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Supplemental Methods and Results

S1: Longer-term effects of the predator for the adult prey on the prey hatching time
Methods 
	To confirm the long-term effect of the predator of the adult prey on the prey hatching time, we analyzed the unpublished data taken for Wada et al. (2017). We recorded the hatching time of the prey under the predator R. clavigera which feeds on adult prey S. sirius from 8-Jul to 20-Aug-2013. The adult prey spawned egg masses on 13-Aug-2013 and we observed if the embryos hatched from the egg masses or not at every day-time low tide from 14 to 20-Aug-2013. Once it was confirmed that there were no embryos and only egg capsules were present under a microscope, we judged that the embryos had already hatched. 
To compare the differences in the hatching time between the presence and absence of the adult predator cue, we extracted the results of the treatment under the predator cue (i.e., plots with the adult predator and the adult prey in a cage; n = 9) and the control (i.e., plots with an empty cage; n = 9). Generalized linear model (GLM) was used to determine the difference in the effect of the treatments (predator cue treatment vs. control) on the prey hatching time, using Poisson distribution (ln-link function).

Results
The hatching time of S. sirius was not different between the presence or absence of the adult predator cue (χ21 = 0.23, p = 0.64).

S2: Long- and short-term effects of egg predator on the prey hatching time
Methods 
To confirm the effect of duration of exposure of the adult prey to the egg predator on the hatching time, we conducted long-term (29-Jul－31-Aug-2014) and short-term (27－31-Aug-2014) experiments under the egg predation cue in the intertidal area near the Seto Marine Biological Laboratory. We used a rock as a treatment plot and two treatments (long-term treatment and short-term treatment) were conducted in six plots (n = 3 each). 
In the long-term treatment, a fixed number of the egg predator T. musiva and a fixed proportion of the egg masses of the prey S. sirius were put in a cage attached to each plot. The treatment was conducted from one day prior to the prey mating to hatching three times; first: from 29-Jul to 6-Aug-2014, second: from 13 to 20-Aug-2014, and third: from 27-Aug to 3-Sep-2014. The fixed number of the egg predators (n = 5, 6, and 6 in the first, second, and third treatment, respectively) and the fixed proportion of the egg masses (42.13%, 46.75%, and 45.83% in the first, second, and third treatment, respectively) of total egg masses in each plot were put in each cage. The number of egg predators was based on the mean number of predators observed in six rocks without treatment (i.e., Natural plots) just before this experiment (first: 15 to 21-Jul-2014, second: 29-Jul to 6-Aug-2014, third: 13 to 20-Aug-2014). The consumption rates of egg masses were also calculated by dividing the number of egg masses preyed on by T. musiva (i.e., the egg masses that had the egg predators on or had been consumed) by the total number of egg masses laid in Natural plots during the previous spawning–hatching period (first: 15 to 21-Jul-2014, second: 29-Jul to 6-Aug-2014, third: 13 to 20-Aug-2014). 
In the short-term treatment, we put six egg predators and 45.83% egg masses of total egg masses in a cage attached to each plot only from 27-Aug to 3-Sep-2014. The number of egg predators and the consumption rates of egg masses were calculated using the data from 13 to 20-Aug-2014 in the same way as in the long-term treatment. The adult prey mated on 28-Aug-2014 and spawned the egg masses on 29-Aug-2014. We observed if the embryos had hatched or not at every day-time low tides on 30 and 31-Aug-2014. 
GLM was used to determine the differences in the treatments (long-term vs. short-term) on the prey hatching time, using Poisson distribution (ln-link function).

Results
No significant difference was observed between long and short-term exposure to the egg predator in hatching time (F1 = 0.50, P = 0.52). 


S3: Additive vs. halved treatments
Methods 
The prey hatching time was observed under (1) additive treatment (n = 4); the same predator number and prey consumption rate as each AP and EP treatment and (2) halved treatment (n =4); halving both the predator number and the prey consumption rate to keep total predator number and total prey consumption rate equal to each single predator treatment (27-Aug to 2-Sep-2014). Six adult and six egg predators were placed in cages assigned to additive treatment, and three adult and three egg predators were placed in cages assigned to halved treatment. The number of predators was based on the mean number of predators observed in Natural plots before this experiment (14 to 22-Aug-2014). We estimated the prey adult consumption rate (15.52% of total adult individuals in each plot) from the average mortality of adult limpets in Natural plots (with predators) minus those in Control plots (without predators) during the previous mating–hatching period of the treatment experiments (13 to 20-Aug-2014). The consumption rate of egg masses (45.83% of total egg masses in each plot) was also calculated by dividing the number of egg masses preyed on by T. musiva (i.e., the egg masses that had the egg predators on or had been consumed) by all the total number of egg masses laid on Natural plots during the previous spawning–hatching period (14 to 21-Aug-2014). The adult limpets and egg masses corresponding to the fixed consumption rates (15.52% and 45.83%, respectively) were placed into the cages assigned to additive treatment, and half of the adult limpets (7.76%) and egg masses (22.92%) were placed in the cages assigned to halved treatment. The adult prey spawned the egg masses on 29-Aug-2014 and we observed if the embryos hatched or not at every day-time low tide from 30-Aug to 2-Sep-2014. Generalized linear model (GLM) was used to determine the differences between the treatments (additive vs. halved) on the prey hatching time, using Poisson distributions (ln-link function).

Results
There was no significant difference between additive and halved treatments (F1 = 0.43, P = 0.54). 
