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Global meta-analysis reveals low consistency
of biodiversity congruence relationships

Martin J. Westgate!, Philip S. Barton, Peter W. Lane' & David B. Lindenmayer'

Knowledge of the number and distribution of species is fundamental to biodiversity
conservation efforts, but this information is lacking for the majority of species on earth.
Consequently, subsets of taxa are often used as proxies for biodiversity; but this assumes that
different taxa display congruent distribution patterns. Here we use a global meta-analysis to
show that studies of cross-taxon congruence rarely give consistent results. Instead, species
richness congruence is highest at extreme spatial scales and close to the equator, while
congruence in species composition is highest at large extents and grain sizes. Studies display
highest variance in cross-taxon congruence when conducted in areas with dissimilar areal
extents (for species richness) or latitudes (for species composition). These results undermine
the assumption that a subset of taxa can be representative of biodiversity. Therefore,
researchers whose goal is to prioritize locations or actions for conservation should use data
from a range of taxa.
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nderstanding the distribution of biodiversity is central to

ecology, and underpins biodiversity conservation efforts

such as the prioritization of protected areas'™3. Yet
information on the number and spatial distribution of species is
lacking for the majority of taxa on earth?. Although broad-scale
patterns of biodiversity are well documented®, accurate
descriptions of the distribution of biodiversity break down at
fine spatial, temporal or taxonomic scales, even for well-described
groups such as vascular plants® or vertebrates’. Further, ongoing
efforts to resolve the biases and deficiencies of taxonomic data
sets are unlikely to occur quickly enough to allow improved
conservation decision making®. Therefore, a major goal in
ecology is to identify consistent biodiversity patterns that can
be used to guide conservation actions despite this considerable
uncertainty® 1,

One solution to the problem of inadequate information on the
distribution of biodiversity is to rely on proxies'?. These proxies
are typically metrics describing the richness or diversity of
taxonomic or environmental units'3, which are assumed to be
representative of broader patterns of biodiversity. Although this
approach avoids the need to detect all species within a given study
area, it requires that ecologists assume equivalency among
different taxa and that cross-taxon congruence is high; that is,
observed taxa are representative of the distribution of unobserved
taxa, and therefore of a wider community of co-occurring species.
This assumption has critically important implications for
biodiversity conservation'>~!3; where this assumption holds,
studies of a single taxon will have broad relevance to other
taxa, increasing the value of those studies for addressing the
extinction crisis. In contrast, low cross-taxon congruence reduces
our ability to identify losses of biodiversity, and therefore our
ability to address such losses.

Perhaps because of the importance of this issue, a large
literature quantifying, discussing and synthesizing knowledge on
cross-taxon congruence has emerged. Early work focused
primarily on quantifying patterns of species richness’»16-18, but
this ap})roach can fail to adequately represent rare or endemic
species'*~21, thereby limiting its utility for spatial conservation
planning®?2. As a result, recent work commonly supplements or
replaces analysis of species richness with methods that account
for species identity. This can be achieved either by comparing
species composition between taxa using Mantel tests>>?* or by
calculating the degree of overlap between optimal subsets of sites
for each taxon®>?® (an approach based on the principle of
complementarity?’). Although these developments have been
valuable, they present a challenge to those attempting to
synthesize global knowledge on cross-taxon congruence because
of the array of different methods that have been applied in the
literature 2%2°. Therefore, despite the publication of a number
of valuable reviews of the congruence literature!>2830-34 one
important theme has yet to be addressed; namely, the observation
that congruence is often highly variable when measured in
different locations or at different times?>>3¢, A key property of
biodiversity surrogates and indicators is that they should be able
to be applied with confidence in novel contexts®’, and so this lack
of consistency has the potential to undermine the usefulness of
biodiversity surrogates in ecology and conservation®3.

Although inconsistency in cross-taxon congruence has been
clearly demonstrated in a subset of study locations, the extent of
the problem, and the identity of factors driving it, remains
unclear. However, several variables may have a role in generating
dissimilarity in congruence estimates. In particular, biogeogra-
phical parameters such as latitude®® or elevation®®*! influence
biotic distributions at global scales, and can therefore influence
congruence between taxa as well*2. Further, considerations of
study location and design—such as spatial scale (defined here as

2

the areal extent of the study region), grain size (the size of each
sampling unit) or sample size (the number of sampling units in
the study)—can strongly influence observed congruence
relationships!2~1424, Finally, different pairs of taxa vary in their
degree of congruence’®*>*, but identifying taxon-specific
attributes that influence congruence is difficult. One simple
approach is to use phylogenetic relatedness as a proxy for
ecological traits (such as body size?®) that influence congruence
patterns. However, this approach can fail at large taxonomic
scales®® owing to low phylogenetic conservatism of species traits*
or the existence of mutualisms between distantly related taxa®.
Because of the range of parameters known or suspected to
influence biodiversity per se, as well as cross-taxon congruence,
we currently lack an overarching view of which parameters most
strongly influence both the extent, and the consistency, of cross-
taxon congruence across different studies, between locations or
through time.

To address this key research gap, we ask the question: which
attributes of biodiversity studies most strongly influence the
extent and consistency of cross-taxon congruence? We address
this question using data from a global meta-analysis of the
richness, composition and complementarity of terrestrial and
freshwater eukaryotic taxa, spanning plants, fungi and 14 animal
classes. Further, our analysis includes studies that range in spatial
scale from small patches (on the order of ~10 km?) to studies
encompassing the entire terrestrial surface of the earth. To our
knowledge, this is the first attempt to study variables that
influence both the extent, and the consistency, of cross-taxon
congruence across the ecology and conservation literature.

Our meta-analysis shows that variability is the norm for
estimates of cross-taxon congruence in the ecology and
conservation literature. Although several factors influence the
extent of observed cross-taxon congruence, attributes of study
design have a much stronger role than bioclimatic or phyloge-
netic variables in driving congruence relationships. In total, the
variables that we investigate explain a low proportion of variance
in observed congruence, with 85% of variation remaining
unexplained. Our results therefore suggest caution in the
application of biodiversity surrogates outside of their initial study
locations or times, but also identify new areas of uncertainty and
bias in global patterns of cross-taxon congruence, and in the
study of biodiversity surrogates more broadly.

Results

Broad patterns in the congruence literature. Our investigation
of the ecology and conservation literature led to the identification
of 1,120 reported values of cross-taxon congruence in species
richness, composition or complementarity from a total of
74 articles. Most data described congruence in species richness,
for which we found 742 usable correlations from 64 articles, with
substantially fewer data available for congruence in species
composition (274 correlations from 14 articles).

Our chosen metric for assessing congruence in complemen-
tarity was the Species Accumulation Index (SAIL see ref. 15). The
SAI is a metric with distinctly different properties from the
correlations described elsewhere in this paper. It is calculated by
comparing the area under a curve describing the proportion of
taxa represented within increasing numbers of sites (O) against
similar areas for curves describing the proportion of species
incidentally represented from a second (surrogate) taxon (S), and
also against randomly ordered sequences of those sites (R)*”. It is
calculated using the formula:

SAI =(S—R)/(O —R) (1)

Consequently, this metric approaches one as the surrogate and
target taxa increase in congruence (that is, where they accrue
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species at the same rate as the number of sites increases), but can
be negative where the surrogate performs worse than randomly
selecting sites in terms of representing the target taxon. Further,
SAIs differ from correlations in species richness or composition
in that their values differ depending on which taxon is the target
and which is the surrogate (that is, SAIs give two values for each
pair of taxa, in contrast to correlations which give a single value
for each pair).

We found only six articles (and 104 observations) that used the
SAI for assessing the degree of complementarity between taxa,
possibly because there are many methods for assessing con-
gruence in the complementarity literature?®. Although six articles
was too few to make broad comparisons regarding the influence
of study design or location on observed levels of congruence, we
were able to make some broad observations. In particular, when
comparing a single pair of taxa, switching the identity of target
and surrogate led to a mean difference in observed SAI of 0.20
(56% of the mean). In the most extreme case, switching the
identity of surrogate and target taxa led to a change from strongly
positive SAI (0.57) to strongly negative (— 0.44, a difference of
1.01 comparing accumulation of species from the classes Odonata
and Mammalia2).

Across all three metrics of cross-taxon congruence that we
collected, the vast majority of values were >0 (richness = 83%,
composition = 95% and SAI = 91%). Mean congruence in species
richness was 0.35, with a s.d. of 0.36; the corresponding value for
congruence in species composition was 0.27 (s.d. = 0.26), whereas
mean SAI had a mean value of 0.36 (s.d.=0.32). These results
show that although there is a broad congruence between taxa in
general, congruence is not typically high, whereas there is a high
degree of variation in congruence between studies.

We found evidence of some scale-related biases in our data set.
In particular, congruence was rarely studied across the full extent
of spatial scales for a given combination of taxa, with few studies
of cross-taxon congruence at global scales for orders within the
Arthropoda (>10 km?), and no studies of species richness
congruence between vertebrate classes at fine spatial scales
(< 100km?2). There also was bias between metrics in relation to
scale, with species compositional congruence being assessed at
fine spatial scales when compared with studies of species richness
congruence (Table 1). However, this latter point may be a
statistical artefact resulting from the paucity of studies using
complementarity-based criteria (which tend to replace analysis of
species composition at larger spatial scales) in our review, rather
than a cause for concern over spatial bias.

We also observed a clear disconnect between the frequency of
taxon use in the literature, and the extent of congruence with the
richness or composition of other taxa. Species richness of
Coleoptera was the most commonly studied response variable
in our data set (n=198; Table 1), but Coleoptera were only the
seventh-ranked taxon in terms of average congruence in species
richness (mean Pearson’s correlation = 0.34). Similarly, Aves was
the most common vertebrate taxon in our data set
(M(correlations) = 174, 130 of which were for species richness), but
displayed the third lowest congruence in species richness (mean
Pearson’s correlation = 0.29), although Aves did show the highest
average congruence in species composition of any taxon (mean
Pearson’s correlation = 0.40). Further, Coleoptera and Arachnida
were the most frequently occurring taxa in our species
composition data set (M(correlations) = 64; Table 1), but displayed
only the fourth and the sixth highest correlations on average
(with mean Pearson’s correlations of 0.32 and 0.26, respectively).

Extent of cross-taxon congruence. Models of congruence
showed that spatial scale had the dominant influence on con-
gruence in species richness (metric 1) and composition (metric
2), displaying a significant linear effect on compositional con-
gruence (0.08, s.e.=0.02, P<0.001; Fig. 1c) and a quadratic
influence on species richness congruence (0.12, s.e.=0.02,
P<0.001; Fig. 1a). Grain size had an additional additive effect on
congruence in species composition (0.09, s.e.=0.02, P<0.001;
Fig. 1d), but not on congruence in species richness. Latitude
significantly influenced congruence in species richness (0.06,
s.e.=0.013, P<0.001; Fig. 1b), but this effect was reduced when
the extent of the study region was large (—0.07, s.e.=0.014,
P<0.001). Elevation and phylogenetic relatedness had no
significant effect on congruence for either metric (Table 2).
Despite the identification of several significant predictors for each
metric, model fit was poor, with r* values of 0.17 and 0.13 for
congruence in species richness and composition, respectively.
Our finding of a nonlinear relationship between congruence in
species richness and spatial scale highlighted that most studies
from our data set focused on scales and metrics where
congruence was lowest. In particular, 40% of species richness
correlations were measured at areal extents between 1,000 and
100,000km?, that is, at scales where our results showed
congruence was generally low. Further, species richness patterns
were less congruent at intermediate scales than species composi-
tion patterns (Fig. la,c), but richness correlations were 2.7 times

Table 1 | Summary statistics for congruence and spatial scale for commonly studied taxa.
Taxon Species richness Species composition
Congruence Areal extent (log10) Congruence Areal extent (log10)

n Mean s.d. Mean s.d. n Mean s.d. Mean s.d.
Coleoptera 198 0.34 0.34 3.18 1.92 64 0.32 0.27 2.77 1.21
Arachnida 112 0.30 0.35 3.10 1.44 64 0.26 0.28 3.21 0.82
Hymenoptera 140 0.36 0.34 2.64 1.61 35 0.20 0.15 248 1.58
Aves 130 0.29 0.42 5.15 2.02 44 0.40 0.21 334 1.69
Lepidoptera 98 0.32 0.29 4.28 1.92 60 0.39 0.27 3.26 1.1
Plantae 105 0.35 0.38 424 224 37 0.25 0.24 2.64 116
Reptilia 95 0.32 0.45 6.43 1.25 37 0.23 0.26 324 1.04
Mammalia 77 0.39 0.39 6.39 1.47 31 0.12 0.3 314 1.36
Amphibia 73 0.41 0.40 6.22 1.35 26 0.24 0.19 3.83 1.60
Orthoptera 46 0.38 0.33 291 1.49 17 0.26 0.21 3.69 0.88
Diptera 50 0.50 0.32 2.83 1.92 10 0.33 0.15 4.40 0.00
Mollusca 8 0.07 0.26 2.67 0.00 8 0.3 0.06 2.67 0.00
Fungi 8 0.21 0.47 2.98 2.00 0 — — — —
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Figure 1 | Effects of variables that significantly influence congruence
in species richness or composition. (a,b) Species richness, and

(c,d) species composition. Dashed lines give 95% confidence intervals.
Full coefficient estimates and their degree of statistical significance are
given in Table 2.

more common in our data set at this scale. Therefore, when
working at landscape scales, ecologists should be cautious before
assuming that spatial or temporal variation in species richness is
representative of variation in total species richness (that is,
biodiversity).

Consistency of cross-taxon congruence. To assess drivers of
(in)consistency in cross-taxon congruence, we calculated s.d.
values of congruence in species richness for 45 pairs of taxa,
with the most commonly studied pair (Coleoptera versus

4

Table 2 | Estimated coefficients for all variables in models of
cross-taxon congruence.

Variable Species richness Species composition
Areal extent —0.013, s.e.=0.015, 0.08, s.e.—0.019,
P=0.40 P<0.001
Areal extent 0.12, s.e.=0.015, —0.001, s.e.=0.009,
squared P<0.001 P=0.94
Grain size —0.005, s.e.=0.015, 0.09, s.e.=0.023,
P=0.73 P<0.001
Latitude 0.06, s.e.= 0.013, 0.004, s.e.=0.016,
P<0.001 P=0.76
Elevation —0.004, s.e.=0.013, —0.017, s.e.=0.020,
P=0.74 P=0.37
Relatedness —0.008, s.e.=0.013, —0.03, s.e.=0.016,
P=0.49 P=0.08
Latitude:elevation 0.03, s.e.=0.014, —0.03, s.e.=0.02,
P=0.06 P=0.13
Extent:latitude —0.07, s.e.=0.014, —
P<0.001

Two terms are included for areal extent to allow testing for a quadratic (parabolic) relationship
between congruence and spatial scale. Values in bold are those shown to be statistically
significant at the alpha=0.05 level.

Hymenoptera) having a total of 32 observations (mean
(correlations) = 9-5). We found a significant effect of spatial scale
on inter-study variation in species richness congruence (0.21,
s.e.=0.08, P=0.01; Fig. 2a), but no evidence of an effect of
variation in grain size, latitude or elevation (Table 3). Data on
congruence in species composition were more sparse, with only
26 pairs of taxa represented in this data set (mean
H(correlations) = 5.3). Inter-study variation in congruence of species
composition was significantly higher where studies occurred
across a range of latitudes after weighting by sample size (0.51,
s.e.=0.11, P<0.001; Fig. 2b), but there was no significant effect
of spatial scale.

Discussion
We completed an extensive meta-analysis of the extent of cross-
taxon congruence from a range of studies covering an ambitious
spatial and taxonomic scope. Our analysis revealed that high
variance in cross-taxon congruence is the norm in the ecology
and conservation literature. This suggests that there are few
circumstances in which pairs of taxa will be consistent surrogates
for each other across a range of metrics, locations and spatial
scales®>, despite most studies returning estimates of cross-taxon
congruence that are > 0. Further, variables describing the spatial
scale of congruence studies, as well as biogeographic and
phylogenetic parameters, explain limited variance in cross-taxon
congruence, even though they are well-known proxies for broad-
scale and globally important biological processes®*4°. Our results
therefore highlight several important sources of bias and
uncertainty in the literature on biodiversity surrogates.
Although the influence of spatial and biogeographic para-
meters on cross-taxon congruence was limited, it is clear that the
spatial scale of a study—and, to a lesser extent, its latitude—has a
role in determining the extent of congruence observed in that
investigation®*. This important result extends an array of earlier
work, showing that the scale at which studies are conducted can
influence study outcomes, such as the distribution of biodiversity
hot spots”>12, or the relationship between i};ecies distributions
and underlying environmental parameters*®#°, It also suggests a
need for caution when synthesizing research on processes that
vary across spatial scales. For instance, Mellin et al®! report
linearly decreasing congruence with increasing spatial scale in
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Figure 2 | Significant predictors of consistency in cross-taxon
congruence. Predictors are given for species richness (a) and species
composition (b). Points show values for a single pair of taxa, measured
across many studies, with the number of studies used to calculate

the s.d. (and therefore to weight each point in the linear model) shown by
point size. Dashed lines show 95% confidence intervals. Full coefficient
estimates and their degree of statistical significance are given in Table 3.

marine environments, whereas others have reported results
entirely opposite to ours (namely, lowest congruence at
extremes of spatial scale)®3?. However, these differences are
clearly attributable to methodological considerations: Mellin
et al3! use >100km? as their highest category of spatial
extent, six orders of magnitude lower than our maximum
recorded values, whereas Wolters et al3® use analysis of grain
size rather than spatial extent. These are independent metrics
that—as we and others have shown—have differing effects on
observed patterns of biodiversity>>>C. These contrasts show that
the choice of scales—and the metrics used in assessments of the
effects of scale—can strongly influence the outcome of ecological
studies and meta-analyses, and can thereby influence inferred
patterns of biodiversity>>>C,

We found no evidence for an effect of higher-level phylogeny
on cross-taxon congruence, a result that has several key
implications. First, it suggests that the long-discussed bias
towards vertebrates in the ecology literature®>? might be less
of a problem than previously thought, because our results give no
a priori reason to anticipate that vertebrate and invertebrate
distributions will be incongruent!”->® (although some clearly
are’?). Second, our finding of no relationship between congruence
and relatedness as this level of taxonomic aggregation (that is, at
the Order level or above) also causes problems for researchers
aiming to quantify the distribution of biodiversity in general’;
any results will probably apply to some other taxa, but we have no

Table 3 | Effect of variance in study design and location
parameters on inter-study variance in congruence.

Model Species richness Species composition

Areal extent  0.21, s.e.=0.08, P=0.01 0.08, s.e.=0.15, P=0.61
Grain size 0.13, s.e.=0.07, P=0.10 0.10, s.e.=0.13, P=0.44
Latitude —0.07,5.e.=0.08, P=0.36 0.51, s.e.=0.11, P<0.001
Elevation 0.02, s.e.=0.07, P=0.77 0.05,s.e.=0.14, P=0.74

Values in bold show statistically significant effects of variability in that parameter on variance in
cross-taxon congruence. All variables were scaled to mean zero, and a s.d. =1, to allow
comparison of coefficients between rows and columns. Each coefficient was estimated from a
separate model in which it was the only predictor (that is, N¢mogersy = 8). Each value was
weighted by the natural log of it's sample size, such that pairs of taxa that were rarely studied
contributed less to coefficient estimates.

way of knowing which ones. Therefore, future work should aim to
investigate precisely which taxa are consistent surrogates for each
other, and what processes drive these surrogacy relationships (see
below).

Our study also revealed significant bias in the literature, such
that there were few studies of vertebrates at fine spatial scales
(<10*km?) and few global-scale studies (>10°km?) of con-
gruence in arthropods. However, these trends are likely to be the
result of methodological difficulties. For example, many verte-
brates routinely move distances ranging from metres to kilo-
metres to forage, making it unclear whether assessing the
‘distribution’ of vertebrates at finer spatial scales than these
routine movements is particularly meaningful®. Conversely,
taxonomic completeness is low for many arthropod taxa as a
result of their enormous diversity®®, perhaps accounting for their
lower use in global-scale biodiversity assessments. Fortunately,
this appears to be changing, with some recent studies greatly
expanding the scale at which patterns of invertebrate biodiversity
are investigated (see, for example, ref. 53).

The pattern that we have observed in the ecology literature of
variable and context-dependent congruence, combined with bias
towards a narrow subset of taxonomic groups, has important
conservation implications. In particular, we found that con-
gruence in species composition was low below 10> km? (Fig. 1c),
suggesting that at these fine spatial scales complementarity-based
metrics applied to single taxa are unlikely to be broadly
representative of biodiversity®’. In contrast, species richness is a
metric that is most commonly applied at landscape scales
(~10°km?), that is, at precisely those scales where observed
patterns will be least well correlated with overall biodiversity”®>’.
This implies that ecologists that monitor change in species
richness over time (for example, as an indicator of ecological
change) at landscape scales should strongly consider monitoring a
number of functionally distinct taxonomic groups if their
recommendations to managers are to be robust.

Our results question the generalizability of biodiversity
surrogate relationships (see also refs 29,58), but we do not
suggest that surrogates are without value. Instead, we suggest that
there is considerable scope for a shift in emphasis away from
repeating research on taxa that display low average congruence.
Instead, future research should focus on consistency as an
indicator of the usefulness of potential biodiversity surrogates.
Given the low consistency that we have described above, however,
new approaches to studying cross-taxon congruence may be
required. For example, one option may involve identifying sets of
taxa that—when used in combination—may act as surrogates for
a broader subset of biodiversity than each would alone.
Identifying sets of taxa with these properties might be aided by
systematic testing of rarely studied taxa (or rarely studied
combinations of taxa) as biodiversity surrogates>>. Regardless of
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the adoption of these suggestions, however, a useful first step
would be for researchers to articulate their reasons for
anticipating that a given taxon will be a consistent surrogate for
other taxa®”, rather than choosing surrogates on the basis of prior
experience with that taxon.

Further work also is required to identify the extent to which
species-, genus- or family-level traits influence cross-taxon
congruence?®. Clearly, there are limits to the practice of usin
relatedness among higher clades as a proxy for shared traits®%61,
particularly as environmental gradients can cause high
congruence of taxa with very different phylogenetic
histories®>%%. One useful question to answer, therefore, would
be whether relatedness has a useful level of explanatory power
when used to investigate congruence between more closely related
taxa than we have investigated here (that is, at the family level or
below)! 6%, or conversely, whether there are situations where the
collection of further taxonomic or phylogenetic information is
unhelpful and should be abandoned in favour of environmental
or habitat-based biodiversity surrogates®>~%7. Comparisons of the
usefulness of functional and phylogenetic metrics of diversity®®
also should be considered as potential means to improve
surrogacy and conservation decisions.

In this paper, we addressed a question of key importance for
advancing the understanding and application of biodiversity
surrogates by investigating patterns and drivers of consistency in
biodiversity congruence. Using a meta-analysis approach, we
have shown that estimates of cross-taxon congruence vary
enormously, even for the same pairs of taxa, and after the
influence of spatial and biogeographic parameters are taken into
account. Further, we also demonstrated that congruence relation-
ships are not predictable from information on relatedness at the
Order level (or above), thereby limiting our understanding of the
generality of such relationships. The clear implication of these
findings is that cross-taxon congruence cannot be assumed.
Consequently, research on the distribution of biodiversity will be
misleading where researchers rely on data from a single taxon; a
result with clear but troubling implications for the effectiveness of
management interventions informed by that research. Future
work should clearly elucidate—and, if possible, test-the range of
locations, scales or taxa over which any observed congruence
relationships are expected to apply.

Methods

Conceptual scope. We defined cross-taxon congruence as congruence that was
calculated for two non-overlapping clades. This definition placed three important
restrictions on the kind of studies that we were able to consider in our meta-
analysis.

First, we considered only studies of cross-taxon congruence and not the other
forms of congruence that occur regularly in the biodiversity surrogate literature3!.
Within-taxon congruence occurs where species-level diversity of a subclade is taken
as representative of species-level diversity of the whole taxon, whereas higher-taxon
congruence occurs where species-level diversity is tested against the diversity of
genera, families or orders in the same broad taxonomic group. In both cases, it is
difficult to define the degree of phylogenetic relatedness between target and
surrogate taxa. Consequently, only cross-taxon surrogates allow us to investigate
whether closely related taxa are more highly congruent on average than distantly
related taxa, and so we excluded studies of within-taxon or higher-taxon
congruence from our analysis.

Second, we considered only studies that investigated congruence in species
richness, composition or the SAI This excludes endemism because it is typically
quantified at continental or global scales?, which means that we could not evaluate
how endemism varies with scale. In contrast, we restricted our assessment of
complementarity metrics to the SAI following the reasoning given by Rodrigues
and Brooks'>.

Third, we used only taxonomically defined groups in our analysis. This led to
exclusion of several categories of surrogates as follows: (1) functionally similar but
poly- or paraphyletic groups such as epiphytes, lianas or herpetofauna; (2)
mutualists such as lichens; (3) structural attributes of vegetation; and (4) subsets of
taxa defined by functional traits such as body size (for example, small mammals) or
behaviour (for example, breeding birds).

6

Article identification. We used a multi-stage approach to identify relevant arti-
cles. In particular, we required a straightforward approach for evaluating the very
large literature on surrogates in ecology, and so we automated a number of stages
using the R language environment®”.

Our first stage involved running a search for articles using both Scopus and ISI
‘web of knowledge’ databases. We ran our ISI search on the 22 November 2012,
and requested all articles mentioning either of the terms ‘surrogate’ or ‘indicator’ in
their topic from the field of environmental sciences and ecology. We further
restricted our search to the following research areas: marine and freshwater
biology, biodiversity conservation, fisheries, zoology, remote sensing, plant
sciences, mycology, evolutionary biology or forestry. We ran our Scopus search
using the same search terms on the 8 January 2013. Our ISI search gave 11,004
articles, whereas our Scopus search gave 36,718 articles for a combined total of
47,722 articles (before removal of duplicates).

Our second stage was to identify taxonomic groups that were discussed in each
article. We achieved this by searching for taxonomic names in article titles or
abstracts using the findIT tool provided by the uBio project (http://www.ubio.org).
This approach automatically recognizes taxonomic identifiers in strings of text.
From these results, we then created a database of unique taxonomic identifiers and
re-queried the database to acquire higher-level taxonomic information on each
taxon. We also identified a set of common names associated with these taxonomic
identifiers and re-searched all article titles and abstracts to find taxa listed only by
common names. After manually checking both databases to avoid errors, we were
left with 5,943 scientific names and 1,081 common names. Only 7,997 articles
(17%) contained at least one taxonomic identifier, suggesting either that our search
terms included a number of irrelevant articles or that few articles described their
study taxon in the title or abstract.

Our third stage was to determine which articles discussed multiple taxonomic
groups. We created taxonomic groups of interest by identifying articles that
mentioned eukaryote versus prokaryote taxa. Where a taxonomic classification at
that level of the taxonomic hierarchy contained more than 1,000 articles, we split
that article into the next lowest level in the taxonomic hierarchy. We continued this
process until splitting resulted in groups that were too small for meaningful
analysis (typically the Class level, although we split insects into Orders). We then
identified all articles that mentioned three or more distinct taxonomic groups
(n=689) and used this subset for subsequent analysis stages.

Our fourth stage was to identify articles that quantified cross-taxon congruence.
We achieved this by reading the abstracts of the remaining 689 articles and
marking those that were likely candidates to contain information on the correlation
in species richness or composition between pairwise combinations of taxa. We
found 76 articles that were likely candidates, but upon searching the full articles
only 32 contained usable data. Because our automated approach had the potential
to exclude relevant articles, we then searched the reference lists of the 76 most
relevant articles to identify any further articles of interest. This gave a further 389
articles, of which 49 were newly identified articles containing data. This left us with
a total of 81 articles containing data appropriate to our questions about cross-taxon
congruence.

We added information on complementarity to our analysis using a
supplementary search on 23 January 2014. We searched for all articles matching an
ISI search ‘complementarity and surrogates’ from either of the fields of
‘environmental sciences and ecology’ or ‘biodiversity conservation’. We then
added any articles that were cited by Rodriguez and Brooks'®, or had cited either
that article or Williams et al.??, giving us a total of 220 new articles. We also added
articles that had earlier been excluded from our analysis for containing only
complementarity-based criteria (n=39), and all of the articles that we had
downloaded to this point (n ~ 200 articles). Finally, we read all of these articles to
identify examples where the authors had used SAI to compare congruence between
two taxa. This left us with six articles for inclusion in our analysis.

Extraction of correlations. For all articles, we looked for cross-taxon congruence
in species richness, composition or complementarity. Where data were unavailable,
listed only P values or provided only correlations for statistically significant values,
we contacted the authors for the raw correlations. Where this information was not
available, we excluded that article from further analysis to avoid publication bias.
Where an author provided raw data but not correlations, we calculated (Pearson’s)
correlations ourselves.

We used species richness data that were generated in a number of ways as
follows: raw counts of species richness; extrapolated richness calculated using
rarefaction; area-adjusted richness calculated by regression or species area curves;
species density; or gradient-adjusted richness (that is, after removal of dominant
trends besides area). We also used data from studies of any design, including those
that used field-recorded observation data; atlas data sets or counts of museum
records within grid cells; or studies that estimated broad-scale richness patterns
using overlaid range maps. Correlations in species richness were included
regardless of whether they were calculated using Spearman’s, Pearson’s or Kendall’s
correlations. If there was a choice, we used correlations based on raw data rather
than transformed data.

The data on species composition that we identified during our review were
much more diverse than species richness data. We included only methods that
calculated a distance metric between sites and performed some form of correlation

| 5:3899 | DOI: 10.1038/ncomms4899 | www.nature.com/naturecommunications

© 2014 Macmillan Publishers Limited. All rights reserved.


http://www.ubio.org
http://www.nature.com/naturecommunications

ARTICLE

on those distance matrices (such as Mantel tests). However, we retained studies

that used either abundance or occurrence data, and therefore our data set includes 12 garo, T Conservation by Proxy: Indicator, Umbrella, Keystone, Flagship, and
. : . . ther Surrogate Species (Island Press, 2010).
studies that used a range of transformations and distance calculations. Where a 13. Caro. T. M. & ODoherty. G. On the use of surrogate species in conservation
study gave separate results for congruence derived from both abundance and - are, 1. AL onerty, . gate sp
: . - biology. Conserv. Biol. 13, 805-814 (1999).
occurrence matrices, we used abundance only to avoid pseudo-replication. . . L .
Although the differences between different composition evaluation methods are 14. Simberloff, D. Flagships, umbrellas, and keystones: is single-species
: 5 X o P . . - i ? Biol. C 83, 247-257 (1998)
important, we did not anticipate that they would make a difference in the direction management passe in the landscape era? Biol OnSETY. 8, - 70)-
of congruence relationships. We anticipated, however, that our composition data 1> Rodrigues, A. 8. L. & Brooks, T. M. Shortcuts for biodiversity conservation
would have comparably higher noise than our species richness data as a result of planning: the effectiveness of surrogates. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 38,
methodological inconsistencies between studies. 713-737 (2007).
In addition to our response variables, we calculated several predictor variables, 16 Scall, J. J. & Pianka, E. R. Geographical trends in numbers of species. Science
using information from a range of sources. We calculated spatial scale as the 201, 679-686 (1978).
number of 30 arc-second pixels within a rectangular region defining the study 17. Pearson, D. L. & Cassola, F. World-wide species richness patterns of tiger
region. Where details of the study region were not given, we took the maximum beetles (Coleoptera: Cicindelidae): Indicator taxon for biodiversity and
and minimum latitude and longitude, and calculated the study region as the conservation studies. Conserv. Biol. 6, 376-391 (1992).
rectangle bounded by these values. Study latitude was defined as the central point  18. Predergast, J. R. Species richness covariance in higher taxa: empirical tests of
of this study region, measured as distance from the equator in decimal degrees the biodiversity indicator concept. Ecography 20, 210-216 (1997).
(that is, all latitudes were positive definite). Similarly, our mean elevation results 19. Greyner, R. et al. Global distribution and conservation of rare and threatened
were calculated for these same regions, using freely available digital elevation data vertebrates. Nature 444, 93-96 (2006).
from http://www.worldclim.org, which we analysed using the ‘raster’ package’? in 20 Kerr, J. T. Richness, Endemism, and the choice of areas for conservation.
the R statistical programme®. Finally, we used the ‘TimeTree’ online data set Conserv. Biol. 11, 1094-1100 (1997).
(http://timetree.org) to determine the mean relatedness between pairwise 21. Sisk, T. D., Launer, A. E., Switky, K. R. & Ehrlich, P. R. Identifying extinction
combinations of taxa. TimeTree gives an estimated number of million years since threats. Bioscience 44, 592-604 (1994).
the common ancestor for any combination of taxa that are in its repository. 22. Williams, P., Faith, D., Manne, L., Sechrest, W. & Preston, C. Complementarity
Consequer}tly, t.hls metric is particularly 'useﬁlll for analyses of broad differences analysis: Mapping the performance of surrogates for biodiversity. Biol. Conserv.
between dissimilar taxa, such as we use in this paper. 128, 253-264 (2006).
23. Araujo, M. B., Densham, P. J. & Williams, P. H. Representing species in
Statistical methods. We tested the effect of study-related covariates on the extent reserves from patterns of assemblage diversity. J. Biogeogr. 31, 1037-1050
of cross-taxon congruence by first splitting our data set into correlations of species (2004). o o ) )
richness and species composition, and then constructing a single linear model for ~ 24 Barlow, J. et al. Quantifying the biodiversity value of tropical primary,
each of these two response variables. Predictor variables included in each model secondary, and plantation forests. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 104, 18555-18560
were areal extent (measured by logl0 % degree cells), areal extent squared (as (2007).
before, but included to test for curvilinear relationships between scale and con- 25. Kirkman, L. K. et al. Is species richness congruent among taxa? Surrogacy,
gruence), grain size (logl10 m?2), latitude (degrees from equator), elevation (metres) complementarity, and environmental correlates among three disparate taxa in
and phylogenetic distance (log10 million years since common ancestor). The only geographically isolated wetlands. Ecol. Indic. 18, 131-139 (2012).
difference between models for species richness and composition was that our 26. Darwall, W. R. T. et al. Implications of bias in conservation research and
species richness model included global-scale studies, for which latitude values investment for freshwater species. Conserv. Lett. 4, 474-482 (2011).
(zero) were potentially misleading; hence this model included an interaction 27. Margules, C. R. & Pressey, R. L. Systematic conservation planning. Nature 405,
between latitude and areal extent that was missing from the species composition 243-253 (2000).
model. 28. Velghe, K. & Gregory-Eaves, 1. Body size is a significant predictor of
We assessed consistency of cross-taxon congruence by identifying all pairwise congruency in species richness patterns: A meta-analysis of aquatic studies.
comparisons of our taxa that occurred in each data set on three or more PLoS ONE 8, 57019 (2013).
occasions. We th‘en calculatgd the s.d. of (‘)bser\(ed congruence across all the studies 29 Zettler, M. L. et al. On the myths of indicator species: Issues and further
for each pair. This left us with a data set in which each observation gave the s.d. of considerations in the use of static concepts for ecological applications. PLoS
observed correlations for that taxon. We then created four linear models, in which ONE 8, ¢78219 (2013).
the.s.d: of corfelatlons was the: response Varl.able, anq one of the s.d. values of scale, 5 Wolters, V., Bengtsson, J. & Zaitsev, A. S. Relationship among the species
grain size, latitude and elevation were predictor variables. In each model (n=38), ichness of different taxa. Ecology 87, 18861895 (2006)
the influence of each pair of taxa to the regression was weighted by the natural log 31 ;IC llin. C. et al. Effecti ' fgg. 1 - 1 tes f ) dicti t £
of the number of correlations used to calculate the s.d. (that is, sample size) to Ve .m, ) ¢ 'a. . ectiveness of blo oglca. surrogates for prediching patterns o
. . ) - marine biodiversity: a global meta-analysis. PLoS ONE 6, €20141 (2011).
account for the fact that low sample sizes can lead to misleading estimates of the . .
. L 69 32. Lewandowski, A. S., Noss, R. F. & Parsons, D. R. The effectiveness of
s.d. We ran all of our analyses in the R statistical programme®, and assessed the : o .
statistical significance of variables in each of our models using the ¢-statistic. surrogate taxa for the representation of biodiversity. Conserv. Biol. 24,
1367-1377 (2010).
33. Heino, J. Are indicator groups and cross-taxon congruence useful for predicting
References biodiversity in aquatic ecosystems? Ecol. Indic. 10, 112-117 (2010).
1. Myers, N., Mittermeier, R. A., Mittermeier, C. G., da Fonesca, G. A. B. & 34. Eglington, S. M., Noble, D. G. & Fuller, R. J. A meta-analysis of spatial
Kent, J. Biodiversity hotspots for conservation priorities. Nature 403, 853-858 relationships in species richness across taxa: Birds as indicators of wider
(2000). biodiversity in temperate regions. J. Nat. Conserv. 20, 301-309 (2012).
2. Orne, C. D. L. et al. Global hotspots of species richness are not congruent with 35. Hess, G. R. et al. Effectiveness of biodiversity indicators varies with extent,
endemism or threat. Nature 436, 1016-1019 (2005). grain, and region. Biol. Conserv. 132, 448-457 (2006).
3. Noss, R. F. Conservation targets and information needs for regional 36. Lawler, J. . & White, D. Assessing the mechanisms behind successful
conservation planning, Nat. Area. J. 24, 223-231 (2004). surrogates for biodiversity in conservation planning. Anim. Conserv. 11,
4. Costello, M. J., May, R. M. & Stork, N. E. Can we name Earth’s species before 270-280 (2008).
they go extinct? Science 339, 413-416 (2013). 37. McGeogh, M. A. The selection, testing and application of terrestrial insects as
5. Gaston, K. J. Global patterns in biodiversity. Nature 405, 220-227 (2000). bioindicators. Biol. Rev. 73, 181-201 (1998).
6. Duputié, A., Zimmermann, N. E. & Chuine, I. Where are the wild things? Why  38. Trindade-Filho, J. & Loyola, R. D. Performance and consistency of indicator
we need better data on species distribution. Global Ecol. Biogeogr. 23, 457-467 groups in two biodiversity hotspots. PLoS ONE 6, 19746 (2011).
(2014). 39. Willig, M. R, Kaufman, D. M. & Stevens, R. D. Latitudinal gradients of
7. Hurlbert, A. H. & Jetz, W. Species richness, hotspots, and the scale dependence biodiversity: pattern, process, scale, and synthesis. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst.
of range maps in ecology and conservation. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 104, 34, 273-309 (2003).
13384-13389 (2007). 40. Stevens, G. C. The elevational gradient in altitudinal range: An extention of
8. Fontaine, B, Perrard, A. & Bouchet, P. 21 years of shelf life between discovery Rapoport’s latitudinal rule to altitude. Am. Nat. 140, 893-911 (1992).
and description of new species. Curr. Biol. 22, R943-R944 (2012). 41. Sanders, N. J. Elevational gradients in ant species richness: area, geometry, and
9. Bode, M. et al. Cost-effective global conservation spending is robust to Rapoport’s rule. Ecography 25, 25-32 (2002).
taxonomic group. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 105, 6498-6501 (2008). 42. Ricketts, T. H., Dinerstein, E., Olson, D. M. & Loucks, C. Who’s where in North
10. Moilanen, A. Spatial conservation prioritization in data-poor areas of the world. America? Bioscience 49, 369-381 (1999).
Braz. J. Nat. Conserv. 10, 12-19 (2012). 43. Tisseuil, C. et al. Global diversity patterns and cross-taxa convergence in
11. Rodrigues, A. S. L. et al. Complete, accurate, mammalian phylogenies aid freshwater systems. J. Anim. Ecol. 82, 365-376 (2013).
conservation planning, but not much. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B 366, 2652-2660 44. Kessler, M. et al. Alpha and beta diversity of plants and animals along a tropical
(2011). land-use gradient. Ecol. Appl. 19, 2142-2156 (2009).
| 5:3899 | DOI: 10.1038/ncomms4899 | www.nature.com/naturecommunications 7

© 2014 Macmillan Publishers Limited. All rights reserved.


http://www.worldclim.org
http://timetree.org
http://www.nature.com/naturecommunications

ARTICLE

4

w

46.

4

~

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

5

w

5

(=2}

57.
58.

5

Nel

60.

—

6

62.

. Bennett, J. A. & Cahill, Jr J. F. Conservatism of responses to environmental

change is rare under natural conditions in a native grassland. Perspect. Plant
Ecol. 15, 328-337 (2013).

Dunn, R. R, Harris, N. C., Colwell, R. K., Koh, L. P. & Sodhi, N. S. The sixth
mass coextinction: are most endangered species parasites and mutualists? Proc.
R Soc. B Biol. Sci. 276, 3037-3045 (2009).

. Ferrier, S. Mapping spatial pattern in biodiversity for regional conservation

planning: where to from here? Syst. Biol. 51, 331-363 (2002).

Garzon-Lopez, C. X, Jansen, P. A., Bohlman, S. A., Ordonez, A. & OIff, H.
Effects of sampling scale on patterns of habitat association in tropical trees.
J. Veg. Sci. 25, 349-362 (2014).

Sarkar, S. et al. Effectiveness of environmental surrogates for the selection of
conservation area networks. Conserv. Biol. 19, 815-825 (2005).

Barton, P. S. et al. The spatial scaling of beta diversity. Global Ecol. Biogeogr. 22,
639-647 (2013).

D’Amen, M. et al. Protected areas and insect conservation: questioning the
effectiveness of Natura 2000 network for saproxylic beetles in Italy. Anim.
Conserv. 16, 370-378 (2013).

Fazey, L, Fischer, ]. & Lindenmayer, D. B. What do conservation biologists
publish? Biol. Conserv. 124, 63-73 (2005).

Clausnitzer, V. et al. Odonata enter the biodiversity crisis debate: The first
global assessment of an insect group. Biol. Conserv. 142, 1864-1869 (2009).
Jenkins, C. N., Guenard, B., Diamond, S. E., Weiser, M. D. & Dunn, R. R.
Conservation implications of divergent global patterns of ant and vertebrate
diversity. Divers. Distrib. 19, 1084-1092 (2013).

. Westcott, D. A, Fletcher, C. S., McKeown, A. & Murphy, H. T. Assessment

of monitoring power for highly mobile vertebrates. Ecol. Appl. 22, 374-383
(2012).

. Scheffers, B. R., Joppa, L. N., Pimm, S. L. & Laurance, W. F. What we know and

don’t know about Earth’s missing biodiversity. Trends Ecol. Evol. 27, 501-510
(2012).

Lawton, J. H. Are there general laws in ecology? Oikos 84, 177-192 (1999).
Gioria, M., Bacaro, G. & Feehan, J. Evaluating and interpreting cross-taxon
congruence: Potential pitfalls and solutions. Acta Oecol. 37, 187-194 (2011).

. Coppolollo, P., Gomez, H., Maisels, F. & Wallace, R. Selection criteria for suites

of landscape species as a basis for site-based conservation. Biol. Conserv. 115,
419-430 (2004).

Bevilacqua, S., Terlizzi, A., Claudet, J., Fraschetti, S. & Boero, F. Taxonomic
relatedness does not matter for species surrogacy in the assessment of
community responses to environmental drivers. J. Appl. Ecol. 49, 357-366
(2012).

. Mason, N. W. H. & Pavoine, S. Does trait conservatism guarantee that

indicators of phylogenetic community structure will reveal niche-based
assembly processes along stress gradients? J. Veg. Sci. 24, 820-833 (2013).
Hawkins, B. A. et al. Different evolutionary histories underlie congruent species
richness gradients of birds and mammals. J. Biogeogr. 39, 825-841 (2012).

63. Essl, F., Dullinger, S., Plutzar, C., Willner, W. & Rabitsch, W. Imprints of glacial
history on correlations between endemic plant and invertebrate species
richness. J. Biogeogr. 38, 604-614 (2011).

64. Rodrigues, A. S. L. & Gaston, K. J. Maximising phylogenetic diversity in the
selection of networks of conservation areas. Biol. Conserv. 105, 103-111 (2002).

65. Saetersdal, M. & Gierde, 1. Prioritising conservation areas using species
surrogate measures: consistent with ecological theory? J. Appl. Ecol. 48,
1236-1240 (2011).

66. Lindenmayer, D. B. et al. An empirical assessment and comparison of species-
based and habitat-based surrogates: A case study of forest vertebrates and large
old trees. PLoS ONE 9, 89807 (2014).

67. Mandelik, Y., Dayan, T., Chikatunov, V. & Kravchenko, V. The relative
performance of taxonomic versus environmental indicators for local
biodiversity assessment: A comparative study. Ecol. Indic. 15, 171-180 (2012).

68. Gerisch, M., Agostinelli, V., Henle, K. & Dziock, F. More species, but all do the
same: contrasting effects of flood disturbance on ground beetle functional and
species diversity. Oikos 121, 508-515 (2012).

69. R Core Development Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical
Computing. v. 3.0.2.R Foundation for Statistical Computing, 2013).

70. raster: Geographic analysis and modeling with raster data v. 2.1-25 (2013).

Acknowledgements

This manuscript was greatly improved by comments from Tim Caro and Karen Ikin.
Unpublished correlations used in our analysis were kindly provided by Yael Mandelik,
James Diffendorfer, Jiirgen Kluge, Michael Kessler and Stefan Dullinger. Rob Lanfear
contributed to discussions on metrics of phylogenetic relatedness. Benno Simmons
assisted with interpretation of complementarity metrics.

Author contributions

M.J.W., P.S.B.,, P.W.L. and D.B.L. contributed to the design of the study; M.]J.W. collected
the data that were analysed by M.J.W. and P.S.L.; M.J.W. led the writing of the manu-
script; and P.S.B.,, P.W.L. and D.B.L. contributed to the editing of the manuscript.

Additional information
Competing financial interests: The authors declare no competing financial interests.

Reprints and permission information is available online at http://npg.nature.com/
reprintsandpermissions/

How to cite this article: Westgate, M. J. et al. Global meta-analysis reveals low
consistency of biodiversity congruence relationships. Nat. Commun. 5:3899
doi: 10.1038/ncomms4899 (2014).

| 5:3899 | DOI: 10.1038/ncomms4899 | www.nature.com/naturecommunications

© 2014 Macmillan Publishers Limited. All rights reserved.


http://npg.nature.com/reprintsandpermissions/
http://npg.nature.com/reprintsandpermissions/
http://www.nature.com/naturecommunications

	title_link
	Results
	Broad patterns in the congruence literature
	Extent of cross-taxon congruence

	Table 1 
	Consistency of cross-taxon congruence

	Discussion
	Figure™1Effects of variables that significantly influence congruence in species richness or composition.(a,b) Species richness, and (c,d) species composition. Dashed lines give 95percnt confidence intervals. Full coefficient estimates and their degree of 
	Table 2 
	Figure™2Significant predictors of consistency in cross-taxon congruence.Predictors are given for species richness (a) and species composition (b). Points show values for a single pair of taxa, measured across many studies, with the number of studies used 
	Table 3 
	Methods
	Conceptual scope
	Article identification
	Extraction of correlations
	Statistical methods

	MyersN.MittermeierR. A.MittermeierC. G.da FonescaG. A. B.KentJ.Biodiversity hotspots for conservation prioritiesNature4038538582000OrneC. D. L.Global hotspots of species richness are not congruent with endemism or threatNature436101610192005NossR. F.Conse
	This manuscript was greatly improved by comments from Tim Caro and Karen Ikin. Unpublished correlations used in our analysis were kindly provided by Yael Mandelik, James Diffendorfer, Jürgen Kluge, Michael Kessler and Stefan Dullinger. Rob Lanfear contrib
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	Author contributions
	Additional information




