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Abstract
1.	 Species distribution models (SDMs) are frequently used to project species' ranges 

under future climate conditions. Such space-for-time substitutions rely on the as-
sumptions that spatial climate-distribution relationships are causal and that rela-
tionships are equivalent over space and time. These assumptions have rarely been 
tested.

2.	 Using UK populations of the Orange-tip butterfly (Anthocharis cardamines) as 
a case study, we demonstrate an approach to test whether these key assump-
tions are met. First, we identified the seasonal periods over which temperature 
and precipitation variables best explained the Orange-tip butterfly's abundance. 
Then, we compared the effects of climate variables on both occupancy and abun-
dance over space versus time.

3.	 We found that, over both space and time, temperature in the previous year's 
flight period has a positive effect on the occupancy (i.e. presence) and abundance 
of the Orange-tip butterfly, whereas precipitation appeared not to have a causal 
effect. We found that temporal effects of temperature on abundance did not 
differ from spatial effects at colder sites, but at warmer UK sites, the magnitude 
of these effects significantly differed. Conversely, spatial and temporal effects of 
temperature on occupancy did not differ at warmer (mid-range) sites, with effect 
magnitudes significantly differing at colder sites.

4.	 Our results demonstrate the importance of identifying causal climate-distribution 
relationships before making projections. We also show that the reliability of SDM 
projections over time can be highly context dependent, even when considering a 
single species. Therefore, where data are available over space and time, the space 
versus time modelling approach presented here should be incorporated into the 
SDM statistical repertoire to improve the reliability of projections.
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abundance, climate change, occupancy, Orange-tip butterfly, precipitation, space-for-time 
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1  |  INTRODUC TION

Rapid anthropogenic climate change is driving major ecological 
changes (IPCC,  2022). Among the most widely documented im-
pacts of climate change are changes in species' geographic distribu-
tions—including range contractions and expansions, as well as shifts 
to higher latitudes, altitudes and deeper waters (Chen et al., 2011; 
Lenoir & Svenning, 2015; Poloczanska et al., 2013). It is vitally im-
portant for ecologists and policymakers to understand, predict and 
mitigate these impacts, and so a major focus of ecological research 
is on developing and applying tools to predict how species' distribu-
tions will change in response to global change drivers.

The most extensively used approach for modelling the effects of 
climate variables on species' distributions are correlational ‘species 
distribution models’ (SDMs; also termed ecological niche models; 
Elith & Leathwick, 2009). A common application of these models 
involves projecting areas of environmental suitability for a species 
under future conditions (Kharouba & Williams,  2024; Pearson & 
Dawson, 2003), allowing a broad range of inferences to be made, 
such as about changes in species' distributions (Berry et al., 2002); 
extinction risk (Thuiller et al., 2005); suitability of areas for assisted 
migration (Willis et  al.,  2009) and crop growth (Ramirez-Cabral 
et  al., 2017); and the spread of pests (Early et  al., 2022), disease 
vectors (Barker & MacIsaac, 2022) and invasive species (Srivastava 
et al., 2019). The SDM approach is very widely applied to project 
species' responses to future climate change, and so ensuring the 
robustness of these models is vital (Kharouba & Williams,  2024; 
Lovell et al., 2023).

A climate-focussed SDM typically involves estimating relation-
ships between climate data and a species' contemporary spatial 

distribution, specifically occupancy (presence/absence) or abun-
dance. Typically, SDMs estimate climate-distribution relationships 
across geographic space, and these relationships can then be trans-
ferred over time to predict the landscape suitability for a species under 
projected future climate conditions (Kharouba & Williams, 2024). As 
such, SDMs involve a ‘space-for-time substitution’, where spatial re-
lationships are used as a proxy for temporal relationships (Figure S1; 
Kharouba & Williams,  2024; Lovell et  al.,  2023; Pickett,  1989). As 
space-for-time substitutions, SDMs rely on two often-implicit as-
sumptions. Firstly, space-for-time substitutions assume that the 
modelled spatial climate-distribution relationships capture causal 
effects (Figure S1a; Kharouba & Williams, 2024; Lovell et al., 2023). 
However, many SDMs use a standard set of annual/seasonal tem-
perature and precipitation metrics, averaged over a 30-year period 
(WorldClim, Fick & Hijmans, 2017), whereas in reality, species' dis-
tributions are likely responding to climate drivers acting over a rela-
tively narrow timescale, such as a seasonal period corresponding to a 
specific life stage. Yet, there has been very little focus on identifying 
these precise time periods of climate sensitivity (Mills et al., 2017; 
Pollard, 1988; Roy et al., 2001). Secondly, space-for-time substitu-
tions assume that relationships identified over space are transfer-
able over time (‘space–time equivalence’; Figure  S1b; Kharouba & 
Williams,  2024; Lovell et  al.,  2023). However, this assumption has 
rarely been tested (Bradter et al., 2022; Oedekoven et al., 2017), and 
the extent to which spatial climate-distribution relationships hold 
over time is largely unclear.

Despite the widespread use of SDMs, the critical assumption 
of space–time equivalence (Figure  S1b) has rarely been tested 
for species' distributions (Kharouba & Williams,  2024; Lovell 
et  al.,  2023); while there have been some studies comparing 

F I G U R E  1  Hypothetical spatial (blue) and temporal (red) climate-distribution relationships, the processes that may generate them and 
implications for space-for-time substitutions (SFTS). Spatial climate variation is defined by the mean climate values at each site across years. 
Across a species' entire climatic range, the climate-distribution relationship is assumed to follow a humped form (but within the United 
Kingdom, we may only observe a section of this curve). Temporal climate variation is defined as each year's deviation from the site's average 
climate. Several possible scenarios are shown, each of which has different implications for space-for-time substitution. (a) Responses in a 
localised area under different scenarios: (ai) Spatial and temporal slopes are equivalent in direction and magnitude (temporal responses are 
jittered here for visual clarity), consistent with the relationships being causal and meaning that space can substitute for time; (aii) Slopes in 
space and time are in the same direction but the temporal slope is shallower, consistent with a causal effect of the climate variable but a lag 
in the response over time. Under this scenario space-for-time substitution may be valid over longer timescales if slower acting processes 
allow the lag to be closed; (aiii, iv) the spatial climate-distribution relationship is not consistent with causality because (aiii) no response is 
seen over time (i.e. slope of zero; note that this could correspond to an extreme lag, but this is unlikely over longer timescales) or space 
(not illustrated) or (aiv) temporal and spatial slopes are in opposite directions. (b–f) Patterns that may be seen across a range of climate 
values: (b) Spatial and temporal slopes are equivalent (see ai) across the range, and space can substitute for time (temporal responses are 
jittered here for visual clarity); (c) No response is seen over time (see aiii), suggesting that the spatial climate-distribution relationship is not 
consistent with causality across the species' range and space-for-time substitutions will not be valid over any timescale; (d) The temporal 
slope is of consistent direction and magnitude across climate values, suggesting the climate variable is not consistent with causality across all 
or some of the range, and where it does not appear to be causal space-for-time substitutions will not be valid over any timescale; (e) Slopes 
in space and time are in the same direction but the temporal slope is shallower than the local spatial slope across climate values (see aii), 
consistent with a causal effect of the climate variable but a lag in the response over time. Note that different slopes in space and time could 
also arise via a third variable that correlates differently with climate and distribution over space versus time. (f) Different climate optima over 
space and time (dashed lines), wherein the temporal slope changes direction at a different point to the spatial slope. This may arise if the 
climate has shifted over time and the spatial relationship between climate and abundance lags behind the equilibrium relationship. For (e) 
and (f), space-for-time substitution may only be valid over longer timescales if slower acting processes can manifest and this allows the lag to 
be recovered. *Abundance or probability of presence.
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    |  3LOVELL et al.

spatial and temporal climate effects on phenotypes (e.g. Kharouba 
et  al.,  2014; Klesse et  al.,  2020; Perret et  al.,  2024; Phillimore 
et  al.,  2010; Wu et  al.,  2022) and communities (e.g. Adler & 
Levine,  2007; Elmendorf et  al.,  2015; La Sorte et  al.,  2009; 
Sandel,  2019), we are aware of few directly testing for equiva-
lence between spatial and temporal climate-distribution rela-
tionships (Bradter et al., 2022; Oedekoven et al., 2017), and none 
directly considering both occupancy and abundance or the vari-
ation in the degree of agreement between spatial and temporal 
relationships within a species' range. Instead, most SDM valida-
tion is conducted over space alone, testing the causality of spatial 

climate-distribution relationships rather than their transferabil-
ity over time (Sequeira et  al.,  2018). Spatial validation often in-
volves data that are not truly independent (Roberts et al., 2017; 
Santini et al., 2021), but sometimes uses spatial data from differ-
ent regions or new data (Early & Sax, 2014; Greiser et al., 2020; 
Randin et  al.,  2006). Testing the transferability of SDMs over 
time (Kharouba & Williams, 2024; Lovell et al., 2023) typically in-
volves comparing SDM predictions and observed data at a spe-
cific time point to test predictive accuracy (Dobrowski et al., 2011; 
Rapacciuolo et  al.,  2012) For instance, SDM predictions have 
been tested against historic observations (Dobrowski et al., 2011; 
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4  |    LOVELL et al.

Morán-Ordóñez et  al.,  2017), paleodata (Pearman et  al.,  2008; 
Veloz et al., 2012), simulated data (Santini et al., 2021) and time-
series projections (Isaac et al., 2011). However, the transferability 
of SDMs over time has been found to be mixed, with predictive per-
formance ranging from good to poor, and varying across taxa and 
timescales (Dobrowski et al., 2011; Morán-Ordóñez et al., 2017; 
Pearman et al., 2008; Rapacciuolo et al., 2012; Wogan, 2016).

While predictive validations can inform as to the accuracy of pro-
jections for particular points in time, in isolation they provide little 
insight into the processes that generate spatial and temporal pat-
terns (Lovell et al., 2023). In contrast, directly comparing the slopes 
of spatial and temporal climate-distribution relationships (hereon, 
‘slopes’) has the potential to provide further insights into whether 
the same processes are operating in space and time, and thus how 
predictive accuracy may vary across timescales (Bradter et al., 2022; 
Phillimore et  al.,  2010). For instance, if the temporal climate-
distribution relationship is smaller in magnitude than the spatial re-
lationship, this could suggest that there is a lag in the response over 
time and that spatial patterns may be driven by slower acting pro-
cesses which may only manifest over longer timescales (Phillimore 
et al., 2010, Figure 1aii). While some studies have applied this type 
of ‘space–time comparison’ approach to phenotypes (e.g. Kharouba 
et al., 2014; Klesse et al., 2020; Phillimore et al., 2010) and commu-
nity composition (e.g. Adler & Levine, 2007; La Sorte et al., 2009; 
Sandel,  2019), very few studies have conducted space–time com-
parisons on species' distribution data (but see Bradter et al., 2022; 
Oedekoven et al., 2017).

Extensive spatiotemporally replicated species' abundance and 
climate datasets are a largely unrealised opportunity for estimat-
ing and comparing spatial and temporal climate-distribution rela-
tionships (Lovell et al., 2023; Phillimore et al., 2010). We are only 
aware of two previous studies directly comparing the slopes of 
spatial and temporal climate effects on species' abundances, both 
of which are focused on birds (Bradter et  al.,  2022; Oedekoven 
et al., 2017). These studies separated spatiotemporal climate vari-
ation into (i) spatial values averaged across years, (ii) temporal 
(yearly) values averaged across sites and (iii) spatiotemporal values 
of the remaining variation. These derived variables were then used 
to estimate linear spatial, temporal and spatiotemporal climate ef-
fects on abundance (Bradter et al., 2022; Oedekoven et al., 2017). 
However, usually when we consider climate-distribution relation-
ships across a range of climate values spanning the species cli-
matic niche, we anticipate a hump-shaped relationship, where the 
probability of presence or the abundance is maximised at an in-
termediate (optimum) climate value (Martínez-Meyer et al., 2013; 
Shelford, 1911). We therefore suggest that it makes sense to allow 
a quadratic spatial climate-distribution relationship, with tempo-
ral climate effects considered as deviations from the local spatial 
values (Figure 1). Using estimates derived from this model permits 
a test of whether temporal climate effects differ from local spa-
tial effects across a species' range. We identify several distinct 
patterns of spatial and temporal relationships that may arise, with 
different inferences into the processes at play (Figure 1).

Here, we focused on Lepidoptera, ectothermic organisms 
known to be highly sensitive to changes in temperature and 
precipitation, which directly influence their activity levels (Hill 
et al., 2021; Pollard, 1988; Roy et al., 2001). This means that cli-
mate variables may be expected to have a causal effect on their 
distributions. Furthermore, Lepidoptera have been subject to long 
term and spatially structured monitoring programmes, such as the 
UK Butterfly Monitoring Scheme (UKBMS; Botham et al., 2022), 
with high levels of replication that increases statistical power to 
detect population responses to climate variables over space and 
time. We here focused on the Orange-tip butterfly (Anthocharis 
cardamines) a species that is widely distributed across the United 
Kingdom and known to be sensitive to climate variables (Roy 
et  al.,  2001). For instance, the Orange-tip's range has been ex-
panding northwards as the climate warms (Thomas, 2010) and its 
phenology has been found to advance with increased spring tem-
peratures (Phillimore et al., 2012). We here used the Orange-tip as 
a test case of our approach, with the aim of testing the space-for-
time transferability assumption that commonly underpins SDMs. 
First, we identified the seasonal periods over which temperature 
and precipitation variables best predict spatiotemporal variation 
in Orange-tip abundance in the United Kingdom. We then com-
pared the spatial and temporal effects of climate variables on 
Orange-tip populations across the species range.

2  |  MATERIAL S AND METHODS

2.1  |  Replication statement

Scale of inference

Scale at which the 
factor of interest 
is applied

Number of replicates at the 
appropriate scale

Populations Populations Total of 14,830 site-year 
combinations, including 
2130 sites across the 
United Kingdom for the 
years 1977–2021

An overview of the methods used is given in Figure S2.

2.2  |  Butterfly abundance data

We used abundance data from the UK Butterfly Monitoring Scheme 
(UKBMS), which has been recording the abundance of butterfly spe-
cies across the United Kingdom since 1976 (Botham et  al.,  2022). 
The UKBMS data consists of counts of the number of individual but-
terflies observed on transect walks (mean transect length = 2.01 km, 
SD = 1.08), with surveys conducted weekly between the 1 April and 
30 September at each site in each year. Weekly counts are used to 
produce ‘site indices’ as a measure of a species' relative abundance 
at each transect site in each year—these are calculated as the area 
underneath a generalised additive model fitted to each species' data 

 13652435, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1365-2435.70005 by U

K
 C

entre For E
cology &

 H
ydrology, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [21/02/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



    |  5LOVELL et al.

from each site-year (Botham et  al.,  2022). Note that although we 
refer to the site indices as ‘abundance’, they are not a measure of 
true population size, but rather an estimate of sampled abundance 
that is comparable across sites and years.

For the Orange-tip butterfly (Anthocharis cardamines), we ob-
tained UKBMS site index data for the years 1976–2021, assigning 
zero counts to site-years that were surveyed but where the Orange-
tip was not seen. We excluded site-years where the species was ob-
served but monitoring was not sufficient to generate a site index 
value. Since one year's abundance is likely to influence the next 
year's population size, the previous year's site index was included as 
a predictor in our models (Pollard & Lakhani, 1985; Roy et al., 2001). 
We therefore also excluded site-years for which the previous year's 
abundance was unavailable. This resulted in a total of 14,830 site-
year combinations for use in our analyses, spanning the years 1977–
2021 and 2130 sites across the United Kingdom (note that not all 
transects have counts in all years; Figure S3). To partially account 
for spatial pseudoreplication of transect sites, each UKBMS site was 
mapped to a 50 km grid cell which was included as a random effect 
in our models.

2.3  |  Climate variables

Historical UK climate data were obtained from the HadUK-Grid, 
which consists of daily data from climate stations, interpolated to 
a 1 km grid (Hollis et al., 2019). For each transect site in each year 
(1976–2021), we extracted daily maximum temperature (°C, which 
is highly correlated with daily minimum and mean temperatures) and 
precipitation (mm) values for the 1 km grid cell that the beginning of 
the site's transect is found in.

In order to explore the effects of climate on Orange-tip abun-
dance/occupancy across space and time, we first decomposed climate 
variation into spatial and temporal components (Bradter et al., 2022; 
Brodie et al., 2021; Oedekoven et al., 2017; Phillimore et al., 2010). We 
used a within-subject centring approach to separate between-site (i.e. 
spatial) and within-site (i.e. temporal) variation in the climate variables 
of interest (van de Pol & Wright, 2009). Under this approach, spatial 
variation in a climate variable was captured by the mean climate value 
at each site across multiple years (the spatial average), and the local 
temporal variation in a climate variable was each year's deviation from 
the site's spatial average. We calculated the spatial average across the 
n = 15 years spanning 1976–1990, treating this period as the climate 
baseline. We used this baseline period rather than the entire duration 
of our data because substantial climate change occurred in the period 
after 1990 (Figure S3d), and so we expect this period to better capture 
the historical climate conditions that populations may be in equilib-
rium with over space (Lovell et al., 2023).

2.4  |  Model structure

All analyses were conducted in R version 4.3.1 (R Core Team, 2021).

Our models are based on Poisson family generalised linear mixed 
models, with Orange-tip abundance, A, at site i in year y modelled as:

where β0 is the intercept, and the fixed and random effects are as 
follows.

A climate variable, X, is the average temperature or precipitation 
value over a given seasonal window (see Section 2.5). For each cli-
mate variable, X, included in a model (one or both of a temperature 
variable and a precipitation variable), we included four fixed effect 
terms. We separated the spatial (S) and temporal (T) climate effects 
using the within-site centring approach described above (van de Pol 
& Wright, 2009). Spatial climate variation, the spatial average Xi, was 
the average climate value at site i between 1976 and 1990. As de-
scribed by Fay et al. (2022), we also included a spatial quadratic term 
X
2

i
, to allow for the scenario where climate-abundance relationships 

have an optimal climate value, beyond which abundance declines. 
The inclusion of this quadratic term was supported by AIC and mar-
ginal R2 values (Supplementary Methods; Table  S2). The temporal 
climate variation was the deviation of the climate in each year y from 
the site's average climate value, Xi,y − Xi. Finally, we included the in-
teraction between spatial and temporal climate variation, to allow 
the temporal effect to change depending on the spatial climate 
value, thereby allowing the temporal climate effect to follow the 
quadratic curve and vary across the specie's range (Figure  1). We 
also included abundance at site i in the previous year (y − 1) as a fixed 
effect because the previous year's abundance is likely to influence 
the current year's abundance (Pollard & Lakhani,  1985; Roy 
et al., 2001). To ensure that this is only considering a temporal effect, 
and not capturing spatial patterns in abundance, the previous year's 
abundance was included as a deviation from the site's average abun-
dance across all years (i.e. calculated in the same way as temporal 
climate variation), where ATi,y−1

= log
(

1 + Ai,y−1

)

− log
(

1+Ai,y−1

)

; see 

Figure S4 for further exploration of this term and its effect. To ac-
count for pseudoreplication, random effects, u, were included for 
site i, year y, 50 km grid cell g and the grid:year interaction g:y. We 
also included an observation-level random effect εi,y to account for 
overdispersion; since there is only one observation for each site-
year, this is equivalent to a site:year random effect.

2.5  |  Sliding windows

We used a sliding window approach to identify the seasonal pe-
riods over which temperature and precipitation variables best ex-
plain variation in Orange-tip abundance (van de Pol et al., 2016; 
see Supplementary Methods for further details). In short, using 
the lme4 R package (Bates et al., 2015), we fitted a series of maxi-
mum likelihood Poisson mixed effects models (Equation 1) includ-
ing climate predictors averaged over different ‘windows’ with 
varying durations and timings. We searched for one temperature 
window followed by one precipitation window, identifying the cli-
mate windows that best described Orange-tip abundance based 
on the models with the lowest AICs (Supplementary Methods). 
We hereon use ‘temperature window’ and ‘precipitation window’ 
to refer to these identified periods of time over which the cli-
mate variables are most important. We also ran space-only and 

(1)
log

(

Ai,y

)

=�0+�SXi+�S2X
2

i
+�T

(

Xi,y−Xi
)

+�ST
(

Xi
)(

Xi,y−Xi
)

+�AATi,y−1
+ui+uy+ug+ug:y+�i,y
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6  |    LOVELL et al.

time-only windows searches to determine whether similar sea-
sonal periods were important in space and time, as is expected if 
the climate variable has a causal effect (Supplementary Methods).

2.6  |  Comparing climate-distribution relationships 
in space and time

Having identified the climate variables important for predicting 
spatiotemporal variation in Orange-tip abundance, we then com-
pared spatial and temporal climate-distribution relationships at 
different climate values experienced within the species' range. We 
used a Bayesian model, fitted using the MCMCglmm R package 
(Hadfield, 2010), to derive posterior distributions for the differences 
between spatial and temporal climate-abundance/occupancy slopes 
across climate values. This allowed us to determine whether spa-
tial and temporal effects of the climate variable significantly differ 
across the species' climate range.

We found the Poisson model to be zero inflated (Supplementary 
Methods), and so we fitted a hurdle-Poisson mixed model 
(Equation S1). This model involved modelling the response in two 
parts: a binomial part that modelled occupancy (presence/ab-
sence, the probability that an observation is zero), and a truncated-
Poisson part that modelled the positive (non-zero) abundance 
values. We had a similar model structure for the Binomial and 
truncated-Poisson parts of the model, with the only difference 
being that the previous year's abundance term 

(

ATi,y−1

)

 was only 

included in the Poisson part. Random effects were modelled with 
an unstructured covariance structure to allow covariance between 
their effects in the two parts of the model. Residual variances (εi,y) 
were allowed to differ between the two parts of the model, but 
with no covariance between them. Since the binomial part of the 
model is binary, a residual variance cannot be estimated for this 
part of the model and is fixed at 1.  The model was run for 
5,000,000 iterations, with a burn-in of 1,000,000 and thinning in-
terval of 100, ensuring that the majority of effective sample sizes 
exceeded 1000, though in a minority of instances were only over 
400 (Table  S3). We used default flat normal priors (mu = 0, 
var. = 108) for fixed effects, parameter-expanded priors for ran-
dom effects (nu = 2, V = 1, alpha.mu = 0, alpha.V = 1000), an inverse 
Wishart prior (nu = 0.002, V = 1) for the truncated-Poisson residual 
term and the residual prior for the binomial was fixed at 1. 
Traceplots were examined to ensure adequate mixing and 
convergence.

To test whether spatial and temporal slopes differed at par-
ticular points along the spatial temperature/precipitation gradi-
ent, we took the following approach. For each of the truncated 
Poisson and Binomial parts of the model, and for values span-
ning the observed range of each climate variable (0.1°C or mm 

intervals between 13.0°C and 20.6°C for temperature and 1.1 
and 6.3 mm for precipitation), we estimated (i) the posterior of 
the spatial climate-abundance/occupancy slope (the tangent of 
the quadratic curve at that climate value) and (ii) the posterior of 
the temporal climate-abundance/occupancy slope (i.e. the slope 
of the deviation from the spatial curve). We then derived the 
posterior distribution of the slope difference (space minus time) 
across these climate values and found the 95% credible interval 
of these differences. Where these did not overlap zero, the ef-
fects of the climate variable in space and time were considered 
significantly different (Phillimore et al., 2010, 2016). This allowed 
us to draw inferences about the causality of climate-distribution 
relationships, the presence of lags in the responses over time and 
the speed of processes giving rise to these spatial and temporal 
patterns (Figure 1).

We note that the credible intervals on the spatial and temporal 
slope estimates (Figure S6) are wider at more extreme temperatures, 
resulting in lower power to reject the null expectation of no differ-
ence between slopes.

3  |  RESULTS

3.1  |  Climate signals

3.1.1  |  Maximum temperature

We identified the most important temperature window for Orange-
tip abundance as the average daily maximum value between ordinal 
days 136 and 195 (16th May–14th July) in the previous year (mar-
ginal pseudo-R2 = 0.15; Figure 2b, Table S1a). The average maximum 
temperature within this window increased by an estimated 1.14°C 
between 1976 and 2021 (averaged across sites; Figure  S3d) and 
across the latitudinal extent of our data it was estimated to differ 
by 4.06°C (averaged across years; Figure  S3e). This window falls 
within the previous year's flight period and also coincides with egg 
and larval life stages (Figure 2a,b). The model including our best tem-
perature window had an AIC that was 171.2 lower than a null model 
with no climate predictors, and 1.8 lower than the model containing 
the next best temperature window (Figure 2b; see Table S1a for full 
model comparison). All windows within 20 AIC of the best model 
included overlapping windows within roughly the same time period 
(Figure 2b), increasing confidence that temperature during this win-
dow may have a causal effect on abundance. Further evidence that 
temperature in this period may have a causal effect on Orange-tip 

F I G U R E  2  The Orange-tip butterfly's lifecycle and the AICs of the models including different climate windows as predictors of 
abundance. Poisson mixed effects models (Equation 1) were fitted using different climate windows as predictors of the Orange-tip 
butterfly's abundance. The windows explored fell between ordinal day 61 in the previous year and 170 in the current year, with different 
timings and durations explored. See Section 2 for further details. (a) Approximation of the Orange-tip butterfly's lifecycle during the 
window search period. (b, c) AICs of models fitted with different climate windows for (b) temperature and (c) precipitation. Bars in red 
indicated windows within 2 AIC of the best window (that with the lowest AIC). The insert in (c) shows the same information across a reduced 
AIC range.
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8  |    LOVELL et al.

populations over both space and time came from the fact that win-
dows overlapping this period were identified using spatial data only 
(ordinal days 176 (25 June)–195 (14 July) in the previous year; 
Figure S5) and temporal data only (ordinal days 136 (16 May)–195 
(14 July) in the previous year; Figure S5).

3.1.2  |  Precipitation

The precipitation window that best explained Orange-tip abundance 
was identified as between ordinal days 131 and 150 (11 May–30 
May) in the current year (marginal pseudo-R2 = 0.19; Figure  2c; 
Table  S1b). On average across sites, average precipitation in this 
time window increased by an estimated 0.52 mm between 1976 and 
2021 (Figure S3f), and on average across years, the daily mean pre-
cipitation across latitudes had an estimated range of only 0.27 mm 
(Figure S3g). The selected precipitation window falls just after the 
previous year's flight period, when pupae are present (Figure 2a,c). 
Including our precipitation window decreased AIC by 8.7 compared 
to the temperature-only model (see Table S1b for full model compar-
ison). The time-only window search identified a precipitation win-
dow overlapping that of the full model: between ordinal days 121 
and 150 (1 May–30 May) in the current year (Figure S5). However, 
in contrast to the full and time-only models, the space-only precipi-
tation window fell between ordinal days 206 and 225 (25 July–13 
August) in the previous year (Figure S5). This discrepancy between 
space and time suggests that the precipitation window identified by 
the full model may not be causal.

3.1.3  |  Model validation

Models including climate variables had considerably higher mar-
ginal pseudo-R2 values and lower AIC values compared to the null 
model, with the model including both temperature and precipita-
tion variables better supported than the temperature-only model. 
We also found support for including quadratic spatial climate terms: 
Models including the quadratic term had consistently higher mar-
ginal pseudo-R2 values and lower AICs than the equivalent model 
excluding this quadratic term (Table S2).

3.2  |  Space versus time

For the best temperature and precipitation windows, we com-
pared climate-distribution relationships in space and time using 
a Bayesian hurdle-Poisson mixed model (after finding that a 
non-hurdle model was zero inflated, Figure  S7). Model outputs 
quoted in-text for temperature are the derived spatial or temporal 
slope estimates at the midpoint of the spatial temperature values 
(16.79°C), averaged across all iterations. These estimates are on 
the link scales (logit for occupancy and log for abundance).  Raw 
model outputs are in Table S3.

We found that at sites which were warmer between 16 May 
and 14 July in the previous year, the Orange-tip was more likely to 
be present (Binomial spatial slope mean = −1.439, CIs = −1.767 to 
−1.112; Figure 3a, Table S3) and had higher abundance (truncated-
Poisson spatial slope mean = 0.376, CIs = 0.244–0.508; Figure  3b, 
Table S3).

We found a quadratic effect of spatial temperature on occu-
pancy, with the spatial effect declining towards zero as temperature 
increased (Figure 3a, Table S3). Similarly, over time, the Orange-tip 
was more likely to be present at warmer sites (Binomial temporal 
slope mean = −0.247, CIs = −0.432 to −0.056; Figure 3a, Table S3), 
with the temporal slope decreasing towards zero as the spatial tem-
perature increased (Figure 3a, Table S3). The credible intervals of 
the difference between the spatial and temporal slopes on occu-
pancy only overlapped zero at 19.7°C and above, indicating that 
these slopes were not significantly different at higher temperature 
sites (Figure 3c). Below this, effects in space and time were signifi-
cantly different, with temporal slopes lower in magnitude than local 
spatial slopes.

The quadratic effect of spatial temperature on abundance was 
minimal (Figure  3b, Table  S3). There was an interaction between 
spatial and temporal temperature effects on abundance (Figure 3b, 
Table S3), meaning that the effect of temperature change over time 
depended on the position in the species' climatic range: tempera-
ture had a positive effect on abundance up until 20.25°C, beyond 
which increasing temperatures were associated with decreases 
in abundance (truncated-Poisson temporal slope mean = 0.192, 
CIs = 0.147 to 0.236; Figure 3b, Table S3). The credible intervals of 
the difference between spatial and temporal slopes overlapped zero 
up to 16.4°C, but departed from zero beyond this, indicating that 
the temperature-abundance slopes were significantly different at 
higher temperature sites (Figure 3d). As higher temperatures were 
approached, the temporal slope began to have a lower magnitude 
than the local spatial slope, and was even in the opposite direction at 
the highest temperatures (Figure 3b,d).

Across the United Kingdom, we found that spatial and temporal 
temperature-occupancy slopes significantly differed at more north-
ern (cooler) sites, whereas temperature-abundance slopes differed 
in the more southern (warmer) sites (Figure  4). As a result, abun-
dance and occupancy projections based on spatial and temporal 
climate variables differed (Figure  S8). For instance, at a low tem-
perature site (14.91°C), increasing temperature by 1°C over space is 
predicted to increase probability of presence by 0.18 (from 0.05 to 
0.23), whereas over time, a 1°C increase is only predicted to increase 
by 0.02 (from 0.05 to 0.07; Figure S8). Similarly, at a high tempera-
ture site (18.67°C), increasing temperature by 1°C over space is pre-
dicted to increase abundance by a factor of 1.41, whereas over time, 
it is predicted to increase it by a factor of 1.09 (Figure S8).

We found a quadratic relationship between precipitation in the 
period 11 May–30 May in the current year and both occupancy and 
abundance (Table S3, Figure S9). With increased rainfall over space, 
the Orange-tip was more likely to be present up until 2.25 mm/
day, beyond which increased rainfall decreased its probability of 
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    |  9LOVELL et al.

presence (Figure S9, Table S3). Similarly, the spatial effect of precipi-
tation on abundance was positive up until 1.7 mm/day, beyond which 
it was negative (Figure S9, Table S3). However, for both occupancy 
and abundance, the credible intervals of the temporal relationship 
overlapped zero for the majority of precipitation values (Figure S9). 
Given the lack of response to precipitation over time, we lacked 
confidence that this association was causal and so our comparisons 
of spatial and temporal slopes focus on the temperature window.

We found that the temporal variation in the previous year's 
abundance (calculated as a deviation from the site's average abun-
dance) was associated with a higher abundance in the current year 
(Table S3).

4  |  DISCUSSION

Two critical assumptions underlying SDMs projections of species' 
responses to climate change are that (i) the climate-distribution 

relationships identified across space are causal and (ii) the effects 
that climate variables have on the species' distribution are equiva-
lent over space and time (Elith & Leathwick,  2009; Kharouba & 
Williams,  2024; Lovell et  al.,  2023). For UK populations of the 
Orange-tip butterfly, we found that the causality assumption appears 
to be met for temperature but not for precipitation, and showed that 
Orange-tip populations are sensitive to temperature during a spe-
cific window of time in the previous year (Figure  2b), highlighting 
the importance of using carefully selected climate predictors (Da 
Re et al., 2024; Kharouba & Williams, 2024; Lovell et al., 2023). The 
second assumption—that of space–time equivalence—held in dif-
ferent parts of the Orange-tip's range for temperature effects on 
occupancy versus abundance (conditional on presence; Figure  4). 
This suggests that the reliability of SDM projections will vary across 
distribution metrics and regions. Previous work has reported that 
space–time equivalence differs across species (Bradter et al., 2022; 
Oedekoven et al., 2017) and here we extend these insights by dem-
onstrating that variation in space–time equivalence is also found 

F I G U R E  3  Effect of temperature on the Orange-tip butterfly's distribution in space versus time. A Bayesian hurdle-Poisson mixed model 
(Equation S1) was used to model the spatial and temporal effects of temperature and precipitation on the Orange-tip's abundance and 
occupancy (see Section 2). (a, b) The spatial (black) and temporal (red) relationships between maximum temperature (averaged over 16 May 
and 14 July in the previous year) and Orange-tip (a) probability of absence (Binomial part, logit scale, note reversed y axis) and (b) abundance 
(conditional on presence; truncated-Poisson part, log scale). Note that if we looked across the species' entire distribution, we would expect 
the spatial curves in (a) and (b) to be hump-shaped (as in the insert). (c, d) The difference between the latent scale spatial and temporal slopes 
at different temperature values for (c) probability of absence and (d) abundance. Grey bars indicate the 95% credible intervals of these 
differences; where these do not overlap zero, slopes in space and time can be considered significantly different. Note that in (a, b) temporal 
slopes are plotted at 0.2°C spatial temperature intervals for visual clarity, but slope differences in (c, d) are at 0.1°C intervals.
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10  |    LOVELL et al.

within a single species' range and between different distribution 
metrics (occupancy vs abundance). Overall, our results demonstrate 
how SDM projections parameterised solely from species' responses 
to climate variation in space have the potential to be misleading, and 
highlight the complexities that arise when relying on space-for-time 
substitutions.

The United Kingdom is towards the northern (cold) edge of the 
Orange-tip's range, and so our data includes northern (leading-edge) 
to mid-range sites. This may explain why the spatial temperature-
distribution relationships for this species do not show a peak 
abundance or probability of presence within the range of our tem-
perature data (Figure 3a,b). Across the Orange-tip's UK range, both 
temperature-abundance and temperature-occupancy relationships 

were usually in the same direction over space and time, and over-
lapping climate windows were identified over both space and time 
(Figure  S5), consistent with a causal positive effect of tempera-
tures on probability of presence and on abundance (Figure  3a,b). 
This suggests that spatial temperature-distribution relationships 
may be somewhat transferable over time. However, we discovered 
complexities in patterns of space–time equivalence that highlight 
the context-dependence of the validity of space-for-time substitu-
tions: The response in time was often shallower than that in space, 
and patterns of space–time equivalence varied across the species' 
range and across response variables (occupancy versus abundance; 
Figure 3). As a result, predicted changes based on spatial and tempo-
ral climate variation can differ (Figure S8).

F I G U R E  4  Geographical variation in space–time equivalence for the effect of temperature on Orange-tip occupancy and abundance. 
A Bayesian hurdle-Poisson mixed model (Equation S1; see Section 2) was used to predict the spatial and temporal effects of the maximum 
temperature (averaged between 16 May and 14 July in the previous year) on Orange-tip abundance and occupancy at different temperature 
values observed across the United Kingdom at a 1 km grid resolution. Maps indicate the difference between the effect of temperature on (a, 
c) occupancy (probability of absence) and (b, d) abundance in space and time. (a, b) The mean differences between slopes in space and time. 
(c, d) Whether the slopes in space and time are significantly different from each other (Figure 3c,d).
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    |  11LOVELL et al.

The varying geographical patterns of space–time equivalence 
(Figure 4) present an opportunity to examine the mechanisms by 
which temperature affects occupancy and abundance. At lower 
temperatures nearer to the cold edge of the Orange-tip's thermal 
niche, temperature changes over time had an immediate effect 
on abundance that tracked the local spatial temperature effect 
(Figure  3b), consistent with a causal and limiting effect of tem-
perature. However, in colder regions, the occupancy response over 
time was shallower than that seen over space (Figure  3a). This 
slope difference could be due to the range-limiting effects of other 
variables such as habitat type and availability (Platts et al., 2019), 
biotic interactions (HilleRisLambers et  al.,  2013) or availability 
of microclimate refugia (Suggitt et  al.,  2018). Alternatively, this 
slope difference may arise because colonisations and/or extinc-
tions at the range margins take time to manifest after a tempera-
ture change (i.e. there is lag in the response over time; Alexander 
et  al.,  2018; Ash et  al.,  2017; Lovell et  al.,  2023). For instance, 
increasing temperatures may render a site newly suitable for the 
species, but colonisation of this unoccupied site relies on the pres-
ence of a nearby source population (i.e. there is an effect of spatial 
autocorrelation in occupancies).

At higher temperatures closer to the range core, different pat-
terns were seen. Here, the temporal temperature-abundance slope 
was shallower than the local spatial slope (Figure 3b). One explana-
tion for a shallower temporal slope is that stochasticity in annual 
temperature variation may limit the extent to which demographic 
processes (i.e. births and deaths) allow populations to track annual 
fluctuations in equilibrium population sizes (Figure 1e). Similarly, a 
lag in time may also arise if spatial relationships are shaped by slower 
acting processes, such as local adaptation, that only manifest over 
longer timescales (Adler et  al.,  2020). The observed pattern with 
the temporal slope becoming increasingly shallow compared to the 
local spatial slope as the spatial temperature increases (Figure 3b) 
could also arise if population sizes in space are lagging behind the 
equilibrium expectation; this would manifest as abundance peaking 
at a higher temperature in space than in time (Figure 1f). However, 
testing this hypothesis rigorously would require consideration of 
the full thermal niche for the species. Alternatively, diverging spa-
tial and temporal temperature-abundance slopes may occur if tem-
perature is non-causal at higher temperatures. Under this scenario, 
the species is more sensitive to temperature towards the edge of its 
thermal niche (MacArthur, 1984), with other variables (e.g. density 
dependence) assuming greater importance in limiting abundance 
towards the species' range centre and thermal optima (as found by 
Mills et al., 2017 for European butterflies including the Orange-tip). 
The spatial and temporal temperature–occupancy relationships did 
not differ at higher temperature sites. Both the spatial and tem-
poral slopes declined towards zero as the temperature increases 
(Figure S6a,d; Figure 3a); this is likely to be because changes in oc-
cupancy will be rarer towards the centre of the species' range, and 
so temperature may also be most important for generating variation 
in occupancy towards the range edge compared to the range centre 
(MacArthur, 1984).

The fact that we found different—largely opposite—patterns of 
space–time equivalence for the effect of temperature on occupancy 
versus abundance (Figures 3c,d and 4) highlights that different pro-
cesses are likely to be driving these two responses, with implications 
for the accuracy of space-for-time projections. Indeed, while occu-
pancy and abundance are related aspects of species' distributions, 
they may exhibit differing responses to climate variables (Billman 
et al., 2021; Dallas & Hastings, 2018; Fox et al., 2023). Patterns in oc-
cupancy are likely to be the result of slower acting processes—such 
as colonisations beyond the range limits and extinctions—and thus 
reflect longer term suitability of environmental conditions (Billman 
et al., 2021; Schulz et al., 2020). In contrast, abundance may respond 
more rapidly to environmental changes, with a greater contribution of 
faster acting processes (such as changes in population growth rates), 
and so patterns of abundance may be more reflective of shorter term 
environmental variation (Billman et  al.,  2021; Schulz et  al.,  2020). 
Although, slower acting processes such as local adaptation may also 
influence abundance trends and could prevent tracking of environ-
mental change in the near-term. Failure to separate these two facets 
of species' distributions could mask the complexity of how species' 
distributions respond to climate change (Dibner et al., 2017; Schulz 
et  al.,  2020). For instance, when we fitted a (non-hurdle) Poisson 
mixed model to our data (Figure S7)—that is, considering both oc-
cupancy and abundance as a single variable—we found patterns of 
space–time equivalence for temperature effects that were similar 
to those that we see for occupancy (Figure 3a,c). Therefore, such an 
estimate would overlook the impact of temperature on abundance 
(conditional on presence; Figure 3b,d). However, SDMs often focus 
on occupancy alone and rarely consider both occupancy and abun-
dance (Waldock et  al.,  2022). A hurdle model represents a useful 
tool to model these two responses simultaneously, even where data 
are not zero inflated (Schulz et al., 2020). Furthermore, the distinc-
tion between the trends observed for abundance versus occupancy 
highlights that the accuracy of space-for-time SDM projections over 
different timescales will be dependent on both the response variable 
used and the position within the species' range.

The time window over which we found that average tempera-
ture best predicted the Orange-tip's distribution (16 May–14 July) 
spans a period in the previous year when Orange-tip adults, eggs 
and larvae are all present (Figure 2a,b). The positive spatial relation-
ship that we found between temperature in this window and both 
abundance and probability of presence agreed with the direction of 
the May–July trends identified by Roy et al.  (2001), although they 
only found May to be statistically significant. Warmer temperatures 
during this period of the previous year may affect the next year's 
abundance by increasing adult survival, oviposition and/or larval 
survival, resulting increased population size in the subsequent year 
(Pollard & Lakhani, 1985; Radchuk et al., 2013; Turner et al., 1987). 
The precipitation window that we identified (11 May−30 May) falls 
in the current year over a period where adults, eggs and larvae 
are all present (Figure 2a,c). The negative spatial effect of precip-
itation on abundance and probability of presence above approx-
imately 1.7 and 2.25 mm/day, respectively, is consistent with the 
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12  |    LOVELL et al.

expectation that increased precipitation will negatively affect sur-
vival (Pollard, 1988). This inference agrees with the negative effect 
of precipitation in the current May identified by Roy et al.  (2001), 
although they did not find this effect to be significant. Additionally, 
the minimal effect of precipitation on Orange-tip populations over 
time suggests a lack of causality (Figure S9). Overall, this gives us 
confidence that our temperature window is causal, but raises doubt 
over the precipitation window.

Our results highlight the importance of carefully selecting cli-
mate predictors over fine temporal scales before making space-for-
time SDM projections (Da Re et al., 2024; Lovell et al., 2023). The 
temperature window that we identified was a significantly better 
predictor of the Orange-tip's abundance than other windows of 
the year (Figure 2b), and represents a period that would not be cap-
tured by the standard set of bioclimatic variables that are commonly 
used in SDMs (Fick & Hijmans, 2017). Furthermore, our spatial cli-
mate values (averaged over the years 1976–1990) are similar to the 
30-year climate averages that are commonly used in SDMs (Fick 
& Hijmans, 2017; although we consider climate variables averaged 
over a carefully selected seasonal period rather than the standard 
set of annual and seasonal averages). Our finding that temporal re-
sponses to temperature were often shallower than spatial responses 
(Figure 3) emphasises that the relationships between species distri-
butions and these long-term climate averages may reflect outcomes 
that arise over longer periods of time and so may not be predictive 
of temporal changes in the short term.

In this study, we demonstrated that a space–time comparison ap-
proach presents an opportunity to explore the contexts under which 
the causality and equivalence assumptions implicit in using SDMs for 
projections hold (Figure S1). An important avenue for future work 
is to apply this approach to other species in order to explore the 
generality of these inferences across species (Bradter et al., 2022). 
Our understanding of the contexts under which space-for-time as-
sumptions are most likely to hold, and thus space-for-time substi-
tution is likely to work best, would benefit from further analysis of 
available spatiotemporal datasets and simulations. In particular, an 
open question is what timescales projections are valid over (Adler 
et al., 2020; Brodie et al., 2021). As well as providing an opportu-
nity to test the validity of the space–time equivalence assumption 
across a species' range, the slope comparison approach also has the 
potential to detect the presence of lags in the response over time, 
and thus provide insights into the timescale of projection and how 
this varies across space (although where slopes are shallower in time 
than space, we cannot rule out the possibility of a third variable that 
correlates differently with abundance and climate over space ver-
sus time; Tansey et al., 2017). For instance, we found that at lower 
temperature sites, the response of the Orange-tip's occupancy to 
temperature was shallower in time than in space (Figure 3a,b). This 
suggests that there was a lag in the temporal response and that 
space-for-time projections would overestimate northward range ex-
pansion in response to temperature rises over shorter timescales.

Our analyses are also subject to a number of limitations (see 
Supporting Information for further discussion). Firstly, our UK data 

were limited to a northern portion of the Orange-tip's global dis-
tribution, and did not include the southern range edge. This means 
that we could not draw inferences about space–time equivalence at 
the warm range edge and whether patterns differed from at the cold 
range edge. Secondly, while we aimed to carefully identify causal 
climate drivers of the Orange-tip butterfly's UK distribution, some 
limitations remain. For instance, we did not consider microclimate 
variation, which could allow a species to persist in areas where mac-
roclimate conditions are unsuitable (Lawson et  al.,  2014; Suggitt 
et al., 2018). We also assumed that occupancy and abundance are 
responding to climate variables in the same seasonal period, and 
only considered a single window for each climate variable. Finally, 
due to computational limitations, we assumed that climate windows 
are a fixed seasonal period over space and time (i.e. do not shift with 
phenology) and we did not consider an interaction between tem-
perature and precipitation variables.

In this paper, we have presented a new approach that offers the 
potential to use spatiotemporal abundance data to leverage insights 
into the causality and transferability of climate-distribution relation-
ships. Applying this approach to the Orange-tip butterfly, we add to 
an extensive evidence-base suggesting that using SDM to generate 
projections of species' distributions under future climate conditions 
should be approached with care. In particular, we highlight the im-
portance of ensuring that spatial relationships are both causal and 
transferable over time in order to avoid generating misleading pro-
jections. We found that the equivalence between spatial and tem-
poral temperature-abundance relationships was variable, even when 
focussing on a single species and a single climate variable. This sug-
gests that the accuracy of space-for-time projections will be highly 
context-dependent, and emphasises the need for further explora-
tion of the conditions and timescales under which projections will 
be most reliable.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Rebecca S. L. Lovell and Albert B. Phillimore conceived the study. 
Rebecca S. L. Lovell performed the analysis, with input from Albert 
B. Phillimore and Gary D. Powney. Gary D. Powney and Marc S. 
Botham provided advice on UKBMS data. Rebecca S. L. Lovell wrote 
the first draft of the manuscript, with all authors contributing to the 
final manuscript.

ACKNOWLEDG EMENTS
Rebecca S. L. Lovell is funded by a NERC Doctoral Training 
Partnership grant (NE/S007407/1). We thank the UKBMS volun-
teers who conducted the transect walks and without whom this 
study would not have been possible. We also thank Colin Harrower 
for assisting with the UKBMS data. For the purpose of open access, 
the authors have applied a Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) 
licence to any Author Accepted Manuscript version arising from this 
submission.

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S T S TATEMENT
The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

 13652435, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1365-2435.70005 by U

K
 C

entre For E
cology &

 H
ydrology, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [21/02/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



    |  13LOVELL et al.

DATA AVAIL ABILIT Y S TATEMENT
Data are publicly available from the UK Butterfly Monitoring Scheme 
(https://​catal​ogue.​ceh.​ac.​uk/​docum​ents/​6d725​dda-​b85c-​41c3-​
ae97-​5635d​736d6d3; public dataset excludes sensitive sites) and 
the Met Office (https://​www.​metof​fice.​gov.​uk/​resea​rch/​clima​te/​
maps-​and-​data/​data/​haduk​-​grid/​datasets). Code used in this analy-
sis is available on Zenodo (Lovell,  2025; https://​doi.​org/​10.​5281/​
zenodo.​14735268) and GitHub (https://​github.​com/​Rebec​caLov​ell/​
Orang​eTipA​nalyses).

ORCID
Rebecca S. L. Lovell   https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1776-1124 

R E FE R E N C E S
Adler, P. B., & Levine, J. M. (2007). Contrasting relationships between 

precipitation and species richness in space and time. Oikos, 116, 
221–232.

Adler, P. B., White, E. P., & Cortez, M. H. (2020). Matching the forecast 
horizon with the relevant spatial and temporal processes and data 
sources. Ecography, 43, 1729–1739.

Alexander, J. M., Chalmandrier, L., Lenoir, J., Burgess, T. I., Essl, F., Haider, 
S., Kueffer, C., McDougall, K., Milbau, A., Nuñez, M. A., Pauchard, 
A., Rabitsch, W., Rew, L. J., Sanders, N. J., & Pellissier, L. (2018). Lags 
in the response of mountain plant communities to climate change. 
Global Change Biology, 24, 563–579.

Ash, J. D., Givnish, T. J., & Waller, D. M. (2017). Tracking lags in historical 
plant species' shifts in relation to regional climate change. Global 
Change Biology, 23, 1305–1315.

Barker, J. R., & MacIsaac, H. J. (2022). Species distribution models ap-
plied to mosquitoes: Use, quality assessment, and recommenda-
tions for best practice. Ecological Modelling, 472, 110073.

Bates, D., Mächler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2015). Fitting linear 
mixed-effects models using lme4. Journal of Statistical Software, 67, 
1–48.

Berry, P. M., Dawson, T. P., Harrison, P. A., & Pearson, R. G. (2002). 
Modelling potential impacts of climate change on the bioclimatic 
envelope of species in Britain and Ireland. Global Ecology and 
Biogeography, 11, 453–462.

Billman, P. D., Beever, E. A., McWethy, D. B., Thurman, L. L., & Wilson, K. 
C. (2021). Factors influencing distributional shifts and abundance 
at the range core of a climate-sensitive mammal. Global Change 
Biology, 27, 4498–4515.

Botham, M. S., Middlebrook, I., Harris, S., Harrower, C., Lowe, M., & Roy, 
D. B. (2022). United Kingdom butterfly monitoring scheme: Site indices 
2021. NERC EDS Environmental Information Data Centre.

Bradter, U., Johnston, A., Hochachka, W. M., Soultan, A., Brommer, J. E., 
Gaget, E., Kålås, J. A., Lehikoinen, A., Lindström, Å., Piirainen, S., 
Pavón-Jordán, D., Pärt, T., Øien, I. J., & Sandercock, B. K. (2022). 
Decomposing the spatial and temporal effects of climate on bird 
populations in northern European mountains. Global Change 
Biology, 28, 6209–6227.

Brodie, S., Abrahms, B., Bograd, S. J., Carroll, G., Hazen, E. L., Muhling, 
B. A., Pozo Buil, M., Smith, J. A., Welch, H., & Jacox, M. G. (2021). 
Exploring timescales of predictability in species distributions. 
Ecography, 44, 832–844.

Chen, I.-C., Hill, J. K., Ohlemüller, R., Roy, D. B., & Thomas, C. D. (2011). 
Rapid range shifts of species associated with high levels of climate 
warming. Science, 333, 1024–1026.

Da Re, D., Tordoni, E., Lenoir, J., Rubin, S., & Vanwambeke, S. O. (2024). 
Towards causal relationships for modelling species distribution. 
Journal of Biogeography, 51, 840–852.

Dallas, T. A., & Hastings, A. (2018). Habitat suitability estimated by niche 
models is largely unrelated to species abundance. Global Ecology 
and Biogeography, 27, 1448–1456.

Dibner, R. R., Doak, D. F., & Murphy, M. (2017). Discrepancies in 
occupancy and abundance approaches to identifying and pro-
tecting habitat for an at-risk species. Ecology and Evolution, 7, 
5692–5702.

Dobrowski, S. Z., Thorne, J. H., Greenberg, J. A., Safford, H. D., 
Mynsberge, A. R., Crimmins, S. M., & Swanson, A. K. (2011). 
Modeling plant ranges over 75 years of climate change in California, 
USA: Temporal transferability and species traits. Ecological 
Monographs, 81, 241–257.

Early, R., Rwomushana, I., Chipabika, G., & Day, R. (2022). Comparing, 
evaluating and combining statistical species distribution models 
and CLIMEX to forecast the distributions of emerging crop pests. 
Pest Management Science, 78, 671–683.

Early, R., & Sax, D. F. (2014). Climatic niche shifts between species' native 
and naturalized ranges raise concern for ecological forecasts during 
invasions and climate change. Global Ecology and Biogeography, 23, 
1356–1365.

Elith, J., & Leathwick, J. R. (2009). Species distribution models: Ecological 
explanation and prediction across space and time. Annual Review of 
Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics, 40, 677–697.

Elmendorf, S. C., Henry, G. H. R., Hollister, R. D., Fosaa, A. M., Gould, 
W. A., Hermanutz, L., Hofgaard, A., Jónsdóttir, I. S., Jorgenson, 
J. C., Lévesque, E., Magnusson, B., Molau, U., Myers-Smith, I. H., 
Oberbauer, S. F., Rixen, C., Tweedie, C. E., & Walker, M. D. (2015). 
Experiment, monitoring, and gradient methods used to infer cli-
mate change effects on plant communities yield consistent pat-
terns. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United 
States of America, 112(2), 448–452.

Fay, R., Martin, J., & Plard, F. (2022). Distinguishing within- from 
between-individual effects: How to use the within-individual cen-
tring method for quadratic patterns. Journal of Animal Ecology, 91, 
8–19.

Fick, S. E., & Hijmans, R. J. (2017). WorldClim 2: New 1km spatial reso-
lution climate surfaces for global land areas. International Journal of 
Climatology, 37, 4302–4315.

Fox, R., Dennis, E. B., Purdy, K. M., Middlebrook, I., Roy, D. B., Noble, D. 
G., Botham, M. S., & Bourn, N. A. D. (2023). The state of the UK's 
butterflies 2022. Butterfly Conservation.

Greiser, C., Hylander, K., Meineri, E., Luoto, M., & Ehrlén, J. (2020). 
Climate limitation at the cold edge: Contrasting perspectives 
from species distribution modelling and a transplant experiment. 
Ecography, 43, 637–647.

Hadfield, J. D. (2010). MCMC methods for multi-response general-
ized linear mixed models: The MCMCglmm R package. Journal of 
Statistical Software, 33(2), 1–22.

Hill, G. M., Kawahara, A. Y., Daniels, J. C., Bateman, C. C., & Scheffers, 
B. R. (2021). Climate change effects on animal ecology: Butterflies 
and moths as a case study. Biological Reviews, 96, 2113–2126.

HilleRisLambers, J., Harsch, M. A., Ettinger, A. K., Ford, K. R., & Theobald, 
E. J. (2013). How will biotic interactions influence climate change-
induced range shifts? Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 
1297, 112–125.

Hollis, D., McCarthy, M., Kendon, M., Legg, T., & Simpson, I. (2019). 
HadUK-grid—A new UK dataset of gridded climate observations. 
Geoscience Data Journal, 6, 151–159.

IPCC. (2022). Climate change 2022: Impacts, adaptation and vulnerability. 
Contribution of Working Group II to the Sixth Assessment Report of 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [H.-O. Pörtner, D. C. 
Roberts, M. Tignor, E. S. Poloczanska, K. Mintenbeck, A. Alegría, M. 
Craig, S. Langsdorf, S. Löschke, V. Möller, A. Okem, B. Rama (eds.)] 
(p. 3056). Cambridge University Press. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​
97810​09325844

 13652435, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1365-2435.70005 by U

K
 C

entre For E
cology &

 H
ydrology, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [21/02/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://catalogue.ceh.ac.uk/documents/6d725dda-b85c-41c3-ae97-5635d736d6d3
https://catalogue.ceh.ac.uk/documents/6d725dda-b85c-41c3-ae97-5635d736d6d3
https://www.metoffice.gov.uk/research/climate/maps-and-data/data/haduk-grid/datasets
https://www.metoffice.gov.uk/research/climate/maps-and-data/data/haduk-grid/datasets
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14735268
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14735268
https://github.com/RebeccaLovell/OrangeTipAnalyses
https://github.com/RebeccaLovell/OrangeTipAnalyses
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1776-1124
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1776-1124
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009325844
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009325844


14  |    LOVELL et al.

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.

Kharouba, H. M., Paquette, S. R., Kerr, J. T., & Vellend, M. (2014). 
Predicting the sensitivity of butterfly phenology to temperature 
over the past century. Global Change Biology, 20, 504–514.

Kharouba, H. M., & Williams, J. L. (2024). Forecasting species' responses 
to climate change using space-for-time substitution. Trends in 
Ecology & Evolution, 39(8), 716–725.

Klesse, S., DeRose, R. J., Babst, F., Black, B. A., Anderegg, L. D. L., 
Axelson, J., Ettinger, A., Griesbauer, H., Guiterman, C. H., Harley, 
G., Harvey, J. E., Lo, Y.-H., Lynch, A. M., O'Connor, C., Restaino, 
C., Sauchyn, D., Shaw, J. D., Smith, D. J., Wood, L., … Evans, M. E. 
K. (2020). Continental-scale tree-ring-based projection of Douglas-
fir growth: Testing the limits of space-for-time substitution. Global 
Change Biology, 26, 5146–5163.

La Sorte, F. A., Lee, T. M., Wilman, H., & Jetz, W. (2009). Disparities be-
tween observed and predicted impacts of climate change on win-
ter bird assemblages. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological 
Sciences, 276, 3167–3174.

Lawson, C. R., Bennie, J., Hodgson, J. A., Thomas, C. D., & Wilson, R. J. 
(2014). Topographic microclimates drive microhabitat associations 
at the range margin of a butterfly. Ecography, 37(8), 732–740.

Lenoir, J., & Svenning, J.-C. (2015). Climate-related range shifts—A global 
multidimensional synthesis and new research directions. Ecography 
(Copenhagen, Denmark), 38, 15–28.

Lovell, R. (2025). Testing space-for-time transferability of climate effects 
on occupancy and abundance. Zenodo. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5281/​
zenodo.​14735268

Lovell, R. S. L., Collins, S., Martin, S. H., Pigot, A. L., & Phillimore, A. B. 
(2023). Space-for-time substitutions in climate change ecology and 
evolution. Biological Reviews, 98, 2243–2270.

MacArthur, R. H. (1984). Geographical ecology: Patterns in the distribution 
of species. Princeton University Press.

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.

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 but-
terfly populations vary in sensitivity to weather across their geo-
graphical ranges. Global Ecology and Biogeography, 26, 1374–1385.

Morán-Ordóñez, A., Lahoz-Monfort, J. J., Elith, J., & Wintle, B. A. (2017). 
Evaluating 318 continental-scale species distribution models over a 
60-year prediction horizon: What factors influence the reliability of 
predictions? Global Ecology and Biogeography, 26, 371–384.

Oedekoven, C. S., Elston, D. A., Harrison, P. J., Brewer, M. J., Buckland, 
S. T., Johnston, A., Foster, S., & Pearce-Higgins, J. W. (2017). 
Attributing changes in the distribution of species abundance to 
weather variables using the example of British breeding birds. 
Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 8, 1690–1702.

Pearman, P. B., Randin, C. F., Broennimann, O., Vittoz, P., van der Knaap, 
W. O., Engler, R., Lay, G. L., Zimmermann, N. E., & Guisan, A. (2008). 
Prediction of plant species distributions across six millennia. 
Ecology Letters, 11, 357–369.

Pearson, R. G., & Dawson, T. P. (2003). Predicting the impacts of climate 
change on the distribution of species: Are bioclimate envelope 
models useful? Global Ecology and Biogeography, 12, 361–371.

Perret, D. L., Evans, M. E. K., & Sax, D. F. (2024). A species' response to 
spatial climatic variation does not predict its response to climate 
change. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United 
States of America, 121(1), e2304404120.

Phillimore, A. B., Hadfield, J. D., Jones, O. R., & Smithers, R. J. (2010). 
Differences in spawning date between populations of common 
frog reveal local adaptation. Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences of the United States of America, 107(18), 8292–8297.

Phillimore, A. B., Leech, D. I., Pearce-Higgins, J. W., & Hadfield, J. D. 
(2016). Passerines may be sufficiently plastic to track temperature-
mediated shifts in optimum lay date. Global Change Biology, 22, 
3259–3272.

Phillimore, A. B., Stålhandske, S., Smithers, R. J., & Bernard, R. (2012). 
Dissecting the contributions of plasticity and local adaptation to 
the phenology of a butterfly and its host plants. The American 
Naturalist, 180(5), 655–670.

Pickett, S. T. A. (1989). Space-for-time substitution as an alternative to 
long-term studies. In G. E. Likens & G. E. Likens (Eds.), Long-term 
studies in ecology. Springer.

Platts, P. J., Mason, S. C., Palmer, G., Hill, J. K., Oliver, T. H., Powney, 
G. D., Fox, R., & Thomas, C. D. (2019). Habitat availability explains 
variation in climate-driven range shifts across multiple taxonomic 
groups. Scientific Reports, 9, 15039.

Pollard, E. (1988). Temperature, rainfall and butterfly numbers. The 
Journal of Applied Ecology, 25(3), 819–828.

Pollard, E., & Lakhani, K. H. (1985). Butterfly monitoring scheme: Effects of 
weather on abundance (pp. 54–56). Institute of Terrestrial Ecology, 
Annual Report 1984.

Poloczanska, E. S., Brown, C. J., Sydeman, W. J., Kiessling, W., Schoeman, 
D. S., Moore, P. J., Brander, K., Bruno, J. F., Buckley, L. B., Burrows, M. 
T., Duarte, C. M., Halpern, B. S., Holding, J., Kappel, C. V., O'Connor, 
M. I., Pandolfi, J. M., Parmesan, C., Schwing, F., Thompson, S. A., & 
Richardson, A. J. (2013). Global imprint of climate change on marine 
life. Nature Climate Change, 3, 919–925.

R Core Team. (2021). R: A language and environment for statistical comput-
ing [Computer software]. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. 
https://​www.​R-​proje​ct.​org/​

Radchuk, V., Turlure, C., & Schtickzelle, N. (2013). Each life stage matters: 
The importance of assessing the response to climate change over 
the complete life cycle in butterflies. Journal of Animal Ecology, 82, 
275–285.

Ramirez-Cabral, N. Y. Z., Kumar, L., & Shabani, F. (2017). Global alterations 
in areas of suitability for maize production from climate change and 
using a mechanistic species distribution model (CLIMEX). Scientific 
Reports, 7, 5910.

Randin, C. F., Dirnböck, T., Dullinger, S., Zimmermann, N. E., Zappa, M., 
& Guisan, A. (2006). Are niche-based species distribution models 
transferable in space? Journal of Biogeography, 33, 1689–1703.

Rapacciuolo, G., Roy, D. B., Gillings, S., Fox, R., Walker, K., & Purvis, A. 
(2012). Climatic associations of British species distributions show 
good transferability in time but low predictive accuracy for range 
change. PLoS One, 7(7), e40212.

Roberts, D. R., Bahn, V., Ciuti, S., Boyce, M. S., Elith, J., Guillera-Arroita, 
G., Hauenstein, S., Lahoz-Monfort, J. J., Schröder, B., Thuiller, W., 
Warton, D. I., Wintle, B. A., Hartig, F., & Dormann, C. F. (2017). 
Cross-validation strategies for data with temporal, spatial, hierar-
chical, or phylogenetic structure. Ecography (Copenhagen, Denmark), 
40, 913–929.

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.

Sandel, B. (2019). Disequilibrium in trait-climate relationships of trees 
and birds. Frontiers in Ecology and Evolution, 7, 138.

Santini, L., Benítez-López, A., Maiorano, L., Čengić, M., & Huijbregts, M. 
A. J. (2021). Assessing the reliability of species distribution pro-
jections in climate change research. Diversity and Distributions, 27, 
1035–1050.

Schulz, T., Vanhatalo, J., & Saastamoinen, M. (2020). Long-term demo-
graphic surveys reveal a consistent relationship between average 
occupancy and abundance within local populations of a butterfly 
metapopulation. Ecography, 43, 306–317.

Sequeira, A. M. M., Bouchet, P. J., Yates, K. L., Mengersen, K., & Caley, 
M. J. (2018). Transferring biodiversity models for conservation: 

 13652435, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1365-2435.70005 by U

K
 C

entre For E
cology &

 H
ydrology, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [21/02/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14735268
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14735268
https://www.r-project.org/


    |  15LOVELL et al.

Opportunities and challenges. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 9, 
1250–1264.

Shelford, V. E. (1911). Physiological animal geography. Journal of 
Morphology, 22, 551–618.

Srivastava, V., Lafond, V., & Griess, V. C. (2019). Species distribution 
models (SDM): Applications, benefits and challenges in invasive 
species management. CABI Reviews, 14, 1–13.

Suggitt, A. J., Wilson, R. J., Isaac, N. J. B., Beale, C. M., Auffret, A. G., 
August, T., Bennie, J. J., Crick, H. Q. P., Duffield, S., Fox, R., Hopkins, 
J. J., Macgregor, N. A., Morecroft, M. D., Walker, K. J., & Maclean, 
I. M. D. (2018). Extinction risk from climate change is reduced by 
microclimatic buffering. Nature Climate Change, 8, 713–717.

Tansey, C. J., Hadfield, J. D., & Phillimore, A. B. (2017). Estimating the 
ability of plants to plastically track temperature-mediated shifts 
in the spring phenological optimum. Global Change Biology, 23, 
3321–3334.

Thomas, J. (2010). The butterflies of Britain and Ireland. British Wildlife 
Publishing.

Thuiller, W., Lavorel, S., Araújo, M. B., Sykes, M. T., & Prentice, I. C. (2005). 
Climate change threats to plant diversity in Europe. Proceedings of 
the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 
102(23), 8245–8250.

Turner, J. R. G., Gatehouse, C. M., & Corey, C. A. (1987). Does solar en-
ergy control organic diversity? Butterflies, moths and the British 
climate. Oikos, 48, 195–205.

van de Pol, M., Bailey, L. D., McLean, N., Rijsdijk, L., Lawson, C. R., & 
Brouwer, L. (2016). Identifying the best climatic predictors in ecol-
ogy and evolution. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 7, 1246–1257.

van de Pol, M., & Wright, J. (2009). A simple method for distinguishing 
within- versus between-subject effects using mixed models. Animal 
Behaviour, 77(3), 753–758.

Veloz, S. D., Williams, J. W., Blois, J. L., He, F., Otto-Bliesner, B., & Liu, 
Z. (2012). No-analog climates and shifting realized niches during 
the late quaternary: Implications for 21st-century predictions by 
species distribution models. Global Change Biology, 18, 1698–1713.

Waldock, C., Stuart-Smith, R. D., Albouy, C., Cheung, W. W. L., Edgar, 
G. J., Mouillot, D., Tjiputra, J., & Pellissier, L. (2022). A quantitative 
review of abundance-based species distribution models. Ecography 
(Copenhagen, Denmark), 2022, e05694.

Willis, S. G., Hill, J. K., Thomas, C. D., Roy, D. B., Fox, R., Blakeley, D. S., 
& Huntley, B. (2009). Assisted colonization in a changing climate: A 
test-study using two U.K. butterflies. Conservation Letters, 2, 45–51.

Wogan, G. O. U. (2016). Life history traits and niche instability impact ac-
curacy and temporal transferability for historically calibrated distri-
bution models of north American birds. PLoS One, 11(3), e0151024.

Wu, F., Jiang, Y., Zhao, S., Wen, Y., Li, W., & Kang, M. (2022). Applying 
space-for-time substitution to infer the growth response to climate 
may lead to overestimation of tree maladaptation: Evidence from 
the north American White Spruce Network. Global Change Biology, 
28, 5172–5184.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information can be found online in the 
Supporting Information section at the end of this article.
Figure S1. The spatial and temporal steps and assumptions of using a 
species distribution model to make a projection over time.
Figure S2. Illustration of data and analytical steps.
Figure S3. Spatial and temporal distribution of the butterfly and 
climate data used.
Figure S4. Effects of including the previous year's abundance as a 
predictor on parameter estimates and other inferences.
Figure S5. Orange-tip lifecycle and the AICs of models including 
different climate windows in space or time only as predictors.
Figure S6. Estimates of spatial and temporal temperature-
distribution relationships.
Figure S7. Spatial and temporal effects of temperature on abundance, 
estimated with a Poisson mixed model (non-hurdle model).
Figure S8. Estimated effects of a 1°C increase and a 1°C decrease 
in temperature on predicted occupancy and proportional change in 
abundance at high-, mid- and low-temperature sites.
Figure S9. Effect of precipitation on the Orange-tip's distribution in 
space versus time.
Figure S10. The AICs of the models including different temperature 
windows as predictors of abundance.
Table S1. Model performance and comparison for temperature and 
precipitation window searches.
Table S2. Comparison of sliding window models with and without 
quadratic climate terms.
Table  S3. Model output for the hurdle-Poisson mixed model 
comparing spatial and temporal temperature effects on orange-tip 
abundance.

How to cite this article: Lovell, R. S. L., Powney, G. D., 
Botham, M. S., & Phillimore, A. B. (2025). Testing space-for-
time transferability of climate effects on occupancy and 
abundance. Functional Ecology, 00, 1–15. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1365-2435.70005

 13652435, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1365-2435.70005 by U

K
 C

entre For E
cology &

 H
ydrology, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [21/02/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.70005
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.70005

	Testing space-for-time transferability of climate effects on occupancy and abundance
	Abstract
	1  |  INTRODUCTION
	2  |  MATERIALS AND METHODS
	2.1  |  Replication statement
	2.2  |  Butterfly abundance data
	2.3  |  Climate variables
	2.4  |  Model structure
	2.5  |  Sliding windows
	2.6  |  Comparing climate-distribution relationships in space and time

	3  |  RESULTS
	3.1  |  Climate signals
	3.1.1  |  Maximum temperature
	3.1.2  |  Precipitation
	3.1.3  |  Model validation

	3.2  |  Space versus time

	4  |  DISCUSSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
	ORCID
	REFERENCES


