity levels of the initial disturbance
were distributed in many smaller, evenly distributed patches compared
to fewer large patches. The spatial arrangement and patch-size dis-
tribution of intensity for each disturbance will also be important for the
effects of the interactions (e.g., severity).

Three general types of intensity interactions may result: maintained
interactions; amplified interactions; and reduced interactions (Fig. 4b).
Maintained interactions reflect a condition where the intensity of the
initial disturbance does not positively or negatively influence the in-
tensity of the subsequent disturbance. Amplified interactions result
when the subsequent disturbance is increased by the conditions created
by the initial disturbance. Conversely, reduced interactions occur when
the intensity of the subsequent disturbance is lowered due to the con-
ditions created by the initial disturbance.

Disturbance interaction effects broadly refer to the direct and in-
direct impacts from the two disturbances on forest ecosystems
(Table 1). The impacts of disturbance interactions (i.e. interaction ef-
fects) on tree mortality in forests likely depend on a combination of site-
level characteristics, disturbance characteristics, and interaction char-
acteristics. Site-level characteristics include local climate, topography,
soils, and forest structure and composition that will collectively influ-
ence the characteristics of each disturbance alone and in combination
with other disturbances. Disturbance interactions will also have sepa-
rate characteristics that will affect tree mortality such as the type, se-
quence, spatial and temporal specificity, and time between dis-
turbances. While tree mortality is provided as a focal example of an
interaction effect in this paper, there are many others effects (e.g., re-
generation, soil nutrients) that also need to be considered and each of
these effects may respond individually or in association with one
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Fig. 2. Hypothetical relationship of increasing disturbance
size along differing spatial arrangements and the potential
influence on the probability of interaction. This example
assumes that both disturbances (dark circles = disturbance
A and light circles = disturbance B) share similar spatial
specificity. Specificity refers to the range of conditions sui-
table for the occurrence of a disturbance. Incidences of
disturbance interactions are more common as the size and
shared specificity of the disturbances increase.
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another.
There are three possible patterns of disturbance interaction effects:

additive, synergistic, and antagonistic (Fig. 4c). Additive effects of
disturbance interactions result when two disturbances occur, but the
first disturbance does not increase or decrease the effects (e.g., tree
mortality) of the subsequent disturbance. A synergistic effect may result

when the initial disturbance promotes conditions that exacerbate the
effects of the subsequent disturbance. Conversely, antagonistic effects
result when the presence of the initial disturbance reduces tree mor-
tality of the subsequent disturbance, which may be related to the in-
tensity of the initial disturbance or the time between disturbances.

The collective effects of disturbance interactions will promote
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Fig. 3. Hypothetical relationship of in-
creasing disturbance occurrence (presence/
absence) along differing frequencies (low,
moderate, and high) and temporal ar-
rangements (specificity) for two dis-
turbance types (disturbance A = gray bars
and disturbance B = black bars).
Specificity refers to the range of conditions
suitable for the occurrence of a dis-
turbance. Instances where the two dis-
turbances are side-by-side indicate the
presence of an interaction. Incidences of
disturbance interactions are more common
as the frequency increases and temporal
specificity of the two disturbances overlap.

Fig. 4. Simplified description of potential two-way disturbance interaction types based on: (a) incidence of interaction; (b) intensity of interaction; and (c) effects of interaction.

J.M. Kane et al. Forest Ecology and Management 405 (2017) 188–199

192



conditions (i.e. disturbance legacies) that determine the longer-term
response of the ecosystem (Fig. 1). The response of the ecosystem will
vary widely and the cause of this variation could arise from a range of
combinations of interaction types, though some are clearly not mu-
tually exclusive. Similar to the incidence, intensity, and effects of in-
teractions, there are three possible ecosystem responses to disturbance
interactions: resilient, compounded, and resistant interactions
(Table 1). Resilient interactions represent ecosystems that rapidly re-
cover from the effects of interaction. Compounded interactions result
when the ecosystem response is unable to recover to the previous
baseline and results in an altered community state. Resistant interac-
tions occur when the interaction results in a condition that inhibits
change in the ecosystem and the community state is largely unchanged.
While there may be clear patterns of interaction (incidence, intensity,
and effects) that promote these ecosystem response types, multiple
combinations of these interaction types will likely be determined by the
resultant legacies of the interaction.

3. Patterns and mechanisms of fire-disturbance interactions and
effects

3.1. Fire-drought interactions

Reduced precipitation is the hallmark of drought, but high tem-
peratures lead to increased evapotranspiration so that drought is often
measured by changes in vapor pressure deficit (Williams et al., 2013) or
climatic water deficit (Stephenson, 1998). These conditions are often
associated with reduced tree vigor or elevated tree mortality, but the
level of impact will depend on the intensity and duration of drought as
well as the species’ physiological mechanisms to withstand drought
(McDowell, 2011). Drought may cause tree mortality directly (Adams
et al., 2009) or indirectly by making trees more vulnerable to insects or
other pathogens (Weed et al., 2013). Indeed, high temperatures and
associated drought stress have been linked to increased ‘background’
tree mortality (van Mantgem and Stephenson, 2007). Recent observa-
tions have shown that the co-occurrence of reduced precipitation and
high temperatures is associated with massive forest die-back,
where>80% of trees within a stand can be killed (Breshears et al.,
2005; Allen et al., 2010).

Numerous recent observations have shown that warmer, drier
conditions overlap with greater forest fire frequency and size
(Westerling et al., 2006; Littell et al., 2009; Dillon et al., 2011). It is
likely that drought leads to facilitated interactions with fire by altering
fire weather conditions (drought conditions reduce dead fuel moisture
which increases available fuel and fireline intensity), which is modified
by interactions with other site-level controls (Fried et al., 2008;
Abatzoglou and Williams, 2016; Littell et al., 2016). Increases in the
extent and frequency of both drought and fire and the facilitated in-
teraction between the two disturbances suggest that the area of drought
and fire interactions should also be increasing.

Synergistic effects of drought on fire may arise from increased fuel
loading from drought-related needle cast, branch abscission, and
proximal drought-induced tree mortality (Carnicer et al., 2011) that can
increase fire intensity and the amount of fire injury, leading to in-
creased post-fire tree mortality (Ryan and Reinhardt, 1988). The in-
fluence of exclusively drought-induced tree mortality on changes in fuel
characteristics and microclimate has not been directly investigated;
however, changes will likely be similar to bark beetle-induced tree
mortality (see Hicke et al., 2012 and bark beetle-fire interaction sub-
section below).

An additional consequence of drought may be an increasing sensi-
tivity of individual trees to fire, which may differ from the vulnerability
of trees to drought in the post-fire landscape. A recent study of post-fire
conifer mortality suggested high pre-fire climatic water deficit ex-
acerbated the effects of fire-caused injuries (crown scorch and char
height), but failed to find significant effects of post-fire drought stress

(van Mantgem et al., 2013). In unburned stands, diminished tree
growth is indicative of environmental stress and is predictive of tree
mortality, particularly for conifers (Cailleret et al., 2017). Likewise,
there are reports that show slow growing trees to die more readily
following fire (van Mantgem et al., 2003; Nesmith et al., 2015). These
results are supported by studies of tree physiology, which have de-
monstrated that heat from fire may cause embolisms and deformation
of xylem elements in the stem and crown (Kavanagh et al., 2010;
Michaletz et al., 2012; West et al., 2016). If the xylem is already under
high tension due to drought stress, fire-caused loss of function may be
promoted. It is also possible that following fire, xylem repair mechan-
isms may be compromised with continuing drought (Anderegg et al.,
2013). These studies imply that chronic or acute drought stress may
increase fire severity, as measured by post-fire tree mortality, in-
dependent of changes that affect fire intensity.

The sequence of drought and fire may have opposing effects on tree
mortality. It is possible that mortality caused by fire may thin forest
stands sufficiently so that surviving trees may have more resources
available and therefore are more likely to resist subsequent drought
stress (D’Amato et al., 2013; Bradford and Bell, 2017; Young et al.,
2017). In a study examining low severity prescribed fires in lower
elevation conifer forests in California, van Mantgem et al. (2016) found
reduced tree mortality during drought compared to unburned areas and
the effectiveness of fire did not decrease with time since fire. However,
a clear and consistent relationship between stand density and drought
mortality has not been observed across different sites of the same spe-
cies (Clifford et al., 2013; Dorman et al., 2015; Meddens et al., 2015;
Carnwath and Nelson, 2016), indicating other site-level factors (e.g.,
soil nutrients, drought severity) may also need to be considered.

3.2. Fire-bark beetle interactions

Fire-bark beetle interactions involve the incidence of bark beetle
attacks on trees in association with fire. More specifically, we refer to
bark beetles as those species in the family Curculionidae (subfamily
Scolytidae) (e.g., Dendroctonus spp., Ips spp., and Scolytus spp.) that are
endemic at low levels but are also well known to cause large-scale
mortality in susceptible tree hosts during outbreaks (Bentz et al., 2010).
However, it is important to point out that bark beetle species differ in
their ability to kill trees and vary in response to many factors (e.g., fire,
drought, tree characteristics, stand structure and composition) that are
highlighted by species-specific hazard rating systems and other models
(e.g., Negrón, 1998; Shore et al., 2000). Individually, bark beetle out-
breaks and fire disturbances vary widely in size among and within
ecosystems (Chapman et al., 2012; Meddens and Hicke, 2014), but both
are often spatially widespread where they occur (Raffa et al., 2008;
Aukema et al., 2010; Meddens et al., 2012; Meddens and Hicke, 2014).
Increases in the incidence of bark beetle and fire interactions may result
where both have large extents in a given area, but the incidence of
interaction will be neutral because the presence of bark beetle-killed
stands alone does not increase or decrease the probability of fire. Most
observational studies support neutral interactions between bark beetles
and fire occurrence, (Berg et al., 2006; Kulakowski and Jarvis, 2011;
Kulakowski et al., 2012; Black et al., 2013; Hart et al., 2015; Meigs
et al., 2015). These findings were confirmed in a study spanning the
western U.S. where bark beetle outbreaks did not contribute to in-
creases in fire size and climate was a more important driver
(Mietkiewicz and Kulakowski, 2016). Conversely, Kulakowski et al.
(2003) found that spruce forests with high bark beetle mortality were
less likely to experience a surface fire compared to low bark beetle
mortality areas.

The incidence, intensity, and effects of bark beetle and fire inter-
actions are dependent on the influence of time between disturbances
and bark beetle outbreak intensity on fire behavior. Facilitated inter-
actions may result where bark beetle attacks are recent and severe
enough to provide more available fuels that may increase the likelihood
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of a crown fire (Brown, 1975). For instance, recent bark beetle out-
breaks that result in sufficient dead marcescent foliage of low moisture
content (i.e., “red stage”) may increase crown fire ignition (Jolly et al.,
2012b, 2012a; Page et al., 2012, 2013). As time-since-outbreak in-
creases, the senescence of dead foliage (i.e., “gray stage”, 3–7 years)
reduces the potential for crown ignition and perhaps canopy spread due
to lower canopy bulk density (Klutsch et al., 2011; Harvey et al., 2013).
While the “gray stage” likely reduces the possibility for a facilitated
interaction due to a lower crown fire potential, underlying surface fuels
(accumulated senesced litter plus pre-outbreak fuels) may simulta-
neously become more flammable (Simard et al., 2011). Surface fuels
beneath dead trees can have lower fuel moisture due to greater ex-
posure to solar radiation and wind, thus potentially increasing the
probability of ignition and transition to a crown fire.

While much of the research supports neutral interactions between
bark beetle and fire, some studies have detected facilitated interactions
under certain time between disturbances and bark beetle outbreak le-
vels. Bigler et al. (2005) found that stands that had a bark beetle attack
60 yrs prior to fire were twice as likely to experience a high severity
fire. Similarly, Lynch et al. (2006) found that older (16–19 years be-
tween disturbances) bark beetle attacked lodgepole pine stands (Pinus
contorta var. latifolia) resulted in an 11% increased probability of fire
compared to more recently (5–8 years between disturbances) attacked
stands, possibly due to regrowth of vegetation that increased surface
fuel loading and continuity. A recent study of spruce forests in Alaska
found an area where the bark beetle outbreak size was relatively small
and the outbreak duration lasted between two and three years had an
increased likelihood of burning (Hansen et al., 2016). The incidence of
crown fire will also depend on the intensity of the bark beetle outbreak.
Turner et al. (1999) reported that lodgepole pine stands with inter-
mediate levels of bark beetle mortality had a greater incidence of crown
fire (i.e. intensity).

Regardless of the impact on fire incidence, increased fuel loads from
bark beetle attack have the potential to alter fire behavior and severity
(Hicke et al., 2012; Jenkins et al., 2014). Model projection studies that
utilize field-based data to inform potential fire behavior subsequent to a
bark beetle attack have been conducted for Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga
menziesii var. glauca), lodgepole pine, and Engelmann spruce (Picea
engelmannii) forests in the Intermountain West (Jenkins et al., 2008),
Rocky Mountains (Simard et al., 2011; Schoennagel et al., 2012;
Perrakis et al., 2014; Hoffman et al., 2015), and central Oregon and
Idaho (Hoffman et al., 2012). In each of these studies, changes in fuel
loading and availability caused by bark beetle outbreaks resulted in
increased potential fire behavior compared to unattacked or “endemic”
stands. Jenkins et al. (2008) and Schoennagel et al. (2012) found that
recently attacked stands (i.e., red stage) could result in increased fire
behavior. However, Simard et al. (2011) concluded that such changes
in potential fire behavior were not supported, though limitations in the
assumptions and modeling approaches have been highlighted by others
(Jolly et al., 2012a; Moran and Cochrane, 2012). Hoffman et al. (2015)
used a more advanced physics-based fire modeling approach that ac-
counted for changes in wind patterns and found that recent, higher
intensity bark beetle outbreaks could result in increased rate of fire
spread. These modeled results are also consistent with observations of
increased rate of fire spread from wildfire and experimental fires in
recent (< 5 yrs) bark-beetle affected stands (Perrakis et al., 2014).

Observational studies have also increased our understanding of fire-
bark beetle interaction effects on tree mortality, often assessed through
remote sensing estimates of fire severity based on vegetation change.
Harvey et al. (2013) found that bark beetle outbreaks in Douglas-fir
forests in the Middle Rocky Mountain ecoregion were not associated
with subsequent increases in fire severity. A similar lack of association
was found in higher elevation spruce-fir forests in southwestern Col-
orado under moderate or extreme fire weather conditions (Andrus
et al., 2016). Another study examining mountain pine beetle (Den-
droctonus ponderosae) attacked stands from the Pacific Northwest

showed that fire severity did not increase in recently attacked stands
relative to uninfected stands and that severity decreased with time since
beetle outbreak (Meigs et al., 2016). Although these trends are not
uniform across forest type and regions, other studies in lodgepole pine
forests of the Rocky Mountains have shown increases in fire severity
following bark beetle outbreaks, depending on the time between dis-
turbances and moderate burning conditions (Harvey et al., 2014a,
2014b).

When the sequence of disturbances is reversed, the occurrence of
fire often leads to a facilitated interaction because fire-injured trees can
be weakened sufficiently to encourage bark beetle attack (Thomas and
Agee, 1986; McHugh and Kolb, 2003; Hood and Bentz, 2007; Breece
et al., 2008; Hood et al., 2010). This is typically attributed to the po-
tential for bark beetles to detect volatiles emitted by fire-damaged trees
(Kelsey and Joseph, 2003) and reduced resin flow in trees with greater
crown scorch (Wallin et al., 2003). However, in areas that experience
fires severe enough to kill most or all large live trees that would
otherwise be susceptible to attack, the incidence of interaction is im-
peded (Veblen et al., 1994; Kulakowski et al. 2003; Kulakowski and
Veblen, 2006), though Kulakowski et al. (2012) found that the strength
of this relationship diminished during more recent outbreaks (e.g.,
2000–2010) in lodgepole pine forests of Colorado.

The incidence and intensity of bark beetle attack following fire will
vary widely depending on a number of factors including: the timing and
proximity of fire with bark beetle emergence, bark beetle species and
population levels, the degree of damage and number of susceptible
trees, and post-fire weather impact on beetles and tree vigor (Gibson
and Negrón, 2009 and references therein). In ponderosa pine (Pinus
ponderosa) forests of northern Arizona, the response of bark beetle at-
tack following prescribed fire varied depending on both the amount of
damage, timing of fire, and the bark beetle species present (McHugh
et al., 2003). Bark beetles that are typically less aggressive had a greater
response than more aggressive bark beetle species. Yet, when this dis-
turbance interaction is facilitated it often leads to a synergistic effect on
bark beetle-caused tree mortality when compared to adjacent unburned
areas (Schwilk et al., 2006). Powell et al. (2012) found that post-fire
beetle attack on lodgepole pine in the Greater Yellowstone area was
more common for moderately injured trees and at higher population
levels of mountain pine beetle. While bark beetle-caused mortality is
often elevated after fire, the magnitude of bark beetle attack decreases
rapidly with time since fire (Davis et al., 2012). The inability of bark
beetles to reach outbreak levels is likely related to the reduced avail-
ability of weakened trees and some evidence suggests that areas that
have experienced a previous fire are less prone to bark beetle attack
(Bebi et al., 2003; Kulakowski et al., 2016). Additionally, studies in
ponderosa pine forests that had experienced low severity fires had
greater resin flow (Feeney et al., 1998; Perrakis and Agee, 2006) and
more resin duct defenses (Hood et al., 2015, 2016) compared to long-
unburned forests. Increased allocation to resin defense has been shown
to reduce bark beetle attack and mortality in many pine forest types
(Kane and Kolb, 2010; Ferrenberg et al., 2014; Hood and Sala, 2015).

3.3. Fire-pathogen interactions

Forest disease emerges as an interaction between tree hosts and
pathogens under suitable environmental conditions. Increased warming
will likely alter diseases through individual and combined effects on the
host, pathogen, and environment resulting in some pathogens ex-
panding and others contracting (Sturrock et al., 2011; Altizer et al.,
2013; and references therein). Both native and non-native fungal pa-
thogens occur throughout a variety of fire-prone forested ecosystems,
with many non-native pathogens rapidly increasing in their incidence
across North America (Aukema et al., 2010).

While the evidence for increasing fire frequency and size is
mounting in many landscapes (Dennison et al., 2014; Abatzoglou and
Williams, 2016), the effects on native pathogens are much less certain
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and make generalizations on the incidence of interaction challenging.
Disease effects can range widely from the death of individual leaves to
extensive swaths of forest (Burdon et al., 1989; Gilbert, 2002). The scale
of effect is relevant in that small, isolated attacks will likely result in
fewer interactions with fire. In contrast, pathogens that are more ra-
pidly or continuously dispersed will likely result in more interactions
with fire. A further complicating case is “staggered” disease effects,
where individuals or small patches die in spatially heterogeneous ways
(Meentemeyer et al., 2012). However, in most cases the incidence of
interaction will be neutral, unless the pathogen alters fuel moisture
sufficiently to increase the probability of ignition.

Disease-related tree mortality can, in turn, change the structure or
composition of fuels (Cobb et al., 2012), that can subsequently influ-
ence fire behavior and effects. There are two important temporal
components of pathogen impacts on fuels that vary among tree dis-
eases. First, pathogens may initiate tree mortality at varying rates, with
either acute effects aggregated through time, or chronic effects with a
lower incidence of disease-related mortality at a given time. Second, the
progression of fuel recruitment from pathogen-related mortality can
occur at different rates depending on the duration and number of stages
in the disease epidemic. For example, several wilt-like pathogens (e.g.,
Phytophthora ramorum in the western USA, which causes sudden oak
death) cause short-term leaf death followed by delayed marcescence of
killed foliage. This phenomenon of attached dead leaves with corre-
spondingly low fuel moisture (Kuljian and Varner, 2010) has been
implicated in increased torching, firebrand generation, and spot fires
for tanoak, Notholithocarpus densiflorus, (Metz et al., 2011; Kuljian and
Varner, 2013; Metz et al., 2013) and coast live oak, Quercus agrifolia,
(Shaw et al., 2017) in coastal forests of California. Following eventual
leaf senescence, branches and stems fall and increase surface fuels in
proportion to the amount of basal area affected by the pathogen, which
has been shown to increase modeled surface fire behavior (Valachovic
et al., 2011; Forrestel et al., 2015; Shaw et al., 2017). As mentioned for
bark beetles above, the phase or temporal stage of disease impacts
coincident with fire occurrence is critical for the strength of the inter-
action and magnitude of the disturbance interaction effects (Kuljian and
Varner, 2010; Metz et al., 2011, 2013). Phytophthora ramorum tends to
initiate high tree mortality within a few years of pathogen establish-
ment, but the rate at which dead leaves are cast, snags fragment or fall,
and fuels decompose, will depend on the community composition of the
stand, hosts killed, and environmental variation among infected stands
(Cobb et al., 2012). Other pathogens may be more continuous

producers of woody fuels such as the native root rot pathogens Het-
erobasidion annosum or Armillaria mellea in the western U.S., which
slowly spread from tree to tree and initiate tree mortality over a longer
period. The prevalence or impact of these pathogens can change sud-
denly in response to management decisions (e.g., tree-felling) with
long-lasting changes to forest structure (Slaughter and Rizzo, 1999).
That dead trees are recruited to the surface woody fuelbed is common
across most tree-killing pathogens, although the rate and amount of this
recruitment have undergone little study for most pathogens.

For those pathogens that influence fuel loading and fire behavior,
synergistic interaction effects on tree mortality have been demon-
strated. The effects of these interacting disturbances go beyond the host
species and can affect neighboring species. In coastal California forests,
sudden oak death-killed tanoak caused substantially greater post-fire
mortality for the co-occurring iconic coast redwood, Sequoia sempervi-
rens, a species that experiences minimal pathogen impacts and had
lower mortality in burned areas free of the disease (Metz et al., 2013).
The interaction of fire and disease also led to higher landing rates of
ambrosia beetles compared to areas with either fire or disease, and this
could herald further elevated tree mortality in susceptible species (Beh
et al., 2014).

When the disturbance interaction sequence is reversed, the influ-
ence of fire on subsequent disease dynamics depends on the changes
fire makes to hosts, pathogen, and the environmental conditions. Fires
can also affect the incidence of diseases, reducing pathogens in some
cases (e.g., the relationship between fire and Scirrhia acicola in Pinus
palustris of the southeastern USA; Grelen, 1983), weakening trees suf-
ficiently to promote infection and spread in other cases (Parker et al.,
2006), or disproportionately killing species that play major roles in the
epidemiology of the disease and thereby suppress pathogen in the post-
fire landscape (Beh et al., 2012). In some cases fire (e.g., lower intensity
fires) can impose selective tree mortality because certain species and
genotypes differ in their vulnerability to disturbance and thus can serve
to alter species composition and structure that can impede or hasten the
subsequent disturbance, but this effect likely declines with time since
fire.

4. Areas for further research inquiry

Altered disturbances related to climate changes are evident and the
impact of these changes on disturbance interactions is of increasing
interest to researchers and managers (Turner, 2010; Buma, 2015). Our

Table 2
Suggested research needs related to fire-disturbance interactions.

Interaction Type Interaction Category Research Needs

Drought-Fire
Incidence Determine the extent and temporal trends of drought and fire interactions

Quantify the influence of drought-induce mortality on fuel loading and availability over time
Intensity Develop better methods to assess intensity of drought and fire
Tree mortality effects Directly observe fire behavior following drought-induced tree mortality

Further examine the role of drought in predisposing trees to fire-related mortality
Incorporate direct and indirect effects of drought in post-fire tree mortality models

Bark beetle-Fire
Incidence Determine the extent and temporal trends of bark beetle-fire interactions

Further examine the thresholds for facilitated interactions
Examine bark beetle-fire interactions in historically low severity fire regime forests

Intensity Directly observe fire behavior following bark beetle-induced tree mortality to better determine mechanisms for synergistic effects
Tree mortality effects Acquire additional information on the role of fire in promoting tree resistance to bark beetle attack

Pathogen-Fire
Incidence Determine the extent and temporal trends of pathogen-fire interactions

Quantify the extent of native pathogen outbreaks
Quantify the influence of pathogen-induce mortality on fuel loading and availability over time
Examine more incidences of potential pathogen-fire interactions

Intensity Directly observe fire behavior following pathogen-induced tree mortality
Tree mortality effects Determine the thresholds for pathogen-fire interactions

Examine the influence of sequence on pathogen-fire interactions
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review of fire-disturbance interactions highlights the major findings on
the topic, but research gaps on the incidence, intensity, and effects of
these interactions are evident (Table 2). Regardless of the fire-dis-
turbance interaction type, we consistently noted that more information
is needed on the spatial and temporal drivers of these disturbances
individually and their propensity to interact. While it is logical to think
that the increased frequency of individual disturbance types should
yield increased interactions, the degree to which disturbance interac-
tions are relatively rare occurrences is also not well understood. Our
findings suggest studies that examine the trends in the frequency and
extent of interactions over time are warranted.

Of the published studies on disturbance interactions to date, almost
all have not directly observed or quantified measures of fire behavior
(i.e. intensity) in these disturbance interactions. Existing studies have
either relied on modeled fire behavior or burn severity observations
(but see Perrakis et al., 2014). While these approaches are informative,
similar fire severity patterns can result from differing fire behavior
patterns. For instance, high severity fires can result from either a high
intensity surface fire that scorches the tree sufficiently to cause mor-
tality or through a crown fire that actively consumes the crown.
However, use of satellite-derived estimates of fire intensity have been
well correlated with fire severity measures (Smith and Wooster, 2005;
Heward et al., 2013) and hold promise for quantifying fire intensity for
interactions of disturbances with fire. Future research would benefit
from more studies that directly examine fire behavior to determine the
mechanisms of fire-disturbance interactions.

As we have highlighted, there are many instances where dis-
turbance interactions have resulted in unexpected effects on tree mor-
tality. However, the impacts of these altered disturbance interactions
are highly variable and dependent on many factors related to the in-
dividual disturbance types and the circumstances in which they in-
teract. A better understanding of the patterns, mechanisms, and impacts
of disturbance interactions is essential to determine ecosystem response
and the appropriate management strategies needed before, during, and
after fires. Information on the role of severity of the initial disturbance
and the influence of time between disturbances has recently increased
but there is a continued need for more long-term studies of drought,
beetles, pathogens and other disturbances across a broader range of
fire-prone ecosystems that explicitly examine disturbance effects in the
context of fire. This line of research could include quantifying fuel
quality, abundance, and composition and changes to these conditions
because of drought, beetle attack or forest disease. In particular, there is
a need to determine the thresholds at which facilitated incidences and
synergistic effects occur by climatic region and forest type.

Further elucidation of the patterns, mechanisms, and effects of fire-
disturbance interactions will be largely reliant on interdisciplinary
collaborations across multiple scales that work to increase our under-
standing of this complex topic. As instances of these fire-disturbance
interactions occur across the landscape, we should continue to use these
events as natural experiments to address these research gaps, but also
increase our understanding of how each of these disturbances change
fuels and micro-climate prior to the interaction with fire. Our review
also indicates that, where possible, experimental or manipulative ap-
proaches are needed to better understand disturbance interactions, as
suggested by others (Foster et al., 2016).

We focused our review on examples from the western U.S., which
may limit broad applicability to other regions. Most continents are also
experiencing increased fire activity, drought, and other disturbances
and the impacts of these interactions have (Seidl et al., 2017). While the
summary of studies presented here may be more broadly re-
presentative, our findings will most directly apply to other temperate,
moisture-limited, and fire-prone regions. Yet, western U.S. forests are
also unique in some regards. For instance, much of this region has ex-
perienced a relatively distinct history of fire exclusion for over a cen-
tury that is not common to other fire-prone areas. In addition, the
western U.S. represents a relatively large expansive forested area that

may increase the potential for the incidence of disturbance interactions
that may not be as prevalent in other regions (e.g., Europe). Future
research may examine how broadly the incidence, intensity, and effects
of disturbance interactions in the western U.S. inform other biomes and
regions, and vice versa.

In this review, we only focused on two-way fire-disturbance inter-
actions, however, often times three or more disturbances (e.g.,
drought/bark beetle/fire interactions) can be involved (Allen, 2007;
Kulakowski and Veblen, 2007; Sibold et al., 2007; Allen et al., 2015).
Focusing on the multiple disturbances and circumstances in specific
forest types and regions may be a more approachable way to under-
stand these higher-order interactions (e.g., McKenzie et al., 2008).
Further insights can be made through mechanistic, process-based
modeling (Butler and Dickinson, 2010; Loehman et al., 2016) that can
assess potential effects and develop testable hypotheses that will ulti-
mately provide us with a better understanding of how multiple dis-
turbances influence forest dynamics. The data requirements for such
models can be daunting, but this work will highlight future research
needs and identify areas where generalizations are possible.

The broader impacts of changes in fire-disturbance interactions
clearly extend beyond tree mortality. Incorporating research that fo-
cuses on the consequences of altered disturbance interactions regimes
on regeneration, ecosystem trajectories, ecosystem services, and bio-
sphere-atmosphere interactions will be necessary. As most model pro-
jections indicate continued warming with more varied precipitation,
not only will these changes affect disturbances individually but they
will also affect how these disturbances interact. Without a more com-
prehensive understanding the impacts of changes to disturbance inter-
actions, the effectiveness of policy and management decisions may be
diminished.

5. Conclusions

Increased temperatures and greater incidences of many historically
common and novel disturbances can have profound effects on their
interactions with fire. Existing research suggests that in most cases in-
creases in disturbances that cause elevated tree mortality do not seem
to increase the probability of fire (i.e. neutral interactions), and that fire
weather conditions are often a major overriding driver. However, dis-
turbances that result in tree mortality sufficient to increase surface fine-
fuel loading and lower fuel moisture enough can increase the prob-
ability of ignition. Even still, where changes in surface fuel load and
availability do not increase the probability of a surface fire, changes in
crown fuel characteristics can promote greater incidences of crown fire
when ignitions occur. Clear and consistent evidence of increased crown
fire initiation is lacking across disturbance interaction types, but tended
to occur when under moderate to high intensity of the first disturbance
or low to moderate fire weather conditions.

Our review indicates that where these disturbance interactions
occur the interaction effect on tree mortality is much more varied, often
resulting in simple additive effects. Still, there are circumstances where
the interaction between other disturbances and fire has resulted in sy-
nergistic effects (greater mortality than either disturbance alone). In
these instances the severity of the initial disturbance is moderate to
high and time between disturbances is relatively short. A prolonged or
severe drought that reduces tree vigor sufficiently may promote a sy-
nergistic effect of greater tree mortality during a subsequent fire. When
the sequence of disturbance interaction is reversed (e.g., fire precedes
other disturbances) most evidence suggests that the incidence and ef-
fects of interaction will be reduced (impeded interactions and antag-
onistic interaction effects). For example, when a preceding fire suffi-
ciently reduces competition and removes weakened trees, a subsequent
drought or bark beetle outbreak may result in lower mortality when
compared to a bark beetle outbreak without an initial fire in the area.

Recent research on fire-disturbance interactions has contributed to
our broader understanding on the topic, yet numerous research gaps
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persist. Future studies could focus on developing forest type and region-
specific thresholds that can have unexpected impacts. This information
can then be used to inform broader impacts on biodiversity, ecosystem
function, ecosystem services, and bio-climatic feedbacks. Further in-
formation that examines the mechanisms and thresholds of disturbance
interaction incidences and effects will help facilitate appropriate po-
licies and management strategies.
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