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Abstract

Land-use and climate change are major pressures on terrestrial biodiversity. Species’
extinction risk and responses to human pressures relate to ecological traits and other
characteristics in some clades. However, large-scale comparative assessments of the asso-
ciations between traits and responses to multiple human pressures across multiple clades
are needed. We investigated whether a set of ecological characteristics that are commonly
measured across terrestrial vertebrates (ecological traits and geographic range area) are
associated with species’ responses to different land-use types and species’ likely sensitivity
to climate change. We aimed to test whether generalizable patterns in response to these
pressures arise across both pressures and across vertebrate clades, which could inform
assessments of the global signature of human pressures on vertebrate biodiversity and
guide conservation efforts. At the species level, we investigated associations between land-
use responses and ecological characteristics with a space-for-time substitution approach,
making use of the PREDICTS database. We investigated associations between ecologi-
cal characteristics and expected climate-change sensitivity, estimated from properties of
species realized climatic niches. Among the characteristics we considered, 3 were consis-
tently associated with strong land-use responses and high climate-change sensitivity across
terrestrial vertebrate classes: narrow geographic range, narrow habitat breadth, and special-
ization on natural habitats (which described whether a species occurs in artificial habitats or
not). The associations of other traits with species’ land-use responses and climate-change
sensitivity often depended on species’ class and land-use type, highlighting an important
degree of context dependency. In all classes, invertebrate eaters and fruit and nectar eaters
tended to be negatively affected in disturbed land-use types, whereas invertebrate-eating
and plant- and seed-eating birds were estimated to be more sensitive to climate change,
raising concerns about the continuation of ecological processes sustained by these species
under global changes. Our results highlight a consistently higher sensitivity of narrowly
distributed species and habitat specialists to land-use and climate change, which provides
support for capturing such characteristics in large-scale vulnerability assessments.

KEYWORDS

CENFA, climate change, diet, geographic range area, habitat specialization, land use, land-use intensity, life-
history traits, sensitivity, terrestrial vertebrates

Correlaciones a nivel de especie de las respuestas al uso de suelo y la susceptibilidad al
cambio climático en los vertebrados terrestres
Resumen: El uso de suelo y el cambio climático tienen una presión importante sobre
la biodiversidad terrestre. En algunos clados, el riesgo de extinción de las especies y las
respuestas a las presiones humanas se relacionan con los rasgos ecológicos y otras carac-
terísticas. Sin embargo, varios clados necesitan evaluaciones comparativas a gran escala de
las asociaciones entre los rasgos y las respuestas a las presiones humanas. Investigamos
si un conjunto de rasgos ecológicos medidos comúnmente en los vertebrados terrestres
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(rasgos ecológicos y extensión del área geográfica) está asociado con la respuesta de las
especies a los diferentes tipos de uso de suelo y la posible susceptibilidad de la especie al
cambio climático. Buscamos comprobar si los patrones generalizables de las respuestas a
estas presiones surgen en ambas presiones y en todos los clados de vertebrados, lo que
podría guiar las evaluaciones de la huella mundial de presiones humanas sobre la diversi-
dad de vertebrados y los esfuerzos de conservación. Investigamos las asociaciones entre
la respuesta al uso de suelo y los rasgos ecológicos a nivel de especie con una estrategia
de reemplazo de espacio por tiempo y con información de la base de datos PREDICTS.
También investigamos las asociaciones entre los rasgos ecológicos y la susceptibilidad al
cambio climático esperada, la cual estimamos a partir de las propiedades de los nichos
climáticos de las especies. Entre las características que consideramos, tres estuvieron aso-
ciadas de manera regular con respuestas fuertes al uso de suelo y alta susceptibilidad al
cambio climático en las diferentes clases de vertebrados: la extensión geográfica limitada,
la amplitud reducida de hábitat y la especialización en los hábitats naturales (la cual describe
si una especie está presente en un hábitat artificial o no). Las asociaciones de otros rasgos
con la respuesta de la especie al uso de suelo y su susceptibilidad al cambio climático con
frecuencia dependieron de la clase de la especie y el tipo de uso de suelo, lo que resalta
un grado importante de dependencia del contexto. En todas las clases, los frugívoros, nec-
tarívoros y los que comen invertebrados eran propensos a sufrir efectos negativos en los
usos de suelo de tipo perturbado, mientras que se estimó que las aves herbívoras, las que
se alimentan de semillas y las que se alimentan de invertebrados eran más susceptibles al
cambio climático, lo que incrementa la preocupación por la continuación de los procesos
ecológicos que viven estas especies bajo los cambios globales. Nuestros resultados resaltan
una susceptibilidad al uso de suelo y al cambio climático cada vez mayor en las especies
con distribución limitada y las especialistas de hábitat, lo que proporciona un respaldo para
la captura de dichas características en las evaluaciones a gran escala de la vulnerabilidad.

PALABRAS CLAVE

cambio climático, CENFA, dieta, especialización de hábitat, extensión del área geográfica, intensidad de uso de
suelo, rasgos de historia de vida, uso de suelo, vertebrados terrestres

INTRODUCTION

Land-use change is currently an important driver of biodiversity
loss (Maxwell et al., 2016), and is likely to cause further losses
in the coming decades (Li et al., 2022; Newbold et al., 2015;
Powers & Jetz, 2019; Stehfest et al., 2019). However, biodiversity
faces multiple pressures acting in combination. The impacts of
climate change on biodiversity are projected to equate or surpass
those of land-use change in their magnitude by 2070 (Newbold,
2018). Thus, understanding how different species respond to
both these pressures is important to inform conservation in the
face of global change.

It is well established that species differ in their ability to
cope with environmental changes (Chichorro et al., 2022; Fer-
reira et al., 2022; Matich & Schalk, 2019; Newbold et al., 2013).
Global average declines in biodiversity indices mask substantial
interspecific variation in responses to environmental changes
(Leung et al., 2020), which has important consequences for the
prioritization of conservation efforts (Morelli et al., 2021). Miti-
gating land-use and climate-change impacts on the world’s biota
requires an understanding of which species are at most risk from
these pressures.

By capturing key aspects of species morphology, life his-
tory, ecological strategies, and demography, traits can provide

information on species use of resources and space, as well as
on community and population-level processes (Capdevila et al.,
2022). Species traits and properties of species range area are
associated with extinction risk (Chichorro et al., 2019; Lucas
et al., 2019) and with responses to human pressures, in partic-
ular land use (Newbold et al., 2013; Nowakowski et al., 2017;
Tinoco et al., 2018) and climate change (Angert et al., 2011; Di
Marco et al., 2021; Estrada et al., 2018; MacLean & Beissinger,
2017; Mccain & King, 2014; Pacifici et al., 2017; Pearson et al.,
2014; Schloss et al., 2012).

In a meta-analytic study, Chichorro et al. (2019) highlighted
significant associations between species geographic range size
(not a trait in the strict sense, but an important characteristic
to account for), habitat breadth, and extinction risk across a
range of taxa (including terrestrial vertebrates), whereas other
traits had inconsistent effects. Chichorro et al. (2022) further
tested the universality of traits as predictors of extinction risk
across a range of terrestrial taxa, highlighting general patterns
and idiosyncrasies in the associations between extinction risk
and traits. Chichorro et al. (2022) propose habitat breadth as
a universal predictor of extinction risk across taxa; life-history
traits (e.g., generation length, fecundity, and offspring size)
as candidate universal predictors of extinction risk (warrant-
ing further research); and other traits, such as body size, as
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useful only to predict extinction risk within specific taxonomic
groups.

Thus, while geographic range area and habitat specialism
emerge as consistent correlates of extinction risk, no consen-
sus has been reached for other traits, which tend to show
context-dependent associations with responses to human dis-
turbance. However, focusing on extinction risk precludes an
explicit consideration of the pressures to which species are
exposed (Chichorro et al., 2019). Some traits can be associated
with negative or positive responses, depending on the pressure
considered (Gonzalez-Suarez et al., 2013). Further, past work
on specific pressures has mostly been conducted at local to
regional scales (Davison et al., 2021; Hevia et al., 2017). Pre-
vious studies were often restricted in their taxonomic coverage,
and few consider several vertebrate classes together. Thus, com-
parative investigations among vertebrate classes remain rare and
it remains unclear whether the effects of traits on vertebrate
responses to environmental change can be generalized across
vertebrate taxa, regions, and types of pressure. Past work shows,
for instance, that longer-lived, larger tropical forest specialist
birds are more sensitive to land-use change than shorter-lived,
smaller, habitat generalists (Newbold et al., 2013) and that larger
range sizes and larger diet breadth are associated with larger
shifts in ranges in North-American Passeriformes under recent
climate change (Angert et al., 2011).

We investigated whether general patterns emerge in the
associations between terrestrial vertebrates’ ecological charac-
teristics (Table 1, ecological traits plus geographic range area)
and species’ responses to land use and to expected climate-
change sensitivity. We compared responses across vertebrate
classes and across the 2 pressures. We included species geo-
graphic range area in our analyses because it is an important
correlate of species’ responses to land use (Newbold et al., 2018)
and climate change (Thuiller et al., 2005) and because it has
emerged as a predictor of species’ extinction risk (Chichorro
et al., 2022). Range area may further correlate with other aspects
of species’ ecology that we could not consider because of lim-
ited data availability, such as dispersal ability (Capurucho et al.,
2020). Because geographic range area does not meet the strict
definition of a trait (a property measurable at the level of indi-
vidual organisms), we henceforth refer to all traits and range
area as ecological characteristics. We asked the following questions:
Are ecological characteristics associated with interspecific varia-
tion in responses to land use and with expected climate-change
sensitivity and are these associations similar across classes and
pressure types?

Among the characteristics we considered (Table 1), some
may directly influence species survival by mediating resource
acquisition and use: body mass, diet, and diet breadth. Other
characteristics (e.g., life span and litter or clutch size) may indi-
rectly affect species persistence over time by influencing species
reproductive output and demographic processes (Capdevila
et al., 2022). Finally, responses to human pressures depend on
the degree of specialization, which we captured with charac-
teristics reflecting specialization in time (i.e., diel activity) and
use of space (e.g., habitat breadth and geographic range area).
We hypothesized that narrower geographic range area, nar-

rower habitat breadth, and specialism on natural habitats are
consistently associated with more negative land-use responses
and higher climate-change sensitivity (Chichorro et al., 2019,
2022). We also expected longer life spans, smaller litter or clutch
sizes, and more specialized diets (e.g., smaller diet breadth)
to be associated with more negative land-use responses and
higher climate-change sensitivity. For the remaining ecological
characteristics (body mass and diel activity patterns), making
predictions is complicated by the fact that past research has been
inconclusive or has highlighted important context specificity.
For these characteristics, we looked for commonalities in the
associations with human pressures across terrestrial vertebrate
taxa (see Table 1).

Given the differences in the threats we considered and the
differing data and methods available to quantify sensitivity to
these threats, we used 2 independent approaches to estimate
sensitivity to land use and climate change. Therefore, we were
not able to consider interactive effects between the pressures.
To infer species’ land-use responses, we used a space-for-time
substitution approach, modeling occurrence probability across
different land-use types. We estimated species’ expected sen-
sitivity to future climate change from properties of species
realized climatic niches. Niche properties are strong indicators
of species’ climate-change sensitivity (Thuiller et al., 2005) and
are straightforward to use at large scales given the availability of
species distribution data. We then brought together the results
of both approaches to identify consistent associations between
species ecological characteristics and their land-use responses or
climate-change sensitivity.

METHODS

Ecological characteristics

We obtained the following traits from Etard et al. (2020): body
size; a proxy for species life span; litter or clutch size; diel
activity; habitat breadth; and use of or preference for artificial
habitats, as defined in the IUCN Habitats Classification Scheme
(e.g., arable land, urban areas [IUCN, 2020] (Table 1). We chose
these traits because they were available across vertebrate classes,
at least for a subset of species, and thus allowed for a com-
parative assessment (Appendix S1). We also chose these traits
because they relate to species life history, ecology, and resource
use, such that they might influence species land-use responses
and climatic niche properties (and thus expected climate-change
sensitivity). Intraspecific trait variation has important effects on
ecological systems (Bolnick et al., 2011; Des Roches et al., 2018) Q2Q3

and can notably buffer against extinction under threatening pro-
cesses (González-Suárez & Revilla, 2012). However, because Q4

multiple measurements do not exist for many vertebrate species,
we could not capture intraspecific variation in trait values, so we
used species-level mean values for all traits (Etard et al., 2020).

We enhanced these data with species-level estimates of
diet (lacking in Etard et al., 2020). Diet is likely important
for understanding species sensitivity to environmental change
(Curtis et al., 2021; Newbold et al., 2013). For birds and
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TABLE 1 Ecological characteristics collected for terrestrial vertebrates, with data sources, definitions, and expectations for their associations with species
land-use responses and climate-change sensitivity.

Ecological

characteristic Source Definition Expectations and previous evidence examples

Continuous

life span proxy compiled in Etard et al.
(2020) from a range of
sources

amphibians: age at sexual
maturity;

birds & mammals: generation
length;

reptiles: longevity.

Species with longer life span and lower reproductive output should be
more sensitive to land-use and climate change (Albaladejo-Robles
et al., 2023; Purvis et al., 2000).

litter or clutch
size

compiled in Etard et al.
(2020) from a range of
sources

number of offspring (litter size)
or eggs (clutch size)

body size compiled in Etard et al.
(2020) from a range of
sources

adult body mass for all classes;
also body length for
amphibians (for use in
validations on complete trait
data subsets)

No consensus from past evidence (Chichorro et al., 2019): larger
species could be more sensitive to land-use and climate change
because of higher energetic requirements (White, 2011), lower
reproductive outputs, and lower population densities (Santini et al.,
2018), which could be detrimental to their persistence in disturbed
environments. Conversely, smaller species could be more sensitive
because of more limited dispersal abilities, hampering resource
acquisition in disturbed landscapes (Hillaert et al., 2018).

habitat breadth compiled in Etard et al.
(2020) from IUCN (2020)

number of habitats known to
be used by a species

We expect narrower geographic range area and narrower habitat
breadth to correlate with higher sensitivity to land-use and climate
change (Chichorro et al., 2019).geographic

range area
distribution maps: birds,

BirdLife International
(http://datazone.birdlife.
org/species/requestdis);
mammals and
amphibians, IUCN
(2020); reptiles, Roll et al.
(2017)

surface area occupied by
species, calculated from
distribution maps

Categorical

primary diet amphibians, Oliveira et al.
(2017) and additional
sources (see appendices);
mammals and birds,
Wilman et al. (2014) ;
reptiles, additional
sources specified in
https://doi.org/10.6084/
m9.figshare.12024309.v1

classification of species into 5
diet categories: vertebrate
eaters, invertebrate eaters,
plant and seed eaters, fruit
and nectar eaters, omnivores
(see text and appendices for
details)

In all classes and diet categories, we expect declines in occurrence
probability in disturbed land-use types, because we expect resources
of all types to be less abundant in disturbed land-use types.

From past evidence, we also expect insectivorous birds to be
particularly sensitive to land-use and climate change (Bowler et al.,
2019; Newbold et al., 2013; Sherry, 2021).

diet breadth calculated from (primary)
diet

number of recorded food
groups (invertebrate,
vertebrate, plant, seed,
nectar, or fruit) known to be
consumed by a species

We expect narrower diet breadth to correlate with higher sensitivity to
land-use and climate change because species that have less flexible
diets should be less able to persist in the face of environmental
change, which affects the distribution of resources (Chichorro et al.,
2022).

diel activity compiled in Etard et al.
(2020) from a range of
sources

Whether a species is strictly
nocturnal, or non-nocturnal.

Some past evidence suggests nocturnal species may be favored in
disturbed landscapes, although many studies have focused on
behavioral responses at the intraspecific level (Shamoon et al., 2018).

Artificial habitat
use

compiled in Etard et al.
(2020) from IUCN (2020)
.

whether any artificial habitat is
suitable for a species (i.e.,
species are artificial habitat
users or natural habitat
specialists) Q1

From past studies, we expect natural habitat specialism to correlate
with higher sensitivity to land-use and climate change (Foden et al.,
2013; Staude et al., 2021).

mammals, we collected estimates of species primary diet (i.e.,
the diet category representing the combination of food items
totaling more than 50% of species’ consumption) from the
EltonTraits database (Wilman et al., 2014). For amphibians
and reptiles, obtaining species’ primary diet was not possible

because there were no data available on the relative consump-
tion of different food items. For amphibians, the AmphiBIO
database (Oliveira et al., 2017) provided information on species
consumption of different food items (in terms of presence
and absence in the diet, but without estimation of their

http://datazone.birdlife.org/species/requestdis
http://datazone.birdlife.org/species/requestdis
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.12024309.v1
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.12024309.v1
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percent use), so we inferred diet on the basis of these reported
food items. However, the coverage was low; over 75% of the
species were missing information (Appendix S1). For reptiles,
there was no readily available database describing diet. For rep-
tiles and amphibians, we supplemented the existing data sets by
collecting data on species consumption from published sources
(recording the presence or absence of different food items con-
sumed by species) for an additional 108 amphibians (available
at https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.12024312.v4) and for
239 reptiles (available at https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.
12024309.v1). More information on diet compilation and data
sources is in Appendix S2.

We standardized diet information across the vertebrate
classes by grouping species into 5 different categories: verte-
brate eaters; invertebrate eaters; plant and seed eaters; fruit
and nectar eaters; and omnivores. We calculated species diet
breadth—the total number of recorded food groups (inver-
tebrate, vertebrate, plant, seed, nectar, or fruit) known to be
consumed by a species.

Species distributions

We downloaded all available distribution maps from BirdLife
International for birds, from the IUCN Red List for terrestrial
mammals and amphibians (IUCN, 2020), and from Roll et al.
(2017) for reptiles (downloaded April 2020). We excluded areas
occupied during nonbreeding seasons and areas falling outside
species known elevational limits (following Etard et al., 2020).
We estimated species geographic range areas with a resolution
of 1 × 1 km with a Behrmann equal-area projection.

Phylogenies

Class-specific phylogenetic trees were downloaded in April 2020
from https://zenodo.org/record/3690867#.Xyc5wyhKhPZ
for mammals (Phylacine 1.2) (Faurby et al., 2018, 2020) and
from https://data.vertlife.org/ for amphibians (Walter Jetz &
Pyron, 2018), birds (W. Jetz et al., 2012), and squamates (Tonini
et al., 2016). For each class, we used a consensus tree obtained
with the TreeAnnotator program of the BEAST software
(Bouckaert et al., 2014) from an available distribution of 1000
trees.

Imputations of missing trait values

For some of the traits and classes, there was a substantial pro-
portion of missing trait values (Appendix S1). We imputed
missing trait values with random forests, implemented with
the missforest function of the missForest package in R 1.4
(Stekhoven & Bühlmann, 2012; Stekhoven, 2016). Missforest is
one of the best methods for missing-value imputations when
working with continuous and categorical variables and when
including species phylogenetic position as a predictor (Debas-
tiani et al., 2021; Penone et al., 2014). Several traits were strongly
phylogenetically conserved (Appendix S3), so we included 10
phylogenetic eigenvectors in the imputations (Penone et al.,

2014) and taxonomic order as a categorical variable (included
to account for the taxonomic positions of species that were not
represented in the phylogenies). Appendix S3 contains details
and estimations of out-of-bag imputation errors. After impu-
tation, continuous traits were transformed to log10 to improve
normality (except for habitat and diet breadth, which we trans-
formed to the square root). We considered all traits in the
imputations, even those with the lowest coverage. We checked
the robustness of our results by running our models with
traits that were imputed and nonimputed traits (i.e., running
complete-case analyses by excluding missing values). We high-
lighted which traits had low coverage (< 40%) when displaying
the results.

Vertebrate assemblage composition in different
land-use types

We used the PREDICTS database (Hudson et al., 2014, 2017),
a collection of independent studies that sampled species assem-
blages in sites of varying land use and land-use intensity. It is one
of the most comprehensive of such databases to date, although
inevitably taxonomic and geographic sampling biases exist.
Samples are mostly of species abundance (∼93% of the ver-
tebrate records), but some report occurrence only (∼7%). For
the purposes of our analyses, we converted all abundance mea-
surements into occurrence. The vertebrate subset represented
4107 species sampled across 7689 sites (Figure 1) (amphibians:
307 species, 980 sites; birds: 2963 species, 3755 sites; mam-
mals: 532 species, 2047 sites; reptiles: 305 species, 907 sites). In
PREDICTS, sites are assigned to 1 of the following land-use cat-
egories: primary vegetation (natural vegetation with no record
of prior destruction); secondary vegetation (vegetation recover-
ing after destruction of primary vegetation); plantation forest
(harvested areas planted with crop trees or shrubs); pasture
(areas grazed by livestock); cropland (harvested areas planted
with herbaceous crops); urban (built-up areas) (see Appendix
S4 and Hudson et al., 2014, 2017 for detailed definitions).
Each site is also characterized in terms of land-use intensity
(minimal, light, or intense) based on land-use-specific criteria
reflecting the degree of human transformation and impacts (e.g.,
mechanization degree, crop diversity, and agricultural inputs
for agricultural areas [Hudson et al., 2014]) (Appendix S4). We
considered minimally used primary vegetation to be the least-
disturbed reference land-use type against which we compared
other more disturbed land-use types. We grouped pasture and
cropland together into a category termed agricultural (keeping
plantation forests separate because they tend to have arboreal
vegetation structures that are largely lost in cropland and pas-
tures). Because the design of the PREDICTS database is not
balanced, sample sizes varied among classes and land-use types
(Appendix S4).

Land-use models

We investigated whether the ecological characteristics, land
use, and land-use intensity explained species occurrence prob-
ability. We fitted 4 binomial generalized linear mixed-effects

https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.12024312.v4
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.12024309.v1
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.12024309.v1
https://zenodo.org/record/3690867#.Xyc5wyhKhPZ
https://data.vertlife.org/
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Number of sampled sites 40 80 120 160

(a) Amphibians (n=980; 307 species) (b) Birds (n=3755; 2963 species)

(c) Mammals (n=2047; 532 species) (d) Reptiles (n=907; 305 species)

FIGURE 1 Spatial distribution, number of sampling sites (n), and number of species from the PREDICTS database for (a) amphibians, (b) birds, (c) mammals,
and (d) reptiles.

models (1 for each class because we were interested in the
effects of ecological characteristics within classes rather than
in the effects of taxonomic class in itself) with the lme4 pack-
age 1.1-23 (Bates et al., 2015). Random effects accounted for
study, site, and species identity to control for the nested design
of the database, taxonomic nonindependence, and repeated
observations among species. We did not consider interactions
among the ecological characteristics, but we included inter-
actions between land use and each ecological characteristic
and between land-use intensity and each ecological charac-
teristic. Before fitting the models, we checked the degree of
multicollinearity among explanatory variables using generalized
variance inflation factors (GVIF; Fox & Monette, 1992), with
a threshold of 5 for the detection of collinearity. All ecological
characteristics were included in these models, except diet. Using
the full models to assess the effect of diet on land-use responses
was complicated by the fact that there were more than 2 lev-
els for this trait; thus, models investigating the effects of diet
were built separately (see next paragraph). We did not use phy-
logenetic random effects directly in the models because of the
computational load required by such models when working with
several hundred species. However, we checked the phyloge-
netic signal in the models’ residuals with Pagel’s λ (Pagel, 1999).
To verify that the models’ estimates were robust to violations
of distributional assumptions, we fitted the models again with
a Bayesian framework (MCMCglmm package 2.32 [Hadfield,
2010]).

For the partial models, we included a single species-level
characteristic at a time. These models were fitted to visual-
ize occurrence patterns for each characteristic independently of
other characteristics. The partial models were used to investigate
associations between diet and land-use responses. We also fit-

ted partial models for other characteristics but for visualization
purposes only.

Associations between categorical and
continuous ecological characteristics and
occurrence probability

The influence of categorical traits on species responses to land
use and land-use intensity can be assessed in 2 ways: by com-
paring occurrence probability for species with the same traits
among different land-use types (termed among-land-use-type effects)
or by comparing occurrence probability in a given land-use type
among groups of species with different traits (termed within-

land-use-type effects) (Figure 2). To assess within-land-use-type
effects, we focused on the interactive effects between land-use
and ecological characteristics (and between land-use intensity
and ecological characteristics) for all ecological characteristics
except diet. For diet, assessing within-land-use-type effects is
complicated by the fact that there are more than 2 levels for this
trait; thus, we examined among land-use type effects (Figure 2)
by comparing the occurrence probability for species with dif-
ferent diet categories between disturbed land-use types and
primary vegetation.

For a given continuous ecological characteristic, any effect of
land use or land-use intensity can be assessed through changes
in the slope of the relationship between the ecological character-
istic and occurrence probability (Figure 2). When an ecological
characteristic negatively affects occurrence probability in a dis-
turbed land-use type, we expected the slope of the relationship
to be more negative than the slope for the reference land
use (minimally used primary vegetation). Focusing on slopes
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FIGURE 2 Assessment of the effects of ecological characteristics on occurrence probability within land-use types (within-land-use-type effects) (a) for all
categorical characteristics except diet and (b) for continuous characteristics (level 1, level of reference to a categorical trait; level 2, another level of reference to the
same categorical trait disturbed 1, a disturbed land-use type, e.g., agricultural; disturbed 2, another disturbed land-use type, e.g., urban). The focus is on significant
differences in occurrence probability among species with different levels of the same trait within a particular land-use type. A more positive slope in a disturbed
land-use type than in the reference land use indicates that higher values of the ecological characteristic are associated with relatively higher occurrence probability in
the disturbed land-use type, and vice-versa.

does not allow an inference of absolute changes in occur-
rence probability across land-use types; thus, we captured only
within-land-use-type effects for continuous predictors.

Validation on complete trait data subset (no
imputed trait values)

To assess whether our results were robust to trait imputation
uncertainty, we refitted the models for the subset of species for
which we had nonimputed data for all ecological characteristics.
The models’ structure was unchanged for birds and mammals.
Owing to multicollinearity issues, we excluded body mass for
reptiles and body length, clutch size, and habitat breadth for
amphibians. We also excluded life span for amphibians because
there were too many missing values (85%) (Appendix S1), which
posed model-fitting issues.

Climate-change sensitivity

We estimated climate-change sensitivity across vertebrate
species using the climate-niche factor analysis (CNFA) approach
developed by Rinnan and Lawler (2019), implemented with
the CENFA R package 1.1.1 (Rinnan, 2021). The CNFA is a
spatial approach for estimating species climate-change sensitiv-
ity, exposure, and vulnerability. It combines distribution data
with climatic variables to estimate sensitivity from properties of
species realized climatic niches. The CNFA quantifies 2 main
factors that reflect the position and the size of the species’ cli-
matic niche within a reference climatic space (here, the global
climatic space): marginality and sensitivity. The marginality fac-
tor can be interpreted as the distance between the centroid of
the climatic niche space occupied by the species and the cen-
troid of the climatic space of reference for each climatic variable.
The sensitivity factor quantifies the amount of sensitivity in each

climate dimension, reflecting the size of the niche relative to the
climatic space of reference (specialization). A species’ overall
sensitivity was calculated as the mean of the sensitivity factor
(transformed to the square root) and thus reflects the average
specialization in each climatic variable. The CNFA is appropri-
ate for interspecific comparisons given that the same reference
climatic space is used. For a full mathematical description of the
CNFA approach, see Rinnan and Lawler (2019).

We used global climate data from WorldClim 2.1 (Fick &
Hijmans, 2017). We downloaded 19 climatic variables at a reso-
lution of 2.5 arcminutes (∼4.6 km at the Equator). We removed
variables that were strongly collinear with any other climatic
variables (with a conservative threshold of 0.65 for Spearman
correlation coefficients [Dormann et al., 2013). We obtained 6
groups of intercorrelated variables (with the removeCollinear-
ity function from the virtualspecies R package 1.5.1 [Leroy
et al., 2016]) and randomly selected 1 climatic variable from
each group. The final set comprised 6 climatic variables: annual
mean temperature, mean diurnal temperature range, maximum
temperature of the warmest month, annual precipitation, pre-
cipitation seasonality, and precipitation of the coldest quarter
(Appendix S5).

All spatial data were reprojected to a resolution of 5 × 5 km
in the Behrmann equal-area projection. We picked this reso-
lution because climate-change sensitivity is underestimated for
narrowly distributed species at progressively coarser resolutions
(Appendix S5), but using finer resolutions has a very large com-
putational memory requirement. At a 5 × 5 km resolution, there
were still some narrowly distributed species for which sensitiv-
ity was likely underestimated (Appendix S5). Thus, we excluded
species with a range area ≤ 100 km2 from further analyses (660
amphibian species, 142 bird species, 129 mammal species, and
615 reptile species) because climate-change sensitivity is likely
not accurately estimated for these narrow-ranging species. Esti-
mating climate-change sensitivity for such species would require
distribution data resolved to finer resolutions, which is currently
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(c) Mammals (d) Reptiles

(a) Amphibians (b) Birds
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FIGURE 3 Distribution of climate-change sensitivity in amphibians, birds, mammals, and reptiles estimated with the climate-niche factor analysis (CNFA)
approach.

computationally prohibitive for all vertebrate species. The final
sample sizes were thus 4537 amphibians, 10,198 birds, 4721
mammals, and 7330 reptiles (Figure 3).

Because we considered only breeding ranges, we may have
misrepresented the realized climatic niches of migratory species.
However, considering nonbreeding ranges and breeding ranges
together would pose further issues, such as using climatic data
that match the time of the year when species are occurring in
different parts of their ranges. In addition to not being directly
implementable with the CENFA package, this could be prob-
lematic for interspecific comparisons because CNFA requires
the use of a similar climatic space of reference for interspecific
comparisons to be valid (Rinnan & Lawler, 2019). Neverthe-
less, we checked that our results were robust to the exclusion of
migratory species by removing species identified as migratory
(155 mammals, identified from Gnanadesikan et al., 2017; and
2072 birds, identified from Avonet [Tobias et al., 2022]) and run-
ning the models again (congruent results are not shown). Finally,
because coarser spatial resolutions are often used to reduce the
effect of commission errors (Di Marco et al., 2017), we verified
that our results were robust to the use of coarser resolutions for
wide-ranging species (congruent results not shown).

Climate-change sensitivity models

We used phylogenetic least-squares (PGLS) regressions, imple-
mented in the caper R package 1.0.1 (Orme, 2012), to assess
the effects of ecological characteristics on species estimated
climate-change sensitivity while controlling for phylogenetic
relationships among species. We combined the ecological
characteristics and the phylogenies with the comparative.data

function from the caper package and then built class-specific
models to explain climate-change sensitivity with the ecolog-
ical characteristics. We checked for multicollinearity among
the predictors with GVIF scores (see above). In all classes,
the models included all ecological characteristics (except for
amphibians and reptiles, for which we excluded diet and diet
breadth because there were many missing values). For the con-
tinuous predictors, we considered third-order polynomials to
allow for nonlinear responses but simplified these polynomi-
als to second or first orders if more complex relationships
were not significant. We included third-order polynomials for
the climate-change sensitivity models but not for the land-use
models because the PGLS models had a simpler structure than
the land-use models and were less computationally intensive
and because the number of estimated parameters was already
high for the land-use models without allowing for third-order
polynomials.

Finally, to assess the degree to which our results were robust
to trait-imputation uncertainty, we fitted the models again for
the subset of species for which we had empirical (i.e., non-
imputed) trait estimates. We fitted first-order polynomials here
because of the substantially reduced sample sizes.

RESULTS

Effects within land uses

Land-use, land-use intensity, and species ecological character-
istics and their interactions had significant effects on species
occurrence probability (Figure 4a & Appendix S6). Sig-
nificant interactive effects between land-use and ecological
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FIGURE 4 Summary of the effects of the ecological characteristics (except for diet) on (a) species’ responses to disturbed land-use types and (b) species’
estimated climate-change sensitivity for each class of terrestrial vertebrates (–, characteristic has a significant negative effect on occurrence probability within a
disturbed land-use type for any of the land-use intensities or the characteristic is significantly associated with a higher sensitivity to climate change; +, characteristic
has a significantly positive effect on occurrence probability within a disturbed land-use type for any of the land-use intensities or is significantly associated with lower
sensitivity to climate change; yellow shading, traits for which coverage was low before trait imputation [<40%]). Within-land-use-type effects are reported, which for
a given disturbed land-use type denote whether there were significant differences in occurrence probability among species with different trait values (Figure 2).

characteristics, and between land-use intensity and ecological
characteristics reflected differences in the ability of species
with different ecological characteristics to cope within dis-
turbed land-use types (Figure 4a). Across all classes, species
with narrower geographic range areas, smaller habitat breadth,
and an inability to exploit artificial habitats (i.e., natural habi-
tat specialists) tended to show greater decreases in occurrence
probability in disturbed land-use types than species with larger
range areas, broader habitat breadth, and an ability to exploit
artificial habitats. The exception was reptiles in secondary veg-
etation and mammals in urban areas, where smaller habitat
breadth was associated with increased occurrence probability.
The effects of the other ecological characteristics differed in
direction depending on class and land use, impeding any gen-
eralization (Figure 4a). For instance, longer life spans were
associated with decreases in occurrence probability in several
classes and land-use types (e.g., birds in agricultural areas), yet
we detected opposite effects in other land-use types (e.g., birds
in urban areas).

The phylogenetic signals in the models’ residuals were low
and not significant (for amphibians and reptiles Pagel’s λ< 0.01,
p ≈ 1; for mammals λ = 0.13, p = 0.12; for birds λ = 0.01, p =

0.46).

Effects among land uses

In all classes, occurrence probability declined substantially for
natural habitat specialists (i.e., species unable to exploit artifi-
cial habitats) in disturbed land-use types compared with primary
vegetation (Appendix S6.2), whereas occurrence probability for
artificial habitat users either increased or showed no difference.
An exception to this general pattern was that for reptiles both

natural habitat specialists and artificial habitat users declined
in some disturbed land-use types (e.g., in intensely used agri-
cultural areas [Appendix S6.2]). The occurrence probability of
nocturnal and non-nocturnal species was negatively affected
in disturbed land-use types compared with primary vegetation
(Appendix S6.2), such that land-use responses were not distin-
guishable between nocturnal and non-nocturnal species for all
classes and land-use types.

In all classes, diet had significant effects on occurrence
probability in disturbed land-use types (Figure 5). Overall,
invertebrate eaters tended to be negatively affected in dis-
turbed land-use types (e.g., −66% average decline in occurrence
probability for amphibians in intensely used agricultural areas
compared with minimally used primary vegetation). Omnivores
were negatively and positively affected, depending on class and
land-use type and intensity. Occurrence probability showed
large decreases (e.g., −81% for reptiles in intensely used plan-
tation forest) and increases (e.g., +43% for lightly used urban
areas in birds). Overall, fruit and nectar eaters showed large
declines in occurrence probability for mammals and birds, as
opposed to plant and seed eaters, whose occurrence probabil-
ity tended to be strongly and positively affected for birds and
dependent on land-use intensity for mammals (with increases in
minimally used land types, but not in more intensely used land
types). Finally, we detected significant changes in occurrence
probability for vertebrate eaters. There were some declines for
mammals in agricultural areas (−75% on average in intense
uses), but there were also some increases (e.g.,+43% on average
for birds in lightly used agricultural areas).

Model diagnostics showed evidence of deviations from
distributional assumptions (diagnostic plots for the full mod-
els are in Appendix S6.3). However, when estimated from
a Bayesian framework, the models’ estimates were mostly
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(m) Vertebrate−eating 
birds

(n) Vertebrate−eating 
mammals

(o) Vertebrate−eating 
reptiles

(i) Plant− and seed−eating 
birds

(j) Plant− and seed−eating 
mammals

(k) Fruit− and nectar−eating 
birds

(l) Fruit− and nectar−eating 
mammals

(e) Invertebrate−eating 
birds

(f) Invertebrate−eating 
mammals

(g) Invertebrate−eating 
amphibians

(h) Invertebrate−eating 
reptiles

(a) Omnivorous 
birds

(b) Omnivorous 
mammals

(c) Omnivorous 
amphibians

(d) Omnivorous 
reptiles
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FIGURE 5 Predicted difference in occurrence probability relative to minimally used primary vegetation (%) as a function of land use, land-use intensity, diet,
and their interactions for each class of terrestrial vertebrate (symbols, medians; bars, 95% confidence intervals; primary, primary vegetation; secondary, secondary
vegetation; plantation, plantation forest; agricultural, cropland and pasture). Effects could not be estimated for urban reptiles or for urban vertebrate eaters, fruit and
nectar eaters or plant and seed eaters for mammals because there were no sampled species. For some classes, there were no species in some of the diet categories
(amphibians and reptiles, no fruit- and nectar-eating or plant- and seed-eating species; amphibians, no vertebrate-eating species).

congruent (Appendix S6.4), showing that the frequentist
approach we used with lme4 was robust.

Climate-change sensitivity

The ecological characteristics showed significant associations
with estimated climate-change sensitivity in all classes (Figure 4b
& Appendix S7). Overall, climate-change sensitivity was high-
est for amphibians, followed by reptiles, mammals, and birds.

In all classes, narrower geographic range area, smaller habi-
tat breadth, and being specialized on natural habitats (i.e., not
found to occur in artificial habitats) were consistently asso-
ciated with higher climate-change sensitivity. However, other
characteristics did not have consistent associations with climate-
change sensitivity across classes; in different cases, associations
varied in significance and direction. For instance, although we
found negative associations between body mass and climate-
change sensitivity for mammals, amphibians, and reptiles, there
was a positive association for birds (Figure 4b). We additionally
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found invertebrate-eating, plant- and seed-eating, and omnivo-
rous birds to be more climate-change sensitive than birds with
other diet types, but we did not detect significant differences
among dietary groups for mammals (Appendix S8). The PGLS
models were robust to distributional assumptions (Appendix
S9).

Explanatory power of ecological characteristics

Land use, land-use intensity, and the ecological characteristics
(except diet) explained a relatively small amount of the vari-
ation in species’ occurrence probability across land-use types
(marginal R2 for the full models: 0.15 for amphibians, 0.047
for birds, 0.087 for mammals, and 0.13 for reptiles), in part
because the random effects explained a substantial proportion
of the variation (conditional R2: 0.59 for amphibians, 0.60 for
birds, 0.71 for mammals, and 0.57 for reptiles). The effects
that explained the most variation differed among classes; inter-
actions between land use and habitat breadth explained the
most variation for amphibians and birds, interactions between
land-use intensity and body mass explained the most variation
for mammals, and interactions between land use and life span
explained the most variation for reptiles (Figure 6a).

The PGLS models explained an important proportion of
the variation in estimated climate-change sensitivity (adjusted
R2: 0.64 for amphibians, 0.62 for birds, 0.63 for mammals and
reptiles), although most variation was explained by geographic
range area (about 60% in all classes [Figure 6b]), which could
reflect the design of the CNFA approach. When factoring out
residual variation and variation explained by range area, the
relative importance of traits as correlates of climate-change sen-
sitivity varied among classes (Figure 6c). Body mass explained
the most variation for mammals and reptiles, and litter and
clutch size explained the most variation for amphibians and
birds.

ROBUSTNESS TO REMOVAL OF IMPUTED
VALUES

Running the models again with data subsets for which we
had empirical, nonimputed values only for the ecological char-
acteristics showed that our conclusions were likely robust to
imputation uncertainty: across classes, the associations of geo-
graphic range area, habitat breadth, and use of artificial habitats
with climate-change sensitivity and land-use responses were
consistent with the main models (Appendix S10).

DISCUSSION

We investigated whether species ecological characteristics were
associated with sensitivity to 2 major human pressures on
biodiversity (land-use and climate change) across terrestrial ver-
tebrate classes. Geographic range area, habitat breadth, and
specialization on natural habitats were the only characteris-

tics showing consistent associations across both pressures and
vertebrate classes: narrower ranges, narrower habitat breadth,
and inability to exploit artificial habitats were associated with
more negative land-use responses and with higher climate-
change sensitivity. Our results align with previous metanalyses
that show extinction risk is associated with habitat breadth
and range area (Chichorro et al., 2019) and range shifts under
contemporary climate change are associated with species’ his-
torical range limits and habitat breadth (MacLean & Beissinger,
2017). They also align with many other studies on land-use
responses or extinction risk (e.g., Nowakowski et al., 2017;
Ripple et al., 2017; Newbold et al., 2018). To our knowledge,
we are the first to compare associations among vertebrate
classes and explicitly between 2 major human pressures. Our
results have important implications for conservation because
they mean that land-use and climate change are not randomly
affecting terrestrial vertebrates. Species with narrower geo-
graphic ranges and natural habitat specialists (here, species
unable to exploit artificial habitats) typically experienced signif-
icant declines in occurrence probability in disturbed land-use
types and had consistently higher sensitivity to climate change,
maybe because stricter niche requirements hinder adaptation
to disturbed environments (Slatyer et al., 2013). The higher
sensitivity of such species is concerning because they can
support unique ecosystem functions complementing those sup-
ported by generalists (Dehling et al., 2021; Leitão et al., 2016;
Loiseau et al., 2020). Further, geographic range area has been
employed by the IUCN for many years in vulnerability assess-
ments (Rodrigues et al., 2006), and our work provides additional
support for its integration in large-scale assessments. Our
results also highlight habitat specialization as being highly
relevant for large-scale vulnerability assessments, such as in
Foden et al. (2013).

Our results highlight context dependency in the associations
between most other traits and responses to anthropogenic pres-
sures. In the case of land use, we found that the directionality of
the responses often depended not only on taxonomic class, but
also on land-use type, further complicating the patterns. Con-
trary to Chichorro et al.’s (2022) findings on extinction risk, we
did not find consistent associations between life-history traits
(i.e., life span and fecundity) and climate-change sensitivity or
land-use responses. This could be because life-history traits
likely affect extinction risk through long-term demographic
processes, whereas our approach relied on occurrence data cap-
tured at a single moment in time and thus was based on the
assumption that populations were at equilibrium. This consti-
tutes a fundamental limitation of space-for-time approaches,
as emphasized in De Palma et al. (2018). Another limita-
tion is that the PREDICTS database contains taxonomic and
geographic biases. Addressing these biases, notably by improv-
ing data coverage for the least-sampled classes (here, reptiles
and amphibians), could help elucidate differences in responses
among taxonomic groups or regions (e.g., Newbold et al., 2020). Q5

For instance, because our results highlight the usefulness of
traits for understanding species’ sensitivity to human pressures,
further work could investigate geographic variation in the asso-
ciations across vertebrate classes, which was not possible here
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Amphibians Birds Mammals Reptiles
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(a) % variance explained by main effects (land−use models, 
factoring out residual variation)
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(b) % variance explained by main effects (PGLS models, 
factoring out residual variation)
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factoring out residual variation and variation attributable to range area)

FIGURE 6 Percentage of explained variance attributable to each of the main effects for (a) the mixed-effects models that fitted the effects of land use, land-use
intensity, and ecological characteristics on species occurrence probability (after factoring out residual variation); (b) the phylogenetic least-squares regressions used to
investigate whether the ecological characteristics explained climate-change sensitivity (after factoring out residual variation); and (c) the phylogenetic least-squares
regressions used to investigate whether the ecological characteristics explained climate-change sensitivity (after factoring out variance explained by geographic range
area and residual variation) (dashed vertical lines, 10% explained variance; LU, land use; LUI, land-use intensity; other effects, effects that explain <5% of overall
variation; PGLS, phylogenetic least-squares regressions).
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given geographic variation in the intensity of sampling in the
PREDICTS database.

In line with past work underlining the low explanatory power
of traits when used to explain responses to human pressures
(Angert et al., 2011; Cannistra & Buckley, 2021 [preprint];
Verberk et al., 2013), we found that traits explained a small
proportion of the interspecific variation in land-use responses
and in climate-change sensitivity. Despite their generally low
explanatory power, traits have been used to assess species’ vul-
nerability to human threats, in particular to climate change
(Bohm et al., 2016; Foden et al., 2013). One of the concep-
tual appeals behind the use of traits is that if clear patterns
in responses to environmental change can be identified across
taxa, then it could be possible to generalize their effects in
space and time and to new species (Hamilton et al., 2020; Ver-
berk et al., 2013; Williams et al., 2008), which is of interest
for conservation notably for data-deficient species and those
lacking estimates of abundance or population sizes. The class-
specific influence of traits on climate-change sensitivity, coupled
with their low explanatory power, could be one of the rea-
sons trait-based approaches yielded less consistent results than
trend-based approaches (which rely on the use of long-term
population data) for climate-change vulnerability assessments
(Wheatley et al., 2017). Importantly, our results, which are
based on a correlative assessment (i.e., the association between
climate-change sensitivity—derived from properties of species
realized climatic niche space—and traits), do not allow an infer-
ence of mechanistic links between traits and responses to global
changes. Reinforcing the mechanistic understanding of how
traits influence species’ ability to cope with disturbances, for
example, by using long-term population data and demographic
models (Hernández-Yáñez et al., 2022), may help elucidate
some of the contrasting results we obtained.

Characteristics we did not investigate play an important role
in shaping species’ responses to environmental change (e.g.,
thermal tolerance limits [Williams et al., 2022; Williams &
Newbold, 2021]). Additional patterns might be uncovered by
considering characteristics we did not consider. Further, it is
possible that some patterns are masked by interactions and
trade-offs among traits. For instance, larger species tend to
have larger dispersal distances and movement abilities (Jenkins
et al., 2007), which could be beneficial to resource acquisi-
tion in disturbed areas (Hillaert et al., 2018), but also have
higher energetic requirements (White, 2011) and lower repro-
ductive output, which could be detrimental to their persistence
in the face of environmental change. Interactions and trade-
offs among traits are important for understanding which species
could persist in disturbed environments (Sayol et al., 2020), but
little is known about interactive effects at large scales and for
different pressures and across multiple different traits.

We investigated climate-change sensitivity and land-use
responses separately, not considering interactions between
these pressures. However, human pressures act in combina-
tion (Capdevila et al., 2022; Harfoot et al., 2021; Segan et al.,
2016), and a number of confounding factors could influence
sensitivity. For example, larger species might be more sensitive
to warming than smaller species (Hantak et al., 2021; Merckx

et al., 2018), but they could also be better able to persist in
fragmented landscapes, such that habitat fragmentation and cli-
mate warming may have opposite signatures. Thus, interactions
among traits, among types of pressure, and among traits and
pressures should ideally be considered together to understand
species’ responses to human disturbances more fully (Hantak
et al., 2021). Although considering all these effects simulta-
neously may be challenging because of data-limitation issues,
model complexity, and difficulty in assessing and disentangling
individual and interactive effects (Oliver & Morecroft, 2014),
some researchers have considered the combined effects of
human pressures on vertebrates (Albaladejo-Robles et al., 2023;
Newbold, 2018; Spooner et al., 2018; J. J. Williams et al., 2022).

Our results indicated that land-use and climate change do
not randomly affect terrestrial vertebrates with respect to their
ecological characteristics, which could have important conse-
quences for ecosystem functioning (Duffy, 2003; Luck et al.,
2012). We detected substantial declines in occurrence prob-
ability of certain dietary groups in disturbed land-use types,
most notably invertebrate eaters, and fruit and nectar eaters.
We also found higher climate-change sensitivity for invertebrate
eaters and for plant- and seed-eating birds. Our findings thus
highlight the potential risks from global changes for ecosystem
processes sustained by those species, such as pest control, seed
dispersal, and pollination (Civantos et al., 2012; Fricke et al.,
2022; González-Varo et al., 2013), which emphasizes the need
for mitigation and conservation measures. By showing consis-
tent effects of geographic range size and habitat specialization
on sensitivity to land use and climate change across terres-
trial vertebrate classes, our findings provide support for the
integration of these ecological characteristics into vulnerability
assessments.
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T., Şekercioǧlu, Ç. H., & Mace, G. M. (2013). Identifying the world’s most
climate change vulnerable species: A systematic trait-based assessment of all
birds, amphibians and corals. PLoS ONE, 8(6), e65427.

Fox, J., & Monette, G. (1992). Generalized collinearity diagnostics. Journal of the

American Statistical Association, 87(417), 178–183.
Fricke, E. C., Ordonez, A., Rogers, H. S., & Svenning, J. C. (2022). The effects

of defaunation on plants’ capacity to track climate change. Science, 375(6577),
210–214.

Gnanadesikan, G. E., Pearse, W. D., & Shaw, A. K. (2017). Evolution of mam-
malian migrations for refuge, breeding, and food. Ecology and Evolution, 7(15),
5891–5900.

Gonzalez-Suarez, M., Gomez, A., & Revilla, E. (2013). Which intrinsic
traits predict vulnerability to extinction depends on the actual threatening
processes. Ecosphere, 4(6), 76.

González-Varo, J. P., Biesmeijer, J. C., Bommarco, R., Potts, S. G., Schweiger, O.,
Smith, H. G., Steffan-Dewenter, I., Szentgyörgyi, H., Woyciechowski, M., &
Vilà, M. (2013). Combined effects of global change pressures on animal-
mediated pollination. Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 28(9), 524–530.

Hadfield, J. D. (2010). MCMCglmm: MCMC methods for multi-response
GLMMs in R. Journal of Statistical Software, 33(2), 1–22.

Hamilton, A. T., Schäfer, R. B., Pyne, M. I., Chessman, B., Kakouei, K.,
Boersma, K. S., Verdonschot, P. F. M., Verdonschot, R. C. M., Mims, M.,
Khamis, K., Bierwagen, B., & Stamp, J. (2020). Limitations of trait-based
approaches for stressor assessment: The case of freshwater invertebrates and
climate drivers. Global Change Biology, 26(2), 364–379.

Hantak, M. M., McLean, B. S., Li, D., & Guralnick, R. P. (2021). Mammalian
body size is determined by interactions between climate, urbanization, and
ecological traits. Communications Biology, 4(2021), 972.

Harfoot, M. B. J., Johnston, A., Balmford, A., Burgess, N. D., Butchart, S. H.
M., Dias, M. P., Hazin, C., Hilton-Taylor, C., Hoffmann, M., Isaac, N. J. B.,
Iversen, L. L., Outhwaite, C. L., Visconti, P., & Geldmann, J. (2021). Using
the IUCN Red List to map threats to terrestrial vertebrates at global scale.
Nature Ecology and Evolution, 5(11), 1510–1519.

Hernández-Yáñez, H., Kim, S. Y., & Che-Castaldo, J. P. (2022). Demographic
and life history traits explain patterns in species vulnerability to extinction.
PLoS ONE, 17(2), e0263504.

Hevia, V., Martín-López, B., Palomo, S., García-Llorente, M., de Bello, F., &
González, J. A. (2017). Trait-based approaches to analyze links between the
drivers of change and ecosystem services: Synthesizing existing evidence and
future challenges. Ecology and Evolution, 7, 831–844.

Hillaert, J., Hovestadt, T., Vandegehuchte, M. L., & Bonte, D. (2018).
Size-dependent movement explains why bigger is better in fragmented
landscapes. Ecology and Evolution, 8(22), 10754–10767.

Hudson, L. N., Newbold, T., Contu, S., Hill, S. L. L., Lysenko, I., De Palma,
A., Phillips, H. R. P., Alhusseini, T. I., Bedford, F. E., Bennett, D. J., Booth,
H., Burton, V. J., Chng, C. W. T., Choimes, A., Correia, D. L. P., Day, J.,
Echeverría-Londoño, S., Emerson, S. R., Gao, D., … Purvis, A. (2017). The
database of the PREDICTS (Projecting Responses of Ecological Diversity
In Changing Terrestrial Systems) project. Ecology and Evolution, 7, 145–188.

Hudson, L. N., Newbold, T., Contu, S., Hill, S. L. L., Lysenko, I., De Palma,
A., Phillips, H. R. P., Senior, R. A., Bennett, D. J., Booth, H., Choimes, A.,
Correia, D. L. P., Day, J., Echeverría-Londoño, S., Garon, M., Harrison, M. L.
K., Ingram, D. J., Jung, M., Kemp, V., … Purvis, A. (2014). The PREDICTS
database: A global database of how local terrestrial biodiversity responds to
human impacts. Ecology and Evolution, 4(24), 4701–4735.

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.15.431292
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.15.431292
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3690867


1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

CONSERVATION BIOLOGY 15 of 16

IUCN. (2020). The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Version 2020–2. https://
www.iucnredlist.org

Jenkins, D. G., Brescacin, C. R., Duxbury, C. V., Elliott, J. A., Evans, J. A.,
Grablow, K. R., Hillegass, M., Lyon, B. N., Metzger, G. A., Olandese, M.
L., Pepe, D., Silvers, G. A., Suresch, H. N., Thompson, T. N., Trexler, C. M.,
Williams, G. E., Williams, N. C., & Williams, S. E. (2007). Does size matter
for dispersal distance? Global Ecology and Biogeography, 16(4), 415–425.

Jetz, W., Thomas, G. H., Joy, J. B., Hartmann, K., & Mooers, A. O. (2012). The
global diversity of birds in space and time. Nature, 491, 444–448.

Jetz, W., & Pyron, R. A. (2018). The interplay of past diversification and evolu-
tionary isolation with present imperilment across the amphibian tree of life.
Nature Ecology and Evolution, 2, 850–858.

Leitão, R. P., Zuanon, J., Villéger, S., Williams, S. E., Baraloto, C., Fortune, C.,
Mendonça, F. P., & Mouillot, D. (2016). Rare species contribute dispropor-
tionately to the functional structure of species assemblages. Proceedings of the

Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 283, 20160084.
Leroy, B., Meynard, C. N., Bellard, C., & Courchamp, F. (2016). virtualspecies, an

R package to generate virtual species distributions. Ecography, 39(6), 599–607.
Leung, B., Hargreaves, A. L., Greenberg, D. A., McGill, B., Dornelas, M., &

Freeman, R. (2020). Clustered versus catastrophic global vertebrate declines.
Nature, 588(7837), 267–271.

Li, G., Fang, C., Li, Y., Wang, Z., Sun, S., He, S., Qi, W., Bao, C., Ma, H., Fan,
Y., Feng, Y., & Liu, X. (2022). Global impacts of future urban expansion on
terrestrial vertebrate diversity. Nature Communications, 13(1), 1–12.

Loiseau, N., Mouquet, N., Casajus, N., Grenié, M., Guéguen, M., Maitner, B.,
Mouillot, D., Ostling, A., Renaud, J., Tucker, C., Velez, L., Thuiller, W., &
Violle, C. (2020). Global distribution and conservation status of ecologically
rare mammal and bird species. Nature Communications, 11, 5071.

Lucas, P. M., González-Suárez, M., & Revilla, E. (2019). Range area matters, and
so does spatial configuration: Predicting conservation status in vertebrates.
Ecography, 42(6), 1103–1114.

Luck, G. W., Lavorel, S., Mcintyre, S., & Lumb, K. (2012). Improving the applica-
tion of vertebrate trait-based frameworks to the study of ecosystem services.
Journal of Animal Ecology, 81, 1065–1076.

MacLean, S. A., & Beissinger, S. R. (2017). Species’ traits as predictors of
range shifts under contemporary climate change: A review and meta-analysis.
Global Change Biology, 23(10), 4094–4105.

Matich, P., & Schalk, C. M. (2019). Move it or lose it: Interspecific variation in
risk response of pond-breeding anurans. PeerJ, 7, e6956.

Maxwell, S. L., Fuller, R. A., Brooks, T. M., & Watson, J. E. M. (2016).
Biodiversity: The ravages of guns, nets and bulldozers. Nature, 536, 143–145.

Mccain, C. M., & King, S. R. B. (2014). Body size and activity times medi-
ate mammalian responses to climate change. Global Change Biology, 20,
1760–1769.

Merckx, T., Souffreau, C., Kaiser, A., Baardsen, L. F., Backeljau, T., Bonte, D.,
Brans, K. I., Cours, M., Dahirel, M., Debortoli, N., De Wolf, K., Engelen, J.
M. T., Fontaneto, D., Gianuca, A. T., Govaert, L., Hendrickx, F., Higuti, J.,
Lens, L., Martens, K., … Van Dyck, H. (2018). Body-size shifts in aquatic
and terrestrial urban communities. Nature, 558, 113–116.

Morelli, F., Benedetti, Y., Hanson, J. O., & Fuller, R. A. (2021). Global distribu-
tion and conservation of avian diet specialization. Conservation Letters, 14(4),
e12795.

Newbold, T. (2018). Future effects of climate and land-use change on terres-
trial vertebrate community diversity under different scenarios. Proceedings of

the Royal Society of London Series B, Biological Sciences, 285, 20180792.
Newbold, T., Hudson, L. N., Contu, S., Hill, S. L. L., Beck, J., Liu, Y., Meyer, C.,

Phillips, H. R. P., Scharlemann, J. P. W., & Purvis, A. (2018). Widespread win-
ners and narrow-ranged losers: Land use homogenizes biodiversity in local
assemblages worldwide. PLoS Biology, 16(12), e2006841.

Newbold, T., Hudson, L. N., Hill, S. L., Contu, S., Lysenko, I., Senior, R. a,
Börger, L., Bennett, D. J., Choimes, A., Collen, B., Day, J., De Palma, A., Dıáz,
S., Echeverria-Londoño, S., Edgar, M. J., Feldman, A., Garon, M., Harrison,
M. L. K., Alhusseini, T., … Purvis, A. (2015). Global effects of land use on
local terrestrial biodiversity. Nature, 520, 45–50.

Newbold, T., Scharlemann, J. P. W., Butchart, S. H. M., Sekercioğlu, C. H.,
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