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Abstract
Aim: It is important to understand the factors affecting community stability because 
ecosystem function is increasingly at risk from biodiversity loss. Here, we evaluate 
how a key factor, the position of local environmental conditions within the thermal 
range of the species, influences the stability of butterfly communities at a continental 
scale.
Location: Spain, UK and Finland.
Time period: 1999– 2017.
Major taxa studied: Butterflies.
Methods: We tested the following hypotheses about how species responses to tem-
perature anomalies aggregate to influence stability: Hypothesis 1, species have con-
trasting responses to local temperature anomalies at opposing edges of their thermal 
range; hypothesis 2, communities with central thermal range positions have higher 
community stability; and the impacts of thermal range position on community stabil-
ity are driven by hypothesis 3, population asynchrony, or hypothesis 4, additive popu-
lation stability. Data were analysed at 876 sites for 157 species.
Results: We found some support for hypothesis 1, because there were interactions be-
tween thermal range and response to temperature anomalies such that species at dif-
ferent range edges could provide weak compensatory dynamics. However, responses 
were nonlinear, suggesting strong declines with extreme anomalies, particularly at 
the hot range edge. Hypothesis 2 was supported in part, because community stabil-
ity increased with central thermal range positions and declined at the edges, after 
accounting for species richness and community abundance. Thermal range position 
was weakly correlated with asynchrony (hypothesis 3) and population stability (hy-
pothesis 4), although species richness and population abundance had larger impacts.

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, 
provided the original work is properly cited.
© 2022 The Authors. Global Ecology and Biogeography published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

www.wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/geb
mailto:﻿
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8649-0589
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4337-1448
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6723-6833
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1111%2Fgeb.13527&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2022-05-25


    |  1543EVANS et al.

1  |  INTRODUC TION

The relationships between diversity, stability and ecosystem func-
tioning have long been debated (Elton, 1958; May, 1972; Tilman & 
Downing, 1994), and they remain in focus owing to recently observed 
(Díaz et al., 2019) and projected (Ceballos et al., 2020) declines in bio-
diversity. Understanding the responses of species and communities 
to environmental disturbance is also a priority for conservation, given 
the projected increases in the magnitude and frequency of extreme 
climatic events (Donohue et al., 2016; Ummenhofer & Meehl, 2017).

Currently, there are large concerns around insect declines (Cardoso 
et al., 2020), although debate about their severity and extent is ongo-
ing (Simmons et al., 2019; Thomas et al., 2019). Butterflies, one of the 
most monitored and studied insect groups, show evidence of declines 
across Europe (Warren et al., 2021) and in North America (Forister 
et al., 2021). Consequently, understanding the drivers influencing the 
dynamics of populations and communities of this insect group is im-
portant, because synchronous fluctuations in abundance can lead to 
short- term losses of ecosystem function (Greenwell et al., 2019) and 
long- term declines to reduction in mean function provision.

Community and population stability can vary spatially. Butterflies, 
along with declines in abundance, exhibit recent distributional changes 
(Warren et al., 2021). Consistent with the Grinnellian niche concept 
(Grinnell, 1917a, Grinnell, 1917b), distributions of butterfly species are 
driven largely by abiotic factors, such as climate (Settele et al., 2008), 
and their population dynamics are driven by weather (Palmer 
et al., 2017; WallisDeVries et al., 2011). In combination, we can expect 
that populations are most abundant and stable near the centre of their 
niche range and are most sensitive to environmental variation at range 
edges (Brown, 1984; Mills et al., 2017; Osorio- Olvera et al., 2020). 
Consequently, the local dynamics of communities might be impacted 
by the larger- scale biogeographical context of the constituent species, 
in addition to local factors, such as weather anomalies.

The overall stability of a community is contingent on several 
factors. Community stability often increases with biodiversity 
(Cardinale et al., 2012; Jiang & Pu, 2009), although the strength of 
this relationship can vary between systems (Campbell et al., 2011). 
Early mechanistic explanations for diversity– stability relationships 

included the insurance hypothesis (Yachi & Loreau, 1999) and the 
portfolio effect (Doak et al., 1998; Tilman et al., 1998). These are 
now combined in modelling frameworks demonstrating that higher 
species richness increases asynchrony in population dynamics and, 
along with mean population stability, influences the overall commu-
nity stability (Thibaut & Connolly, 2013; Wang & Loreau, 2014).

Therefore, when considering butterflies and other insect 
groups, it is necessary to consider factors that generate asynchrony 
or that lead to higher overall population stability. Asynchrony is 
often associated with competition, but this might be less import-
ant in mobile animal communities where competition is diffuse 
(Loreau & De Mazancourt, 2008). Many animal communities at 
similar trophic levels are characterized by low competition owing 
to limiting similarity (Macarthur & Levins, 1967) or specialization 
(Futuyma & Moreno, 1988). Butterflies are resource generalists 
as adults (Dennis, 1992; Sharp et al., 1974) but more often spe-
cialists as larvae, owing to the adaptions required to circumvent 
structural or chemical plant defences (Ehrlich & Raven, 1964), 
which might limit interspecific competition. Although interspe-
cific competition is present in phytophagous insects (Kaplan & 
Denno, 2007) and can be present in some butterfly species with 
shared host plants (Millan et al., 2013), or through apparent com-
petition (Audusseau et al., 2021), asynchrony might be driven 
primarily by differential responses to weather anomalies, given 
the known effects of climate and weather on distributions and 
population dynamics.

Likewise, weather can have large impacts on population stabil-
ity, particularly in association with range position. The links between 
distribution, abundance and geographical range have long been of 
interest in macroecological theory (e.g., abundant centre hypoth-
esis; Brown, 1984), often supported by mixed evidence (Sagarin 
& Gaines, 2002). But substitution of the geographical position 
with niche position (abundant niche centre hypothesis; Martínez- 
Meyer et al., 2013; Yañez- Arenas et al., 2014) shows support for in-
creased abundance (Osorio- Olvera et al., 2020), positive population 
trends (Manthey et al., 2015) and genetic variation (de Mazancourt 
et al., 2014) towards niche centres. Consistent with this, butterflies 
are more impacted by weather anomalies towards geographical 
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range edges (Mills et al., 2017), although the effect of niche posi-
tion is less explored. Consequently, the mean population stability 
of a community might be impacted not only by the absolute size of 
a weather anomaly, but also by the niche position of the population. 
Therefore, for both the main factors influencing community stability 
(i.e., asynchrony and population stability), the bioclimatic context of 
species and their responses to key weather variables might be key 
factors to understand and predict differences in community stability 
at large scales.

A challenge with selecting a key environmental driver for com-
munity stability is that species vary in their sensitivity to different 
environmental variables (Lawson et al., 2015). Functional responses 
to many variables, although identified (McDermott Long et al., 2017; 
Roy et al., 2001), are not typically known in detail, limiting our un-
derstanding of how responses combine to influence the whole com-
munity. Therefore, the approach applied here is to select a single 
influential type of anomaly and evaluate how species responses 
contribute to community stability, asynchrony, mean population 
stability or any other stabilizing mechanism. Likewise, to under-
stand the impact of bioclimatic context, we apply the abiotic niche 
(Grinnell, 1917b; Hutchinson, 1957) and the abundant niche centre 
(Martínez- Meyer et al., 2013; Yañez- Arenas et al., 2014) concepts 

along a single major axis. This allows us to understand how the range 
position of species combines with local climatic anomalies to influ-
ence community stability at large scales. We select here tempera-
ture, owing to its influence on key biological rates that impact fitness 
(Kingsolver, 2009) and because it gives insight into the potential 
ecological impacts of climate change (Altwegg et al., 2017; Palmer 
et al., 2017; Pandori & Sorte, 2019).

Temperature responses are relatively well characterized in ecto-
therms (Angilletta et al., 2002, 2010), with biological rates typically 
increasing up to an optimum temperature before subsequently de-
clining rapidly (Briere et al., 1999; Huey & Kingsolver, 1989; Shi & 
Ge, 2010). Therefore, an expectation is that populations of species 
at the cold edge of their temperature range (position in the tempera-
ture range is termed here “thermal range position”) will have con-
trasting responses to local temperature anomalies compared with 
populations of species that are at the hot edge (i.e., position in the 
thermal range is a potential mechanism driving asynchrony in popula-
tion dynamics of different species; Jiguet et al., 2010). Position in the 
thermal range can also impact the average stability of a population 
because those near their optimum might have milder responses to 
anomalies than those at range edges where populations are prone to 
crashes (Mills et al., 2017; Oliver et al., 2014). However, temperature 

F I G U R E  1  Hypothesized responses to temperature anomalies at five sites across a thermal range for species showing different 
combinations of thermal specialism and local adaptation. The mean temperature at the five sites is indicated by the vertical dashed lines, 
with colour representing the mean temperature (e.g., blue to red, cold to hot mean temperatures). In ectotherms, thermal performance (e.g., 
rates of growth, development and survival) are characterized by a shape that increases to a maximum before decreasing more sharply. We 
define local adaptation as the matching of the thermal performance curve for a species to the mean local conditions. (a,c) Species with low 
local adaptation have a single curve across their range. (e,g) In contrast, adapted species have their maximum thermal performance at the 
mean conditions at a site. To generate the potential impacts of temperature anomalies on population growth rate for these adaptation– 
specialism combinations, we simulated temperature observations for the five sites: one site at the optimum temperature for the performance 
curve shown in (a,c), then at 80, 90, 110 and 120% of this value. Linear models predicting logarithmic growth rate were then fitted to these 
data with fixed effects matching the structure of a model described below in Equation (1). (b,d,f,h) The expected mean responses. Further 
details about the simulation are presented in the Supporting Information (Appendix S2)
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responses might also be influenced by local adaptation or acclima-
tization (Huey & Kingsolver, 1989), impacting the expected mean 
population stability and asynchrony in the community.

Here, we test how the position in the thermal range and tem-
perature anomalies combine to influence community stability at a 
European scale. We test the following four hypotheses (H1– H4): H1, 
populations at the cold and hot range edges of their thermal range 
will have contrasting responses to local temperature anomalies (see 
Figure 1 for a simulation articulating H1); and H2, communities with 
a more mixed composition of species' thermal range positions will 
have more stable dynamics overall. The two further hypotheses test 
possible mechanisms driving the effects of thermal range position: 
H3, communities composed of species from a mix of range positions 
will have contrasting population responses to temperature anoma-
lies, leading to asynchrony in abundance and higher overall commu-
nity stability; and H4, populations near the centre of species' thermal 
ranges will be more stable, meaning that communities with more 
populations at the thermal range centres will, overall, be more stable 
(for a diagram articulating H2, H3 and H4, see Supporting Information 
Figure S1). We used the inverse of temporal variation in total com-
munity abundance as a proxy for community stability (Tilman, 1999) 
because it is tightly related to ecosystem function owing to mass 
ratio effects (Dangles & Malmqvist, 2004; Grime, 1998; Smith & 
Knapp, 2003).

2  |  MATERIAL S AND METHODS

2.1  |  Data

Data were collected with butterfly monitoring schemes carried out 
in Finland, Spain (Catalonia) and the UK. The schemes consist of 
a network of sites where volunteers count butterflies along tran-
sects following a standardized framework called the “Pollard walk” 
(Pollard & Yates, 1993). We then processed counts using generalized 
additive models (GAMs) to provide an index of abundance per site 
and year (Dennis et al., 2013; Schmucki et al., 2016). In the case of 
missing counts, we interpolated from the GAM fitted to counts made 
at other sites in the same bioclimatic zone (Metzger et al., 2013; 
Schmucki et al., 2016). This approach generates unbiased estimates 
of abundance and performs better than interpolations from simple 
linear regressions (Dennis et al., 2013). However, to assure robust 
estimates, we removed indices of abundance with >50% of missing 
observations (Schmucki et al., 2016).

The schemes started in different years, and the number of 
sites per region varied: Finland (1999, number of sites = 107), 
Spain (1994, number of sites = 130) and the UK (1976, number 
of sites = 2128). Therefore, Finland, the country with the short-
est scheme, set the study period (1999– 2017). From each of the 
schemes, only those sites with >10 years of data were retained, 
leaving 59, 55 and 762 sites from Spain, Finland and the UK, re-
spectively. The data included 157 species, and Spain had the high-
est species richness and the highest number of species (S) unique 

to the country (S = 131, unique = 74), followed by Finland (S = 58, 
unique = 12) and the UK (S = 58, unique = 8). We converted counts 
into densities by dividing the indices of abundance by the transect 
length, thus standardizing the measure of abundance across tran-
sects of different lengths.

Temperature data were obtained from the European Climatic 
and Assessment Dataset (ECAD) project (Haylock et al., 2008; Klok 
& Klein Tank, 2009). ECAD provides gridded daily temperatures at 
a 0.1° scale through interpolations from observations collected by a 
network of meteorological stations. The temperature was collected 
to the nearest degree at each site from the period of 1999– 2017.

2.2  |  Thermal range construction

The locations of the transect sites within the thermal range of each 
species were measured in environmental (temperature) space. We 
took this approach because our focus was the position of a species 
in its temperature niche, rather than geographical position, because 
changes in landscape features and seasonal variation in climate at a 
continental scale can decouple the relationship between geographi-
cal space and weather (Loarie et al., 2009).

It was also necessary to select the temperature for a given time 
period because, given our broad biogeographical scale, different lo-
cations will have different positions in the temperature niche over 
time (e.g., sites in Finland are warmer in summer than sites in the UK 
but colder in winter). Furthermore, given that our analysis included 
many species with varying phenologies, it required a broad period. 
We selected spring (March– May) because it coincides with the de-
velopmental period for many species and should be a broad enough 
period to capture differences across our spatial scale without aver-
aging out anomalies. To standardize the position in niche space, we 
first took the daily temperatures at each site for the spring period 
and calculated the mean for the preceding 30 years (1988– 2017) to 
obtain an average site temperature (T). We then transformed these 
mean values (Equation 1) such that the maximum mean temperature 
for each species across all sites was given a score of one and the 
minimum mean temperature minus one. Thus, every site- by- species 
combination had a position within the thermal range between minus 
one and one:

where Tij is the mean temperature of the site for species i at site j, and T 
is the set of mean temperatures from all sites for that species.

The thermal range preserved the relative difference between 
the temperatures at the sites where a species was observed but 
standardized thermal range differences between species, hence a 
score of +.75 covers 87.5% of the total projected temperature range 
for a species independent of the absolute size of the temperature 
range. Note that the temperature range across all our monitoring 
sites from Catalonia (Spain) to Finland will not always capture the 
full thermal range for every species (e.g., some extend beyond the 

(1)Thermal range positionij = 2
[
Tij −min(T)∕max(T) −min(T)

]
,
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southern Mediterranean region into Africa), but the standardization 
reflects the relative thermal range position in our sampled dataset.

2.3  |  Hypothesis 1: Negative covariance in 
response to temperature anomalies at thermal 
range edges

We predicted that the population responses of a species, in terms of 
change in the logarithm of abundance between one year (Nt−1) and the 
next (Nt), ln(Nt/Nt−1), to a local temperature anomaly will be depend-
ent on the position of the site within the thermal range for the species 
and that populations at the cold and hot edges will have contrasting 
responses to a given direction of temperature anomaly (see articula-
tion of the hypothesis in Figure 1). To test this hypothesis, we fitted 
the relationship between the change in population size in response to 
a local temperature anomaly (the difference each year between the 
observed seasonal mean temperature and the average seasonal tem-
perature conditions at a site over the last 30 years) and the thermal 
range position for all species in a hierarchical Bayesian model.

We predicted, on average, a nonlinear response, with large 
temperature anomalies either above or below the mean reducing 
population size, but also that the shape/direction of this response 
might be influenced by thermal range position and would vary be-
tween species. Given that thermal performance might be nonlinear 
(Figure 1a), we included fixed and random quadratic and cubic terms 
for temperature anomaly and interactions of each of these terms 
with thermal range position (Equation 2). The cubic model allowed 
the shape of the response to vary between species and to vary with 
range position, accounting for varying amounts of factors such as 
local adaptation (Figure 1b,f). It also allowed us to account for sharp 
drops in performance with large anomalies. We also included a fixed 
and random density dependence term of the logarithm of the popu-
lation size in the previous year and random effects of site and year to 
account for repeated measures (further discussion regarding model 
alternatives is provided in Supporting Information Appendix S3).

To start, we fitted the a priori plausible maximal model 
(Equation 2). Fitting this model produced singular fits in higher- 
order random effect terms. Consequently, we simplified the model 
by progressively removing the singular highest- order terms one at a 
time until we obtained a model with sensible precision overall ran-
dom effects (Equation 2) (Barr et al., 2013). The removal of these 
higher- order terms reduced the deviance information criterion (DIC; 
Spiegelhalter et al., 2002) and the Watanabe– Akaike information 
criterion (WAIC; Watanabe & Opper, 2010) scores of the model fit.

 

Here, subscripts refer to site j, species i and year k; σ2 refers to 
the variance and f(θxy) the value of the Gaussian spatial field at loca-
tion x,y; trange refers to the thermal range position and temp anom-
aly the local temperature anomaly.

We used the integrated Laplace approximation (INLA) method 
for approximate Bayesian inference (Rue et al., 2009), which provides 
a method for fitting a Matérn covariance spatial autocorrelation 
function, through a weak solution to a stochastic partial differen-
tial equation (SPDE) (Gómez- Rubio, 2020; Lindgren et al., 2011; 
Lindgren & Rue, 2015). Further information about prior selection is 
provided in the Supporting Information (Appendix S3).

2.4  |  Hypothesis 2: Community stability 
from thermal range position

We predicted that communities with central thermal range positions on 
average will have more stable community dynamics. To measure com-
munity stability, we used the inverse coefficient of variation (CV) for 
yearly abundance counts summed across all species at a site across the 
sampling period (maximum of 30 years), hence it was a measure of vari-
ation in total community abundance. This approach is similar to stabil-
ity measures used for studies of ecosystem functioning (e.g., Donohue 
et al., 2016; Hautier et al., 2015), although here we do not extrapolate 
our results to function. Given that time series were not identical in 
length, we used a bias correction for smaller sample sizes, because the 
CV can be underestimated from shorter time series, and we also limited 
the data to sites with ≥10 years of data (Equations 3.1 and 3.2):

 

where † refers to the bias- corrected estimate of the coefficient of vari-
ation at site j and n to the sample size, σ to the standard deviation of 
abundance, and μ to the mean abundance.

Community stability is also known to be affected by species rich-
ness (Tilman & Downing, 1994) and mean abundance (Taylor, 1961). 
Therefore, at each site, we calculated the mean thermal range position 
of the species (using range position from average yearly temperatures), 
the mean community abundance (measured as density to compare 
across transects of different lengths) and the species richness.

For the model, we predicted a quadratic effect of thermal range 
position on community stability, because stability should increase 

(2)Ln
(
Nt∕Nt−1

)
ijk

∼N
(
yijk | σ2

)

yijk= lnNt−1+temp anomaly+temp anomaly2+temp anomaly3

+trange posi+trangei: temp anomaly+trangei: temp anomaly2

+trangei: temp anomaly3+ lnNt−1i+temp anomalyi

+temp anomaly2 i+trangei: temp anomalyi+trangei: temp anomaly2 i

+Sitej+Yeark+Speciesi+ f
(
θxy

)

Sitej ∼ N
(
0|σ2 j

)

Yeark ∼ N
(
0|σ2k

)

Speciesi ∼ N
(
0|σ2 i

)

(3.1)CVj † =
σj

μj

(
1 +

1

4nj

)
,

(3.2)Community stabilityj =
1

CVj†
,

~
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with a mean range score of zero and decrease when species are, on 
average, at either side of the range edges, and we also included lin-
ear effects of species richness and mean community abundance to 
control for their effects on stability:

 

Symbols used here are the same as in Equation 2.

2.5  |  Hypothesis 3: Asynchrony

We hypothesized two mechanisms that might explain the effect of 
thermal range position on community stability: H3, communities 
composed of species from a mix of range positions will have con-
trasting population responses to temperature anomalies, leading to 
asynchrony in abundance and higher overall community stability; 
and H4, populations near the centre of species' thermal ranges will 
be more stable, meaning that communities with more populations at 
the thermal range centres will, overall, be more stable.

We predicted that if asynchrony was influenced by opposing thermal 
range positions, the mean synchrony in the community (i.e., averaged 
across all pairs of species) should be lowest in communities with central 
average range positions (i.e., concave up relationship). To test this, we cal-
culated the average population synchrony (measured as the mean of all 
pairwise correlations across species' time series at a site), including only 
species pairs with ≥10 concurrent observations. We then constructed a 
linear model (Equation 5) for synchrony against mean range position and 
mean range position2. Given that synchrony is expected to increase with 
species richness (Ives et al., 1999; Thibaut & Connolly, 2013), this was 
calculated for each site and included in the model.

 

Here, μ indicates the mean, and other symbols are as in Equation 2.
Given that we were modelling an estimate of mean synchrony, 

the regression was weighted by the inverse of the variance to con-
trol for variation in the precision of the estimate of the mean owing 
to differences in sample size. INLA does not offer a straightforward 
method for implementing weighted regression;consequently, we 
used the “brms” package (Bürkner, 2017) to fit a weighted regression 
using Hamiltonian Monte Carlo through Stan (Carpenter et al., 2017).

2.6  |  Hypothesis 4: Population stability

We predicted that average population stability might increase at 
the centre of the thermal range, leading to increased community 

stability. We calculated the stability of the population dynam-
ics of each species at each site, as in Equations 3.1 and 3.2, along 
with the mean population abundance. Observations included 
only species– site combinations with ≥10 observations in total, 
as in Equation 4. To test our hypothesis, we constructed a model 
with fixed and random effects of range position, range position2 
and mean population abundance, along with random intercepts 
of year and site. After fitting, the year intercept was found to be 
near singular and was removed from the model. Population abun-
dance was also Ln- transformed before the fit because there were 
a few large populations that had an outsized influence on coeffi-
cient estimates. Information on priors is provided in the Supporting 
Information (Appendix S1).

 

 

 

All models were constructed in R v.4.1.1 (R Core Team, 2021). 
The hierarchical Bayesian models were fitted using the “INLA” pack-
age (Lindgren & Rue, 2015), and the package “brinla” was used to 
aid in diagnostics (Faraway et al., 2021). Polygons for barrier mod-
els were taken from the “rnaturalearth” package (South, 2017), 
and spatial fields were plotted using functions from the paper by 
Krainski et al. (2018). Code supporting the results is archived at DOI: 
10.5281/zenodo.6350070.

3  |  RESULTS

3.1  |  Hypothesis 1: Responses to temperature 
anomalies across the thermal range

The model fit did not conform precisely to a thermal performance 
curve, although responses of population growth to anomalies were 
nonlinear. Species in the warmer half of their thermal range were 
most impacted by large anomalies, showing decreased growth 
rates with hot anomalies and increased growth with cold anomalies 
(Figure 2a). The response to temperature anomalies was weaker 
overall at the cold edge of the range, and there was evidence of con-
trasting responses, with species at the hot edge performing worse 
with high- temperature anomalies and better with low- temperature 
anomalies compared with species at the cold edge (Table 1; 
Figure 2a). However, at extreme hot temperatures the popula-
tions from all range positions declined, and towards the warm edge 
the declines were substantial. The variance of the random effects 
(Table 1) suggested that there was interspecies variety in both the 
shape of the response and the importance of the interaction terms. 
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The spatial field demonstrated relatively broad- scale regional cor-
relations (range c. 95 km) in average population changes in the areas 
such as the south- east of England, showing lower growth rates 
relative to much of the interior, and the north- eastern tip of Spain, 
showing higher growth rates than the interior (Figure 2b).

3.2  |  Hypothesis 2: Community stability

Community stability was influenced by thermal range position, with 
stability increasing from low mean range positions to central range 
positions, although the fit suggested that stability declined only at 
the very upper end of mean range positions (Figure 3a,c). Species 
richness increased stability; however, the 95% credible interval 
for mean community abundance overlapped with zero, although it 
was still positively associated with community stability. The spatial 
field showed much smaller- scale spatial correlations compared with 
those found for growth rates with a geographical range of c. 25 km 
(Figure 3b; Supporting Information Table S1).

3.3  |  Hypothesis 3: Asynchrony

We found that synchrony tended towards being slightly concave up 
with thermal range position (Figure 4a). However, species richness 

had a clearer effect, with species richness decreasing synchrony 
(Figure 4b,c; Supporting Information Table S2).

3.4  |  Hypothesis 4: Population stability

For mean population stability, rather than an increase in the cen-
tre of the range, stability was lowest at the hottest range edge 
(Figure 5a; Supporting Information Table S2), although the overall 
effect was weak. However, mean population abundance increased 
stability (Figure 5b).

4  |  DISCUSSION

We tested four hypotheses about how the position of species within 
their thermal range and anomalies interact to influence population 
responses and community stability: H1, species will have contrasting 
responses to temperature anomalies at different ends of their ther-
mal ranges; H2, communities consisting of populations with central 
thermal range positions on average will be more stable; H3, commu-
nities composed of species from a mix of range positions will have 
contrasting population responses to temperature anomalies, leading 
to asynchrony in abundance and higher overall community stability; 
and H4, populations near the centre of species' thermal ranges will 

F I G U R E  2  (a) Marginal fit of the relationship of interannual population change [ln(Nt/Nt−1)] to local temperature anomaly for different 
thermal range positions across all species. For the position in the standardized range shown on the colour bar, minus one refers to the 
coldest site occupied by the species and one to hottest site (95% confidence intervals for the fit are shown in Supporting Information Figure 
S7). (b) Spatial field showing the change in intercept for interannual population change across the study area after accounting for the other 
effects (i.e., the field indicates areas with correlated dynamics and with higher or lower average growth rates)
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be more stable, meaning that communities with more populations at 
the thermal range centres will, overall, be more stable. Hypothesis 1 
was supported in part, because we found that the location of spe-
cies within the thermal range influenced responses to local tempera-
ture anomalies (Table 1; Figure 2), and populations at the hot edge 
performed worse with high- temperature anomalies and vice versa. 
However, responses were highly nonlinear relative to expectations 
(Figures 1 and 2), and with extreme anomalies the populations at 
the hot edge showed large declines (~60% decline for +3°C) with 
hot- temperature anomalies and population growth with cold anoma-
lies (~30% increase for −2.5°C). Populations at the hot edge were 
also most responsive to temperature anomalies, with the cold edge 
showing smaller reductions in performance at both edges of the 
thermal range. Hypothesis 2 was also supported because, after ac-
counting for species richness and community abundance, commu-
nity stability decreased towards range edges (Figure 3; Supporting 
Information Table S1). The mechanisms (H3 and H4), however, were 

less clear, because synchrony decreased only marginally towards the 
centre, and mean population stability declined towards the hotter 
range edge but did not noticeably peak at the range centre.

Our analysis of responses to temperature anomalies (Figure 2a) 
suggests that the composition of thermal range positions at a site 
is unlikely to aggregate in a simple, consistent way to impact com-
munity stability. This is because the degree of synchrony between 
species responses might be contingent upon the relative size of the 
temperature anomaly. For example, two species at either side of 
the centre of their thermal ranges might have small asynchronous 
responses to moderate weather variation, but in an extreme high- 
temperature event, both species might be pushed beyond thermal 
limits (Sunday et al., 2014) and crash synchronously. Our test of the 
asynchrony mechanism supports this, because synchrony decreased 
only slightly in the centre of the range, with species richness having 
a much larger effect.

A few reasons might explain why we found only a weak impact 
of asynchrony with thermal range position. First, although tempera-
ture is an important driver, butterfly species are impacted by other 
weather variables, such as precipitation (Herrando et al., 2019; Roy 
et al., 2001) and aridity (Oliver et al., 2015). This might disrupt the 
expected opposing responses of species at different thermal range 
edges. Second, temperature can also affect species in unpredictable 
ways owing to its impact on natural enemies or host plants, and 
phenology might also vary across the study region, affecting the 
life stage impacted by the anomaly (McDermott Long et al., 2017). 
Consequently, asynchrony might be a larger driver of stability in but-
terfly communities in general, but the contrasting responses are not 
strongly connected to the thermal range constructed here. Instead, 
large temperature anomalies might lead to synchrony rather than 
asynchrony.

Our results suggest that populations at the hot edge of the ther-
mal range are, in general, more responsive to weather anomalies 
than those at the cold edge. Previous work has shown that butter-
fly populations are more variable at range edges (Mills et al., 2017; 
Oliver et al., 2012), but greater declines in population growth rates 
towards the hottest edge have also been noted in US butterflies 
(Breed et al., 2013) and birds (Jiguet et al., 2010). We provide fur-
ther support for population instability at the hot edge with our 
analysis on the mechanisms (H3 and H4), finding that populations at 
the hot edge are the least stable. These results are consistent with 
abundant niche centre hypotheses (Martínez- Meyer et al., 2013; 
Yañez- Arenas et al., 2014), and we add here new evidence for niche 
position impacting both population and community stability, in ad-
dition to abundance (Osorio- Olvera et al., 2020). But the increased 
impact of temperature variation and the decline in populations at the 
warmer edge are also suggestive of impacts of climate warming on 
butterfly populations. Negative impacts of climate change on pop-
ulation trends have been noted in many taxa, including butterflies 
(Martay et al., 2017); therefore, management might be required to 
enhance the stability of populations at the warm edge with future 
climate change (Oliver et al., 2015). Furthermore, the results suggest 
that relative niche position might be a simple but important indicator 

TA B L E  1  Estimated regression parameters for relationships 
between population change, temperature anomalies and thermal 
range position using the hierarchical Bayesian model in Equation 2

Fixed effects Mean

Lower 
credible 
interval

Upper 
credible 
interval

Intercept 0.636 0.556 0.717

LnNt−1 −0.360 −0.388 −0.322

Temperature anomaly 0.026 0.007 0.045

Temperature anomaly2 −0.003 −0.015 0.010

Temperature anomaly3 −0.008 −0.012 −0.005

Range position −0.018 −0.051 0.015

Temperature anomaly:Range 
position

0.004 −0.020 0.015

Temperature anomaly2:Range 
position

0.014 −0.002 0.030

Temperature anomaly3:Range 
position

−0.007 −0.011 −0.002

Variances random effects

σ 0.550 0.546 0.553

Intercept site 0.014 0.012 0.016

Intercept year 0.018 0.012 0.028

Intercept species 0.062 0.050 0.077

LnNt−1 0.021 0.013 0.031

Temperature anomaly 0.0064 0.0052 0.0081

Temperature anomaly2 0.0032 0.0024 0.0040

Temperature anomaly:Range 
position

0.0073 0.0057 0.096

Temperature anomaly2:Range 
position

0.0041 0.0031 0.0056

Range spatial field (km) 94.85 55.27 156.37

Standard deviation spatial field 0.054 0.047 0.062

Note: Credible intervals are set to contain 95% of the posterior. LnNt−1 
refers to the log of the abundance of the previous year.
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of the populations and communities most at risk from climate change 
(e.g., Settele et al., 2008).

Although populations towards the hot end of the thermal range 
were more unstable, the communities at these locations were only 
marginally less stable than in the centre, and communities in Finland, 
at the cold edge, were overall the least stable. This is likely to be 
attributable to a combination of these communities having lower 
abundance and species richness than the communities in the UK 
and Spain, respectively; Spain, in particular, has much higher spe-
cies richness than the other two countries. We do not include asyn-
chrony directly in Equation 4, which ultimately drives the species 
richness effect (Thibaut & Connolly, 2013), and we only include spe-
cies richness, which could lead to an underestimation of the negative 
impacts of communities dominated by populations at the hot range 

edge. Therefore, a more structural account of the initial impact of 
species richness on asynchrony, then of asynchrony on community 
stability (e.g., Olivier et al., 2020), could be informative for under-
standing community stability at this broad spatial scale.

Furthermore, the compositional change in species between the 
countries might also account for some differences in community 
stability. The UK contains the northern range limits of many spe-
cies owing to its cool climate (Warren et al., 2001), and the species 
assemblage that survives in the UK might be an adaptable and re-
silient subset of the wider European assemblage (Thomas, 1993). 
Average trait differences between the assemblages might also ex-
plain differences in community stability beyond range position, be-
cause mobility has been shown to impact recent population trends 
in butterflies (Eskildsen et al., 2015), and numerous traits impact the 

F I G U R E  3  (a) Marginal fit of the relationship between mean thermal range position and community stability. The thick line shows the fit 
and dashed lines the 95% credible intervals. (b) Spatial field showing the change in intercept for community stability across the study area 
after accounting for the fixed effects (i.e., it shows areas of higher or lower stability, not driven by the factors in Equation 4). (c) Coefficients 
from the model presented in Equation 4. Effect sizes are shown as black squares, with 95% confidence intervals as lines. An asterisk is used 
to highlight effects where confidence intervals do not overlap zero

F I G U R E  4  Marginal relationships between synchrony and (a) mean thermal range position, (b) species richness, and (c) coefficients from 
the model fitted in Equation 5. For (a,b), Spanish sites are shown in red, Finnish sites in blue and UK sites in green. Lines show marginal fits 
with 95% credible intervals. Point sizes vary to show weighting of points in the regression. Note that (a) does not show the full extent of the 
residuals, in order to show the model fit better. For (c), effect sizes are shown as black squares with 95% confidence intervals as lines. An 
asterisk is used to highlight effects where confidence intervals do not overlap zero



    |  1551EVANS et al.

sensitivity to climate change for many species (Pacifici et al., 2017). 
Finally, Spain also contains the largest number of unique species, and 
although there are large temperature differentials between sites in 
Spain, some species might have thermal range limits beyond those 
encountered. Consequently, extending the study to include a larger 
area and to include data from other European butterfly monitoring 
schemes might provide an increased resolution for understanding 
population and community responses to temperature anomalies at 
the European scale.

After accounting for the effects of thermal range position and 
temperature anomalies, we found differing patterns in the spatial 
fields that represent average rates of population change and com-
munity stability across the study area (Figures 2b and 3b). There is 
a general expectation that sites closer to one another should have 
similar dynamics because they share various environmental condi-
tions (Tobler, 1970), which we found. The spatial pattern for rates of 
change of interannual population was in the range of 100 km, sug-
gesting similar patches of average population change at regional 
scales for our countries. The spatial field for community stability, 
however, showed a smaller- scale patterning (range c. 25 km). The dif-
ferent spatial patterns are likely to be influenced by different drivers. 
Population dynamics might be driven by regional weather conditions 
(Breed et al., 2013), possibly interacting with broad land- cover types 
(Stefanescu et al., 2011) or factors such as elevation. The Spanish 
sites offer a possible example of this, with the north- eastern tip of 
Catalonia, which is associated with higher elevation and greater 
amounts of woodland cover (García Viñas et al., 2006), showing more 
positive trends than the adjacent interior. Alternatively, the smaller- 
scale pattern of community stability might be related to landscape 
heterogeneity (Oliver et al., 2010) or small- scale variations in site 

quality owing to differences in local- scale habitat management. These 
processes require further investigation, but our results demonstrate 
the potential of INLA for deriving new hypotheses around the drivers 
of community and population variability at varying scales.

We note some additional limitations with the research. First, the 
environmental data are ultimately coarse grained (c. 11 km × 11 km), 
and species are not solely responsive to changes in mean tempera-
ture. Insects are influenced by the microclimate (Duffy et al., 2015), 
fine- scale habitat features (Aguirre- Gutiérrez et al., 2017) and 
multiple landscape factors. Second, ectotherm development is 
influenced by the cumulative effects of temperature (e.g., grow-
ing degree days), and in these cases the average temperatures or 
anomalies can be misleading (Denny, 2017; Sunday et al., 2014). 
Linking community patterns with detailed mechanisms, such as 
context- dependent growth rates, is a major challenge and currently 
has been attempted only at small scales (e.g., White et al., 2020). In 
future, modelling efforts might be better able to connect species 
physiology to large- scale patterns observed for butterflies by using 
standardized schemes (Johnston et al., 2019), but this would require 
tighter integration of the cycle of data collection, theory, modelling 
and testing than is typically practised (Boult & Evans, 2021; Dietze 
et al., 2018). Finally, our data might contain observational errors, 
which have been shown to explain variation in community stabil-
ity (de Mazancourt et al., 2014). There has been exploratory work 
on the possible impacts of species detectability in butterfly counts 
(Isaac et al., 2011), but it remains unclear whether adjusting for de-
tectability would improve estimates of real abundance. Given that 
we measure variation in relative abundance across years at fixed 
locations, where detectability should be reasonably constant, it is 
unlikely to have a large impact on our results.

F I G U R E  5  Marginal relationships between population stability and (a) thermal range position, or (b) natural logarithm of mean abundance. 
Spanish sites are shown in red, Finnish sites in blue and UK sites in green. Lines show marginal fits with 95% credible intervals. Note that (a) 
does not show the full extent of the residuals, in order to show the model fit better



1552  |    EVANS et al.

5  |  CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we have demonstrated that the interaction of thermal range 
position and local anomalies influences both interannual population 
change and community stability in butterflies at a broad biogeographical 
scale. We found that range edge communities were less stable and that 
populations near the hot edge of the thermal range were most strongly 
influenced by temperature anomalies. Responses were also nonlinear, 
meaning that many species might be impacted strongly by extreme heat 
events. Aggregating population responses across a single- niche dimen-
sion, although informative, does not simply predict community stability, 
because we found that small temperature anomalies can produce weak 
compensatory dynamics, but large extreme events might synchronize 
dynamics. Our results suggest that niche position is an important deter-
minant of community and population stability, but the larger sensitivity 
of populations at the hot edge suggests that community stability at hot 
locations might be most impacted by climate change.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
L.C.E. designed the study and performed the analysis. R.S. processed 
the butterfly indices before analysis. L.C.E., T.H.O. and Y.M. wrote the 
first draft. All other authors contributed substantially to revisions.

ACKNOWLEDG MENTS
We thank the volunteers for collecting their butterfly observations 
and the funders of the schemes for obtaining the data required for this 
study. The UK butterfly monitoring scheme is organized and funded 
by Butterfly Conservation, the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology, 
British Trust for Ornithology and the Joint Nature Conservation 
Committee. The Catalan butterfly monitoring scheme is funded by 
the Catalan Government, the Barcelona Provincial Council and other 
local partners. The Catalan butterfly monitoring scheme also incorpo-
rates the Andora butterfly monitoring scheme, which is run by Centre 
d'Estudis de la Neu i la Mutanya d'Andorra (CENMA) and funded by 
Govern d'Andorra. The Finnish butterfly monitoring scheme is organ-
ized and funded by the Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE). We also 
thank two anonymous reviewers and the handling editor Dr Petr Keil, 
who provided helpful comments for improving the manuscript.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
Standardized monitoring data for Catalonia and Finland are avail-
able upon request to the Catalan butterfly monitoring scheme and 
Finnish butterfly monitoring scheme, respectively. UK monitoring 
data are freely available from the Environmental Information Data 
Centre (EIDC). Community- level data and code in support of the re-
sults are available at: 10.5281/zenodo.6350070.

ORCID
Luke Christopher Evans  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8649-0589 
Yolanda Melero  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4337-1448 
Philipp H. Boersch- Supan  https://orcid.
org/0000-0001-6723-6833 

R E FE R E N C E S
Aguirre- Gutiérrez, J., WallisDeVries, M. F., Marshall, L., van't Zelfde, M., 

Villalobos- Arámbula, A. R., Boekelo, B., Bartholomeus, H., Franzén, 
M., & Biesmeijer, J. C. (2017). Butterflies show different functional 
and species diversity in relationship to vegetation structure and 
land use. Global Ecology and Biogeography, 26, 1126– 1137.

Altwegg, R., Visser, V., Bailey, L. D., & Erni, B. (2017). Learning from sin-
gle extreme events. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: 
Biological Sciences, 372, 20160141.

Angilletta, M. J., Huey, R. B., & Frazier, M. R. (2010). Thermodynamic 
effects on organismal performance: Is hotter better? Physiological 
and Biochemical Zoology, 83, 197– 206.

Angilletta, M. J., Niewiarowski, P. H., & Navas, C. A. (2002). The evolution 
of thermal physiology in ectotherms. Journal of Thermal Biology, 27, 
249– 268.

Audusseau, H., Ryrholm, N., Stefanescu, C., Tharel, S., Jansson, C., 
Champeaux, L., Shaw, M. R., Raper, C., Lewis, O. T., Janz, N., & 
Schmucki, R. (2021). Rewiring of interactions in a changing environ-
ment: nettle- feeding butterflies and their parasitoids. Oikos, 130, 
624– 636.

Barr, D. J., Levy, R., Scheepers, C., & Tily, H. J. (2013). Random effects 
structure for confirmatory hypothesis testing: Keep it maximal. 
Journal of Memory and Language, 68, 255– 278.

Boult, V. L., & Evans, L. C. (2021). Mechanisms matter: Predicting the 
ecological impacts of global change. Global Change Biology, 27, 
1689– 1691.

Breed, G. A., Stichter, S., & Crone, E. E. (2013). Climate- driven changes 
in northeastern US butterfly communities. Nature Climate Change, 
3, 142– 145.

Briere, J.- F., Pracros, P., Le Roux, A.- Y., & Pierre, J.- S. (1999). A novel rate 
model of temperature- dependent development for arthropods. 
Environmental Entomology, 28, 22– 29.

Brown, J. H. (1984). On the relationship between abundance and distri-
bution of species. The American Naturalist, 124, 255– 279.

Bürkner, P.- C. (2017). brms: An R Package for bayesian multilevel models 
using stan. Journal of Statistical Software, 80, 1– 28.

Campbell, V., Murphy, G., & Romanuk, T. N. (2011). Experimental design 
and the outcome and interpretation of diversity- stability relations. 
Oikos, 120, 399– 408.

Cardinale, B. J., Duffy, J. E., Gonzalez, A., Hooper, D. U., Perrings, C., 
Venail, P., Narwani, A., Mace, G. M., Tilman, D., Wardle, D. A., 
Kinzig, A. P., Daily, G. C., Loreau, M., Grace, J. B., Larigauderie, A., 
Srivastava, D. S., & Naeem, S. (2012). Biodiversity loss and its im-
pact on humanity. Nature, 486, 59– 67.

Cardoso, P., Barton, P. S., Birkhofer, K., Chichorro, F., Deacon, C., 
Fartmann, T., Fukushima, C. S., Gaigher, R., Habel, J. C., Hallmann, 
C. A., Hill, M. J., Hochkirch, A., Kwak, M. L., Mammola, S., Ari 
Noriega, J., Orfinger, A. B., Pedraza, F., Pryke, J. S., Roque, F. O., … 
Samways, M. J. (2020). Scientists' warning to humanity on insect 
extinctions. Biological Conservation, 242, 108426.

Carpenter, B., Gelman, A., Hoffman, M. D., Lee, D., Goodrich, B., 
Betancourt, M., Brubaker, M., Guo, J., Li, P., & Riddell, A. (2017). 
Stan: A probabilistic programming language. Journal of Statistical 
Software, 76, 1– 32.

Ceballos, G., Ehrlich, P. R., & Raven, P. H. (2020). Vertebrates on the brink 
as indicators of biological annihilation and the sixth mass extinction. 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 117, 13596– 13602.

Dangles, O., & Malmqvist, B. (2004). Species richness- decomposition 
relationships depend on species dominance. Ecology Letters, 7, 
395– 402.

de Mazancourt, C., Isbell, F., Larocque, A., Berendse, F., De Luca, E., 
Grace, J. B., Haegeman, B., Wayne Polley, H., Roscher, C., Schmid, 
B., Tilman, D., van Ruijven, J., Weigelt, A., Wilsey, B. J., Lira- Noriega, 

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.6350070
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8649-0589
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8649-0589
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4337-1448
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4337-1448
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6723-6833
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6723-6833
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6723-6833


    |  1553EVANS et al.

A., & Manthey, J. D. (2014). Relationship of genetic diversity and 
niche centrality: A survey and analysis. Evolution, 68, 1082– 1093.

Dennis, E. B., Freeman, S. N., Brereton, T., & Roy, D. B. (2013). Indexing but-
terfly abundance whilst accounting for missing counts and variability 
in seasonal pattern. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 4, 637– 645.

Dennis, R. L. H. (1992). Ecology of butterflies in Britain. Oxford University 
Press.

Denny, M. (2017). The fallacy of the average: on the ubiquity, util-
ity and continuing novelty of Jensen's inequality. The Journal of 
Experimental Biology, 220, 139– 146.

Díaz, S., Settele, J., Brondízio, E. S., Ngo, H. T., Agard, J., Arneth, A., 
Balvanera, P., Brauman, K. A., Butchart, S. H. M., Chan, K. M. A., 
Garibaldi, L. A., Ichii, K., Liu, J., Subramanian, S. M., Midgley, G. 
F., Miloslavich, P., Molnár, Z., Obura, D., Pfaff, A., … Zayas, C. N. 
(2019). Pervasive human- driven decline of life on Earth points to 
the need for transformative change. Science, 366(6471), eaax3100.

Dietze, M. C., Fox, A., Beck- Johnson, L. M., Betancourt, J. L., Hooten, M. 
B., Jarnevich, C. S., Keitt, T. H., Kenney, M. A., Laney, C. M., Larsen, 
L. G., Loescher, H. W., Lunch, C. K., Pijanowski, B. C., Randerson, 
J. T., Read, E. K., Tredennick, A. T., Vargas, R., Weathers, K. C., & 
White, E. P. (2018). Iterative near- term ecological forecasting: 
Needs, opportunities, and challenges. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences, 115, 1424– 1432.

Doak, D. F., Bigger, D., Harding, E. K., Marvier, M. A., O'Malley, R. E., & 
Thomson, D. (1998). The statistical inevitability of stability- diversity 
relationships in community ecology. The American Naturalist, 151, 
264– 276.

Donohue, I., Hillebrand, H., Montoya, J. M., Petchey, O. L., Pimm,  
S. L., Fowler, M. S., Healy, K., Jackson, A. L., Lurgi, M., McClean, D., 
O'Connor, N. E., O'Gorman, E. J., & Yang, Q. (2016). Navigating the 
complexity of ecological stability. Ecology Letters, 19, 1172– 1185.

Duffy, G. A., Coetzee, B. W., Janion- Scheepers, C., & Chown, S. L. (2015). 
Microclimate- based macrophysiology: Implications for insects in a 
warming world. Current Opinion in Insect Science, 11, 84– 89.

Ehrlich, P. R., & Raven, P. H. (1964). Butterflies and plants: A study in 
coevolution. Evolution, 18, 586.

Elton, C. S. (1958). The ecology of invasions by animals and plants. Springer.
Eskildsen, A., Carvalheiro, L. G., Kissling, W. D., Biesmeijer, J. C., 

Schweiger, O., & Høye, T. T. (2015). Ecological specialization mat-
ters: long- term trends in butterfly species richness and assemblage 
composition depend on multiple functional traits. Diversity and 
Distributions, 21, 792– 802.

Faraway, J.J., Yue, R. & Wang, X. (2021). brinla: Bayesian regression with 
INLA. R package version 0.1.0.

Forister, M. L., Halsch, C. A., Nice, C. C., Fordyce, J. A., Dilts, T. E., Oliver, 
J. C., Prudic, K. L., Shapiro, A. M., Wilson, J. K., & Glassberg, J. 
(2021). Fewer butterflies seen by community scientists across the 
warming and drying landscapes of the American West. Science, 
371(6533), 1042– 1045.

Futuyma, D. J., & Moreno, G. (1988). The evolution of ecological spe-
cialization. Annual Review of Ecology and Systematics, 19, 207– 233.

García Viñas, J., López Leiva, C., Villares Muyo, J., Tostado Rivera, P., 
Ruiz del Castillo, J., & García Rodríguez, C. (2006). The Forest Map 
of Spain 1: 200,000. Methodology and analysis of general results. 
Forest Systems, 15, 24– 39.

Gómez- Rubio, V. (2020). Bayesian inference with INLA. CRC Press.
Greenwell, M. P., Brereton, T., Day, J. C., Roy, D. B., & Oliver, T. H. (2019). 

Predicting resilience of ecosystem functioning from co- varying 
species' responses to environmental change. Ecology and Evolution, 
9, 11775– 11790.

Grime, J. P. (1998). Benefits of plant diversity to ecosystems: Immediate, 
filter and founder effects. Journal of Ecology, 86, 902– 910.

Grinnell, J. (1917a). Field tests of theories concerning distributional con-
trol. The American Naturalist, 51, 115– 128.

Grinnell, J. (1917b). The Niche- relationships of the California thrasher. 
The Auk, 34, 427– 433.

Hautier, Y., Tilman, D., Isbell, F., Seabloom, E. W., Borer, E. T., & Reich, P. 
B. (2015). Anthropogenic environmental changes affect ecosystem 
stability via biodiversity. Science, 348, 336– 340.

Haylock, M. R., Hofstra, N., Klein Tank, A. M. G., Klok, E. J., Jones, P. D., & 
New, M. (2008). A European daily high- resolution gridded data set 
of surface temperature and precipitation for 1950– 2006. Journal of 
Geophysical Research: Atmospheres, 113, D20119.

Herrando, S., Titeux, N., Brotons, L., Anton, M., Ubach, A., Villero, D., 
García- Barros, E., Munguira, M. L., Godinho, C., & Stefanescu, C. 
(2019). Contrasting impacts of precipitation on Mediterranean 
birds and butterflies. Scientific Reports, 9, 5680.

Huey, R. B., & Kingsolver, J. G. (1989). Evolution of thermal sensitivity of 
ectotherm performance. Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 4, 131– 135.

Hutchinson, G. E. (1957). Concluding remarks. Cold Spring Harbor 
Symposium on Quantitative Biology, 22, 415– 427.

Isaac, N. J. B., Girardello, M., Brereton, T. M., & Roy, D. B. (2011). Butterfly 
abundance in a warming climate: Patterns in space and time are not 
congruent. Journal of Insect Conservation, 15, 233– 240.

Ives, A. R., Gross, K., & Klug, J. L. (1999). Stability and variability in com-
petitive communities. Science, 286, 542– 544.

Jiang, L., & Pu, Z. (2009). Different effects of species diversity on tem-
poral stability in single- trophic and multitrophic communities. The 
American Naturalist, 174, 651– 659.

Jiguet, F., Devictor, V., Ottvall, R., Van Turnhout, C., Van der Jeugd, H., 
& Lindström, Å. (2010). Bird population trends are linearly affected 
by climate change along species thermal ranges. Proceedings of the 
Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 277, 3601– 3608.

Johnston, A. S. A., Boyd, R. J., Watson, J. W., Paul, A., Evans, L. C., Gardner, 
E. L., & Boult, V. L. (2019). Predicting population responses to en-
vironmental change from individual- level mechanisms: Towards a 
standardized mechanistic approach. Proceedings of the Royal Society 
B: Biological Sciences, 286, 20191916.

Kaplan, I., & Denno, R. F. (2007). Interspecific interactions in phytoph-
agous insects revisited: A quantitative assessment of competition 
theory. Ecology Letters, 10, 977– 994.

Kingsolver, J. G. (2009). The well- temperatured biologist. The American 
Naturalist, 174, 755– 768.

Klok, E. J., & Klein Tank, A. M. G. (2009). Updated and extended 
European dataset of daily climate observations. International 
Journal of Climatology: A Journal of the Royal Meteorological Society, 
29, 1182– 1191.

Krainski, E., Gómez- Rubio, V., Bakka, H., Lenzi, A., Castro- Camilo, D., 
Simpson, D., Lindgren, F., & Rue, H. (2018). Advanced spatial mod-
eling with stochastic partial differential equations using R and INLA. 
Chapman and Hall/CRC.

Lawson, C. R., Vindenes, Y., Bailey, L., & van de Pol, M. (2015). 
Environmental variation and population responses to global 
change. Ecology Letters, 18, 724– 736.

Lindgren, F., & Rue, H. (2015). Bayesian spatial modelling with R- INLA. 
Journal of Statistical Software, 63, 1– 25.

Lindgren, F., Rue, H., & Lindström, J. (2011). An explicit link between 
Gaussian fields and Gaussian Markov random fields: The stochastic 
partial differential equation approach. Journal of the Royal Statistical 
Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology), 73, 423– 498.

Loarie, S. R., Duffy, P. B., Hamilton, H., Asner, G. P., Field, C. B., & 
Ackerly, D. D. (2009). The velocity of climate change. Nature, 462, 
1052– 1055.

Loreau, M., & De Mazancourt, C. (2008). Species synchrony and its driv-
ers: Neutral and nonneutral community dynamics in fluctuating en-
vironments. The American Naturalist, 172, E44– E66.

Macarthur, R., & Levins, R. (1967). The limiting similarity, convergence, 
and divergence of coexisting species. The American Naturalist, 101, 
377– 385.

Manthey, J., Campbell, L., Saupe, E., Soberón, J., Hensz, C., Myers, C., 
Owens, H., Ingenloff, K., Peterson, A., Barve, N., Lira- Noriega, A., 
& Barve, V. (2015). A test of niche centrality as a determinant of 



1554  |    EVANS et al.

population trends and conservation status in threatened and en-
dangered North American birds. Endangered Species Research, 26, 
201– 208.

Martay, B., Brewer, M., Elston, D., Bell, J., Harrington, R., Brereton, T., 
Barlow, K., Botham, M., & Pearce- Higgins, J. (2017). Impacts of cli-
mate change on national biodiversity population trends. Ecography, 
40, 1139– 1151.

Martínez- Meyer, E., Díaz- Porras, D., Peterson, A. T., & Yáñez- Arenas, C. 
(2013). Ecological niche structure and rangewide abundance pat-
terns of species. Biology Letters, 9, 20120637.

May, R. M. (1972). Will a large complex system be stable? Nature, 238, 
413– 414.

McDermott Long, O., Warren, R., Price, J., Brereton, T. M., Botham, M. S., 
& Franco, A. M. A. (2017). Sensitivity of UK butterflies to local cli-
matic extremes: Which life stages are most at risk? Journal of Animal 
Ecology, 86, 108– 116.

Metzger, M. J., Bunce, R. G. H., Jongman, R. H. G., Sayre, R., Trabucco, A., 
& Zomer, R. (2013). A high- resolution bioclimate map of the world: 
A unifying framework for global biodiversity research and monitor-
ing. Global Ecology and Biogeography, 22, 630– 638.

Millan, C., Borges, S. S., Rodrigues, D., & Moreira, G. R. P. (2013). 
Behavioral and life- history evidence for interspecific competition 
in the larvae of two heliconian butterflies. Naturwissenschaften, 
100, 901– 911.

Mills, S. C., Oliver, T. H., Bradbury, R. B., Gregory, R. D., Brereton, T., 
Kühn, E., Kuussaari, M., Musche, M., Roy, D. B., Schmucki, R., 
Stefanescu, C., van Swaay, C., & Evans, K. L. (2017). European 
butterfly populations vary in sensitivity to weather across 
their geographical ranges. Global Ecology and Biogeography, 26, 
1374– 1385.

Oliver, T., Roy, D. B., Hill, J. K., Brereton, T., & Thomas, C. D. (2010). 
Heterogeneous landscapes promote population stability. Ecology 
Letters, 13, 473– 484.

Oliver, T. H., Marshall, H. H., Morecroft, M. D., Brereton, T., Prudhomme, 
C., & Huntingford, C. (2015). Interacting effects of climate change 
and habitat fragmentation on drought- sensitive butterflies. Nature 
Climate Change, 5, 941– 945.

Oliver, T. H., Roy, D. B., Brereton, T., & Thomas, J. A. (2012). Reduced 
variability in range- edge butterfly populations over three decades 
of climate warming. Global Change Biology, 18, 1531– 1539.

Oliver, T. H., Stefanescu, C., Páramo, F., Brereton, T., & Roy, D. B. (2014). 
Latitudinal gradients in butterfly population variability are influ-
enced by landscape heterogeneity. Ecography, 37, 863– 871.

Olivier, T., Thébault, E., Elias, M., Fontaine, B., & Fontaine, C. (2020). 
Urbanization and agricultural intensification destabilize animal 
communities differently than diversity loss. Nature Communications, 
11, 1– 9.

Osorio- Olvera, L., Yañez- Arenas, C., Martínez- Meyer, E., & Peterson,  
A. T. (2020). Relationships between population densities and niche- 
centroid distances in North American birds. Ecology Letters, 23, 
555– 564.

Pacifici, M., Visconti, P., Butchart, S. H. M., Watson, J. E. M., Cassola,  
F. M., & Rondinini, C. (2017). Species traits influenced their response 
to recent climate change. Nature Climate Change, 7, 205– 208.

Palmer, G., Platts, P. J., Brereton, T., Chapman, J. W., Dytham, C., Fox, R., 
Pearce- Higgins, J. W., Roy, D. B., Hill, J. K., & Thomas, C. D. (2017). 
Climate change, climatic variation and extreme biological re-
sponses. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological 
Sciences, 372, 20160144.

Pandori, L. L. M., & Sorte, C. J. B. (2019). The weakest link: Sensitivity to 
climate extremes across life stages of marine invertebrates. Oikos, 
128, 621– 629.

Pollard, E., & Yates, T. (1993). Monitoring butterflies for ecology and conser-
vation. Chapman and Hall.

R Core Team (2021). R: A language and environment for statistical comput-
ing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing.

Roy, D. B., Rothery, P., Moss, D., Pollard, E., & Thomas, J. A. (2001). 
Butterfly numbers and weather: Predicting historical trends in 
abundance and the future effects of climate change. Journal of 
Animal Ecology, 70, 201– 217.

Rue, H., Martino, S., & Chopin, N. (2009). Approximate Bayesian infer-
ence for latent Gaussian models by using integrated nested Laplace 
approximations. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B 
(Statistical Methodology), 71, 319– 392.

Sagarin, R. D., & Gaines, S. D. (2002). The “abundant centre” distribu-
tion: To what extent is it a biogeographical rule? Ecology Letters, 5, 
137– 147.

Schmucki, R., Pe'er, G., Roy, D. B., Stefanescu, C., Van Swaay, C. A. M., 
Oliver, T. H., Kuussaari, M., Van Strien, A. J., Ries, L., Settele, J., 
Musche, M., Carnicer, J., Schweiger, O., Brereton, T. M., Harpke, 
A., Heliölä, J., Kühn, E., & Julliard, R. (2016). A regionally informed 
abundance index for supporting integrative analyses across butter-
fly monitoring schemes. Journal of Applied Ecology, 53, 501– 510.

Settele, J., Kudrna, O., Harpke, A., Kühn, I., Van Swaay, C., Verovnik, 
R., Warren, M. S., Wiemers, M., Hanspach, J., & Hickler, T. (2008). 
Climatic risk atlas of European butterflies. Pensoft Sofia.

Sharp, M. A., Parks, D. R., & Ehrlich, P. R. (1974). Plant resources and 
butterfly habitat selection. Ecology, 55, 870– 875.

Shi, P., & Ge, F. (2010). A comparison of different thermal performance 
functions describing temperature- dependent development rates. 
Journal of Thermal Biology, 35, 225– 231.

Simmons, B. I., Balmford, A., Bladon, A. J., Christie, A. P., De Palma, A., 
Dicks, L. V., Gallego Zamorano, J., Johnston, A., Martin, P. A., Purvis, 
A., Rocha, R., Wauchope, H. S., Wordley, C. F. R., Worthington, T. 
A., & Finch, T. (2019). Worldwide insect declines: An important mes-
sage, but interpret with caution. Ecology and Evolution, 9, 3678– 3680.

Smith, M. D., & Knapp, A. K. (2003). Dominant species maintain eco-
system function with non- random species loss. Ecology Letters, 6, 
509– 517.

South, A. (2017) rnaturalearth: World map data from natural earth. R pack-
age version 0.1.0.

Spiegelhalter, D. J., Best, N. G., Carlin, B. P., & Van Der Linde, A. (2002). 
Bayesian measures of model complexity and fit. Journal of the Royal 
Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology), 64, 583– 639.

Stefanescu, C., Torre, I., Jubany, J., & Páramo, F. (2011). Recent trends 
in butterfly populations from north- east Spain and Andorra in the 
light of habitat and climate change. Journal of Insect Conservation, 
15, 83– 93.

Sunday, J. M., Bates, A. E., Kearney, M. R., Colwell, R. K., Dulvy, N. K., 
Longino, J. T., & Huey, R. B. (2014). Thermal- safety margins and the 
necessity of thermoregulatory behavior across latitude and eleva-
tion. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 111, 5610– 5615.

Taylor, L. R. (1961). Aggregation, variance and the mean. Nature, 189, 
732– 735.

Thibaut, L. M., & Connolly, S. R. (2013). Understanding diversity– stability 
relationships: Towards a unified model of portfolio effects. Ecology 
Letters, 16, 140– 150.

Thomas, C. D., Jones, T. H., & Hartley, S. E. (2019). “Insectageddon”: A call 
for more robust data and rigorous analyses. Global Change Biology, 
25, 1891– 1892.

Thomas, J. A. (1993). Holocene climate changes and warm man- made re-
fugia may explain why a sixth of British butterflies possess unnatu-
ral early- successional habitats. Ecography, 16, 278– 284.

Tilman, D. (1999). The ecological consequences of changes in biodiver-
sity: A search for general principles. Ecology, 80, 1455– 1474.

Tilman, D., & Downing, J. A. (1994). Biodiversity and stability in grass-
lands. Nature, 367, 363– 365.

Tilman, D., Lehman, C. L., & Bristow, C. E. (1998). Diversity- stability re-
lationships: Statistical inevitability or ecological consequence? The 
American Naturalist, 151, 277– 282.

Tobler, W. (1970). A computer movie simulating urban growth in the de-
troit region. Economic Geography, 46, 234– 240.



    |  1555EVANS et al.

Ummenhofer, C. C., & Meehl, G. A. (2017). Extreme weather and climate 
events with ecological relevance: A review. Philosophical Transactions 
of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 372, 20160135.

WallisDeVries, M. F., Baxter, W., & Van Vliet, A. J. H. (2011). Beyond cli-
mate envelopes: Effects of weather on regional population trends 
in butterflies. Oecologia, 167, 559– 571.

Wang, S., & Loreau, M. (2014). Ecosystem stability in space: α, β and γ 
variability. Ecology Letters, 17, 891– 901.

Warren, M. S., Hill, J. K., Thomas, J. A., Asher, J., Fox, R., Huntley, B., Roy, 
D. B., Telfer, M. G., Jeffcoate, S., Harding, P., Jeffcoate, G., Willis, S. 
G., Greatorex- Davies, J. N., Moss, D., & Thomas, C. D. (2001). Rapid 
responses of British butterflies to opposing forces of climate and 
habitat change. Nature, 414, 65– 69.

Warren, M. S., Maes, D., van Swaay, C. A. M., Goffart, P., Van Dyck, H., 
Bourn, N. A. D., Wynhoff, I., Hoare, D., & Ellis, S. (2021). The de-
cline of butterflies in Europe: Problems, significance, and possible 
solutions. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 118, 
e2002551117.

Watanabe, S., & Opper, M. (2010). Asymptotic equivalence of Bayes cross 
validation and widely applicable information criterion in singular 
learning theory. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 11, 3571– 3594.

White, L., O'Connor, N. E., Yang, Q., Emmerson, M. C., & Donohue, I. (2020). 
Individual species provide multifaceted contributions to the stability 
of ecosystems. Nature Ecology and Evolution, 4(12), 1594– 1601.

Yachi, S., & Loreau, M. (1999). Biodiversity and ecosystem productivity in 
a fluctuating environment: The insurance hypothesis. Proceedings 
of the National Academy of Sciences, 96, 1463– 1468.

Yañez- Arenas, C., Guevara, R., Martínez- Meyer, E., Mandujano, S., & Lobo, 
J. M. (2014). Predicting species' abundances from occurrence data: 
Effects of sample size and bias. Ecological Modelling, 294, 36– 41.

BIOSKE TCH

Luke Christopher Evans is a postdoctoral researcher at the 
University of Reading. Luke's research attempts to link ecolog-
ical theory with large- scale observational data to understand 
the mechanistic links between species abundance and ecosys-
tem functions, and he also studies population and community 
responses to climate change, environmental disturbance and ex-
treme weather.

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

How to cite this article: Evans, L. C., Melero, Y., Schmucki, R., 
Boersch- Supan, P. H., Brotons, L., Fontaine, C., Jiguet, F., 
Kuussaari, M., Massimino, D., Robinson, R. A., Roy, D. B., 
Schweiger, O., Settele, J., Stefanescu, C., van Turnhout, C. A., & 
Oliver, T. H. (2022). Bioclimatic context of species' populations 
determines community stability. Global Ecology and 
Biogeography, 31, 1542–1555. https://doi.org/10.1111/
geb.13527

https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.13527
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.13527

	Bioclimatic context of species' populations determines community stability
	Abstract
	1|INTRODUCTION
	2|MATERIALS AND METHODS
	2.1|Data
	2.2|Thermal range construction
	2.3|Hypothesis 1: Negative covariance in response to temperature anomalies at thermal range edges
	2.4|Hypothesis 2: Community stability from thermal range position
	2.5|Hypothesis 3: Asynchrony
	2.6|Hypothesis 4: Population stability

	3|RESULTS
	3.1|Hypothesis 1: Responses to temperature anomalies across the thermal range
	3.2|Hypothesis 2: Community stability
	3.3|Hypothesis 3: Asynchrony
	3.4|Hypothesis 4: Population stability

	4|DISCUSSION
	5|CONCLUSIONS
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES
	BIOSKETCH


