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Abstract
Climate change is modifying plant communities and ecosystems around the world. Alpine 
ecosystems are of special concern on oceanic islands, due to their characteristic higher 
endemicity percentage, small area and undergoing severe climate change impact in the 
last few decades. During recent decades there has been increasing interest in the effects 
of climate change on biodiversity and a range of methods have been developed to assess 
species vulnerability. However, some new insights are necessary to obtain useful informa-
tion for species management on oceanic islands. Here in the alpine area of two oceanic 
islands (Tenerife and La Palma) we evaluate the drivers that best explain the vulnerability 
of 63 endemic species along three scenarios, covering recent past to present and two fu-
ture projections (2041–2060 and 2061–2080). The selected drivers were: loss of potential 
area, mismatch index between potential and occupied areas in different scenarios, and 
adaptive capacity constraints. We assess the influence of potential area size and whether 
the drivers of risk and the vulnerability for common, restricted and rare species are sig-
nificantly different. Our results indicate that management must be widely distributed over 
the species, and not only focus on restricted species. Evidence for this was that drivers 
directly deriving from climate change showed no significant differences in their impact 
on the rarity groups identified. Vulnerability depends partially on the potential area size, 
showing a more complex picture where constraints on the adaptive capacity of the spe-
cies have a strong enough influence to modify the effects of the characteristic drivers of 
climate change.
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Introduction

Oceanic islands are extremely fragile areas, with features that intensify the impact of global 
warming (Veron et al. 2019; Russell and Kueffer 2019). In this context, alpine zones have 
been the focus of many research studies, due to their high endemicity percentage within a 
small surface area (Steinbauer et al. 2016). Indeed, they are undergoing some of the stron-
gest climate change effects in just the last few decades (Pauli and Halloy 2019). In addition, 
mountaintop species are among the most vulnerable to climate change due to the “escalator 
effect” (Urban 2018), especially cold-adapted species (Rumpf et al. 2018).

Most species are represented by a few individuals or populations, while most individuals 
belong to a few common species (Rabinowitz 1981; Flather and Sieg 2007). The pattern of 
commonness and rarity of the biota inhabiting the ecosystems may be natural (Martín 2009; 
Enquist et al. 2019). However, it is frequently caused by human disturbances (Flather and 
Sieg 2007; Otto et al. 2020), which explains why many rare species are also vulnerable or 
even threatened (Gaston 2003; Ohlemüller et al. 2008). Due to scarce resources dedicated 
to ecosystem conservation, a common strategy for management has been to focus on threat-
ened species (Flather and Sieg 2007), preventing integral management of the ecosystem. 
On the other hand, common species are often used for ecological restorations in deeply 
disturbed areas (del Arco et al. 1992). However, between rare and common species there is 
a large species pool that is frequently neglected in conservation plans.

Global warming during the last decades is affecting the patterns of the species rarity and 
commonness. More than 35% of terrestrial plant species are categorized as very rare, and 
their risk of extinction is increasing due to climate change (Enquist et al. 2019), especially 
because of the exacerbation of other existing threats (Macinnis-Ng et al. 2021), such as 
invasive herbivores, the fires or droughts (Del Arco et al., 2018). However, also common 
species can be threatened by both, intrinsic and extrinsic factors related with global warming 
(Périé and Blois 2016; Dickson et al. 2019). Climate change can also benefit some species 
(Somero 2010), including rare species (Cubas et al. 2018; Perera et al. 2018). Thus, there 
are losers and winners of climate change (Martín et al. 2020, 2021) and common species 
may also become a priority for conservation (Cubas et al. 2022). The question is whether to 
continue with the same conservation management strategies or adapted approaches.

Species differ naturally in their range-size and understanding its determinants is essen-
tial for identifying risks to species and habitats (Myers et al. 2000), and their sensitivity to 
anthropogenic climate change (Ohlemüller et al. 2008). Two main components may be dis-
tinguished to define the geographical space where a species can grow and expand (Soberon 
and Nakamura 2009). Firstly, the potential area where a species can occur, mostly charac-
terized by the climatic and other physical factors that might allow their growth (Jackson 
and Overpeck 2000). Secondly, the area where biotic conditions would allow existence of 
viable populations (realized niche), are determined mainly by Eltonian processes (Junker et 
al. 2019), ecological interactions and resource consumption (Jackson and Overpeck 2000). 
A third component is based on the limited area where the species can maintain effective 
dispersal or colonization over a sustained time interval (Soberon and Nakamura 2009). This 
factor is important due to the pressing need for migration, considering this as an adaptive 
response to global warming (Foden et al. 2019).

Even though other factors can limit a species’ distribution, it is generally assumed that 
climate remains a significant driver (Araújo and Peterson 2012; Barber et al. 2016). How-
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ever, assessment of climate change vulnerability must also include species sensitivity and 
adaptability (Pacifici et al. 2015; Foden et al. 2019). Estimations of the speed of climate 
change (Burrows et al. 2014; Carroll et al. 2015; Barber et al. 2016) provide an idea of the 
rate at which species need to migrate to maintain an effective response to the climate change 
occurring over a given interval of time, as part of the adaptive capacity (Beever et al. 2015). 
However, there may be constraints that reduce or disable this capacity (Harter et al. 2015; 
Bello-Rodríguez et al. 2019). So, there is a need to consider both climate vulnerability and 
factors that make the species more sensitive, which explain the realized niche size and spe-
cies distribution. In this way, the mechanisms underlying a nonlinear ecosystem response 
to climatic and anthropogenic stresses can be carefully explored (Martín et al. 2021; Wu 
et al. 2021). This requires considering what actions should be successful in enhancing the 
species’ adaptive capacity, by reducing constraints to shifting the adaptive capacity (Beever 
et al. 2015).

There have been a great variety of methodological developments that aid in assessing the 
vulnerability of species to climate change (Felicísimo et al. 2011, 2012; Pacifici et al. 2015; 
Foden et al. 2019). These tools provide essential information on climate change vulner-
abilities across different species and habitats and aid in conservation management of those 
species at highest risks (Heikkinen et al. 2021). However, on oceanic islands additional 
factors such as their small size, greater endemicity rates and an invasive herbivores stress 
sustained over time, even in the best-preserved areas, need to be considered (Nogales et al. 
2006; Caujapé et al. 2010; González-Mancebo et al. 2019).

Together with climate conditions and island area, habitat size is one of the most impor-
tant factors explaining both richness (Whittaker and Fernández-Palacios 2007; González-
Mancebo et al. 2011) and species range sizes (Ohlemüller et al. 2008; Morueta-Holme et 
al. 2013) on oceanic islands. Habitat size may be correlated with species rarity on islands, 
but especially in disturbed habitats (Chase et al. 2020). The potential area of the species 
is highly influenced by island heterogeneity and habitat size (Whittaker and Fernández-
Palacios 2007), but occupied area on oceanic islands are frequently limited by invasive 
herbivores. After several hundred or thousands of years, the structure and composition of 
the plant communities mostly reflect differences in their palatability (Irl et al. 2014; Cubas et 
al. 2019). Thus, some less palatable species become dominant in the communities (Garzón 
et al. 2010; Cubas et al. 2018, González-Mancebo et al. 2019), even when more competi-
tive – usually larger - species coexist with restricted occupied areas (Irl et al. 2012). Thus, 
rarity and commonness in oceanic island habitats may be highly dependent on introduced 
herbivores, so the realized niche may be the great unknown for many species. Many species 
could have unknown potential area, due to the low number of occurrences (current occupied 
area) that have survived to our days because of various human activities. This not only 
affects restricted species; today’s common species distributions may be the result of the loss 
of more competitive and highly palatable species due to introduced herbivores. Character-
istically, a consequence of anthropogenic activities is that narrow-ranged species become 
replaced by widespread species (Xu et al. 2019; Staude et al. 2022).

The Canary archipelago presents several interesting characteristics for testing vulner-
ability to climate change on islands. The alpine ecosystem is well represented, especially 
on Tenerife with a maximum elevation of 3715 m a.s.l., and a smaller area and a maximum 
elevation of 2426 m on La Palma. Furthermore, global warming in alpine zones on these 
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islands is happening fast, notably on Tenerife (0.14 ± 0.07 °C/decade in the area surrounding 
its summit (Martín et al. 2012).

Here, we evaluate the drivers (loss of potential area, mismatch of potential and occupied 
areas between different scenarios, and adaptive capacity constraints limiting the realized 
niche) that best explain the vulnerability of 63 endemic species in the alpine area of two 
oceanic islands (Tenerife and La Palma). Three scenarios are examined (present, and two 
future projections for the periods 2041–2060 and 2061–2080). We hypothesized that vulner-
ability for rare species depends more on adaptive capacity constraints than on direct drivers 
of climate change (loss of potential area, mismatch of potential and occupied areas between 
different scenarios). This could be expected to be consistent with rarity being highly depen-
dent on human disturbance. We also expected negative correlations between the potential 
area size and species vulnerability, resulting in greater vulnerability at present on the smaller 
island of La Palma, emphasizing a risk level related to its small size.

Materials and methods

Study area and target species

The study area consisted of the summit areas of the Canary Islands La Palma and Tenerife 
(Fig. 1). On La Palma they include the highest part of Caldera de Taburiente National Park 
in the north of the island, and the Cumbre Vieja (1949 m) ridge in the south. On Tener-
ife, it mostly coincides with Teide National Park. The alpine ecosystem on both islands 
(supra-, and oromediterranean thermotypes) is characterized by shrubby vegetation commu-
nities: Spartocytisetum supranubii (Tenerife) and Genisto benehoavensis-Adenocarpetum 
spartioidis (La Palma) (del Arco & Rodriguez-Delgado 2018). Target species in this study 
included 63 endemic species (33 to Tenerife and 30 to La Palma. Among these 19 are single 
island endemics to Tenerife and 13 to La Palma and only one endemic from La Palma and 
Madeira islands), 16 being common on both islands (see Table S1, supplementary material). 
Among these, 31.74% are threatened (Bañares et al. 2004). The species were selected to 
obtain a wide range of abundance, from the most common to the rarest. Habitat size varies 
among species, 80% occur exclusively above 1800 m, while others (La Palma nine species 
and Tenerife four) showed a wider distribution area including lower elevations, although 
with higher frequency higher up. Occurrence data were compiled from the data bases of 
the National Parks, the Canary Islands Biodiversity Databank (Gobierno de Canarias 2021) 
and our own surveys. Data from the Government of the Canary Islands were compiled from 
the regional atlas of 500 × 500 m cells (Gobierno de Canarias, https://www.biodiversidad-
canarias.es/biota/). All these data were revised, and detected errors were removed. In addi-
tion, we used data provided by the Teide National Park, which are in cells of 250 × 250 m 
(Hernández 2016). We also used species occurrences of high precision provided by the 
Caldera de Taburiente National Park and our own field inventories. This fact allows working 
at the desired resolution, since it is higher than the error measurement of the GPS coordinate 
sensor (Sillero and Barbosa 2021). All species occurrences were carefully downscaled to 
a 200 × 200 m grid using our extensive knowledge about the current species distribution, 
since a 500 × 500 m resolution is too coarse and can cause mismatch between observed and 
predicted species distributions (Aranda & Lobo, 2011).
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Although the alpine ecosystems on both islands are included within protected areas, they 
are subject to several types of disturbances. The European rabbit, an invasive herbivore, 
was introduced on these islands about 500 years ago, but its population has increased in 
the Teide National Park during the last few decades (Martin et al. 2021), in accordance 
with the rising minimum temperatures due to global warming (Martin et al. 2012). During 
recent decades these factors are causing a striking new change in the species composition of 
this ecosystem (Martin et al. 2020) and has led to the alpine ecosystem of La Palma being 
dominated now by Adenocarpus viscosus, the least palatable species in this habitat (Irl et al. 
2012). Fortunately, over the last 30 years, a successful management action sowing threat-
ened species within herbivore exclusion fences revealed a different potential community 
structure and composition of this ecosystem (Irl et al. 2012; González-Mancebo et al. 2019). 
On Tenerife, the establishment of Teide National Park in 1954 halted shrub harvesting and 
the grazing. However, in 1968 the Corsican muflon was introduced (Ovis muflon), which is 
still present, but controlled by the National Park managers.

Fig. 1  Location of the alpine zones (brown colour) on the islands of La Palma and Tenerife, with detail of 
the main elevational features. Isolines are represented each 500 m
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Rarity index

We distinguished three species groups (rare, restricted and common) using a combination of 
the number of occurrence cells in the 500 × 500 m grid described above and the percentage 
of the potential area occupied by each species (which was derived using species distribution 
models, details see below): rare species (≤ 50 occurrence cells), restricted species (51–150 
occurrence cells or 35–55% cells in PA), and common species (> 150 cells or > 75% cells 
in PA). We used 500 × 500 cells, instead of 200 × 200 to avoid overestimation in national 
parks, due to the large abundance of occurrence data within them. Additionally, the size of 
the potential area (PA size) was used as a variable in the PCA analyses (see supplementary 
(S3) data).

Species vulnerability index

Three components of vulnerability were considered, to obtain the vulnerability index of the 
species in each scenario. The first two refer to direct exposure to local climate change: (1) 
percentage of loss of suitable potential area (PA loss, see Sect. 2.2.1), (2) mismatch index 
(vulnerability index of Felicísimo et al. 2012, see Sect. 2.2.2.), including both, potential 
area and occurrence cells, and (3) adaptive capacity constraints (ACC, see Sect. 2.2.3.). We 
follow a specific combination of methods used by other researchers (Felicísimo et al. 2012; 
Barber et al. 2016; Young et al. 2015) but adding or emphasizing some specific vulner-
ability drivers for small island habitats (loss of potential area, small size potential area) as 
explained later. The sensitivity and adaptive capacity of the species were analyzed accord-
ing to the exposure to climate change and adaptive constraints (Foden et al. 2019; Comer 
et al. 2019). The vulnerability index was calculated as follow (each of the three compo-
nents ranges between 0 and 1): Vulnerability index = ((Potential area loss/100) + (Mismatch 
index) + (Adaptive capacity constraints/100)/3.

The vulnerability index encompassed six risk categories: 0–1: low (< 0.25), intermediate 
(0.25–0.45), high (0.45–0.60), very high (0.60–0.75), critical (0.75–0.90) and very critical 
(> 0.90).

Species distribution models and loss of suitable potential area

Most vulnerability studies have been conducted at a rather coarse scale (Heikkinen et al. 
2021) whereas small-scale data are necessary on small islands (Segal et al. 2021). To evalu-
ate the climatic vulnerability of the species, we obtained data about the potential area they 
occupy through distribution models, using MaxEnt 3.4.1 (Phillips et al. 2006). As depen-
dent variable, we introduced the presence of the selected species (200 × 200 m as was men-
tioned in the 2.1 section) and as predictor variables the mean temperature, the maximum 
and minimum temperatures of the warmest and coldest month and annual precipitation were 
considered, although we only used in each model variables that weren’t highly correlated 
(R2 < 0.7). These layers were calculated through interpolations at a scale of 200 × 200 m 
based on weather stations data provided by the Spanish National Meteorological Agency 
(AEMET), which we homogenized with the R package ‘climatol’ (Guijarro 2019) for the 
period 1959–2019. Those data were divided into a first period from 1959 to 1989 and a 
second one from 1990 to 2019 (present), so it was possible to evaluate both present and 
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recent past scenarios (Bello et al., 2023). Interpolations for obtaining these layers were 
performed in R Studio 1.3.1093, using multiple linear regression algorithms for temperature 
and random forest (randomForest package, Liaw and Wiener 2018) for precipitation, as 
they resulted to be the best fitting models in each case. For the future scenarios, we adapted 
the anomalies from international layers to the Canary Islands (Karger et al. 2017), includ-
ing different feasible climate change scenarios for the periods 2041–2060 (future I, FI) and 
2061–2080 (future II, FII). We considered several Representative Concentration Pathways 
(RCP), but focused only on the most pessimistic (RCP 8.5).

With the species distribution models obtained we estimated the size of the potential area 
occupied by each species in hectares (ha). For that purpose, we selected the threshold of the 
10th percentile with which we were able to transform the suitability maps of each species 
in presence-absence maps with 1 and 0 values (Bello et al., 2023). We selected it over other 
similar parameters offered by Maxent as it showed moderate values (neither too restrictive 
or permissive). We then counted all the pixels with value 1 in ESRI ArcGIS 10.1 and trans-
formed that data into hectares, so we were able to obtain the potential area for each species 
and scenario, and the consequent increases or decreases in response to the climate change.

Mismatch of the potential area and present occurrence cells between scenarios

Following Felicísimo et al. (2012), we calculated the mismatch index (MI; vulnerability 
index in Felicísimo et al. 2012) for each scenario, using the following formula:

MI = 1 – ((PAt2∩ OAt1) • (PAt2∩ PAt1)).
where PAt2 is the potential area at time t2 (i.e., 1990–2019 for the present scenario, 

2041–2060 for FI, and 2061–2080 for FII; in the following referred to as “future potential 
area”), OAt1 is the occupied area at time t1 (i.e., 1959 to 1989 for the present scenario, and 
1990–2019 for FI and FII, respectively; “current occupied area”), and PAt1 is the potential 
area at time t1(“current potential area”), all ranging from 0 to 1.

The MI also ranges from 0 to 1, with 0 and 1 indicating complete and no overlap, respec-
tively, between potential area at time t2 and both potential and occupied area at time t1. 
Thus, lower values mean that the species is more likely to maintain its niche despite climate 
change.

Adaptive capacity constraints

For the calculation of the vulnerability index the ACC component was considered as propor-
tion of the number of constraints present (from 1 (20%) to ≥ 5 (100%)). However, for the 
PCA analyses (see statistical methods section) an index (0–5) was used for each of the six 
adaptive constraints (the binary variable habitat specificity was not used in the PCA analy-
ses, since it was only found in two species).

Indirect climate exposure

a.	 (a) Habitat fragmentation was considered when there is habitat discontinuity, either 
due to natural (e.g. orographic, including climate discontinuity) or anthropogenic 
causes (e.g. agricultural or urbanized areas). The index (0–5) used for the PCA analysis 
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was established according with the number of population fragments (0 = without frag-
mentation to 5 = 5 or more fragments).

b.	 (b) Habitat specificity. Species with a low tolerance range (specialized niche require-
ments) tend to migrate less easily. This constraint was considered for species restricted 
to habitats underrepresented in the Canary Islands such as lithological (salic substrates) 
or freshwater habitats.

c.	 (c) Small potential area. The fragility of the insular biota due to their characteristically 
small island size may involve an extreme risk in their smallest potential habitats (Sim-
berloff 2000), where the species may run out of habitat. Here, size of potential area was 
considered as a constraint to species expansion, when its area did not exceed 5% that of 
the entire island in question. The index (0–5) used for the PCA analysis was established 
between 1000 and 3000 ha on La Palma and 3500 − 10.500 on Tenerife, using a propor-
tional distribution of the data at each island (Table S3).

Species sensitivity

d.	 (d) Index of herbivory damage. Invasive herbivores are a great threat to species 
expansion and persistence, and consequently the ability to migrate in response to cli-
mate change (Bello-Rodríguez et al. 2019; Martin et al. 2020; Kappes et al. 2021). 
To assess the impact of introduced and feral herbivores (European rabbit, Corsican 
mouflon, Babary sheep and domestic sheep-goats), an exhaustive field analysis was 
carried out. For this purpose, three localities of each species were selected, with a great 
effort to ensure they were as climatically or ecologically contrasting as possible. The 
species present on both islands were studied separately on each island. Rabbit damage 
is easily distinguishable from that caused by other mammalian species (rats and mice) 
because fresh droppings are frequently found around damaged plants. Characteristic 
rabbit damage marks are also left on herbaceous plants and shrubs, such as oblique cuts 
on branches and twigs, gnawed bark and a foliage height-line at 40–50 (70) cm above 
ground level (Cooke et al. 2008). Intensity of damage by rabbits, mouflons, goal-ante-
lope and feral goats was assessed by applying the index (0–5) of Cooke et al. (2008).

e.	 (e) Small populations refer to when the species has few occurrence cells (< 20) or a 
low number of individuals (< 250) in the localities where the species occurs. The index 
(0–5) used for the PCA analysis is included in the supplementary material (Table S4).

f.	 (f) Drought was considered as a migration constraint when detected in more than 50% 
of the individuals selected for productivity analysis (see later) in any of the 3 locations 
assessed on each island. Individuals were considered as suffering from drought when 
they had more than 50% dry branches, or their flowering rate was less than 25% and 
attributable to drought stress. The index (0–5) used for the PCA analysis is included in 
the supplementary material (Table S5).

g.	 (g) Potential dispersal ability. Biotic velocity of climate change (m/year) for each sce-
nario was analysed in combination with the potential dispersal distance of each species. 
Biotic velocity of climate change was the mean distance in meters the species needs 
to migrate in each scenario to maintain the same climate conditions, calculated from 
past to present and from the present to the different futures, divided by the length of the 
period. A modified version of the Hamann et al. (2015) algorithms provided distance 
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maps for each species in each scenario, only considering the pixel values in which there 
was movement, from presence to absence and from absence to presence. To evaluate 
whether species potential dispersal capacity allowed it to cover this mean distance (m/
year), three aspects were considered using the expert criteria based on: (a) potential 
seed dispersal distance, (b) seed production, and (c) regeneration rate (see supplemen-
tary S6, to know the 0–5 index used in the PCA analyses).

Potential seed dispersal distance was considered according to the published data for a subset 
of the species, and our own estimations according to the type of fruit and seed and disper-
sal vectors. We identified shorth (less than 10 m), middle (25–50 m) and longer distances. 
Shorth distance was identified in all species where barochory was the most common dis-
persal type, while seeds dispersed by birds were considered as longer distance (Nogales et 
al. 2013). Mean distance was identified for species with wind dispersal seeds, or even with 
zoochory by lizards, including not only fleshy fruits, but also dry fruits (González-Castro 
et al. 2015).

The same three localities and individuals used to estimate herbivory damage (see above) 
were also used to evaluate seed productivity. At each, the numbers of flowers were esti-
mated on 15 randomly selected individuals of each species. Efforts were made to visit the 
populations at the peak of blooming or seed production. To estimate the reproductive effort/
success (number of flowers, fruits and seeds), height and two perpendicular diameters were 
measured in every individual. All flowers per individual were counted in the field for species 
with flowers easily counted. When the flowers were too small to be count in the field (e.g., 
Asteraceae, Boraginaceae) only the number of inflorescences was counted in the field and 
these were collected, and their flowers were counted in the laboratory (15 inflorescences/
locality). For large shrubs, five quadrats/individual were selected (100–2500 cm2) to count 
the number of flowers in the field. A mean of these numbers was then extrapolated to the 
total number of quadrats with flowers in bloom in every individual. For the species with 
heterogeneous fruit/seed production, 15 fruits/locality were collected, counting seed num-
bers to obtain mean seed production/fruit. When we detected substantial losses of flowers 
without fruit production, a correction factor was applied to estimate seed production.

The regeneration rate was estimated by the ratio between adults/juveniles based on 30 
individuals randomly selected per locality.

Statistical methods

To evaluate whether there were significant differences between the analyzed variables for 
common, restricted and rare species, we performed a Kruskal–Wallis test and a Dunn post-
hoc test (Oksanen et al. 2018). Boxplots were realised using the function ‘boxplot’, applying 
the statistical software R (R Core Team 2020).

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was conducted for each scenario (present, FI and 
FII) and species group (all combined, common, rare, restricted, Tenerife and La Palma) in R 
software (R Core Team 2020) using ‘prcomp’ function. All variables analyzed (vulnerability 
index, rarity, ACC, potential area loss, MI, potential area; Table S3) were standardised and 
included as input dataset. The least significant variables were removed until the explained 
variance of principal components 1 and 2 stabilized, ensuring a minimum of five input 
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variables for each PCA. Spearman’s correlation tests were also applied to the relationship 
between the principal component factors, input variables and vulnerability indices.

Results

Among the 63 endemic flowering plant species assessed in the alpine zone of the Canary 
Islands there were currently 65% at low risk (vulnerability index 1 and 2), 33.3% at high 
risk (vulnerability index 3 and 4) and 1.6% at critical risk (vulnerability index 5) (Table 1). 
A progressive increase in risk occurred in 55.5% of species through the period. Currently on 
Tenerife, 24% of species are at high risk, while on La Palma reaches 43.3%. In near future 
(FI) La Palma may show slightly higher vulnerability (high risk) (33.0%) than Tenerife 
(36.5%). This tendency increases in future II (FII) (Tenerife: 60% of species at high risk, 
and La Palma: 40%). Critical species have similar percentages (20% and 21.2%) in F II on 
both islands.

Common and restricted species showed ca. 80% of species currently at low risk (Table 1). 
High risk was detected in 15.4% and 20% of common and restricted species, respectively. 
In contrast, rare species showed only 31.8% of species at low risk and 63.64% with high 

Table 1  Number of species in each vulnerability category and percentage of species at risk (low: 1–2 vulner-
ability index, high (3–4) and critical (5–6), for three scenarios, present: (1990–2019), future I: (2041–2060) 
and future II: (2061–2080)

Vulnerability index Risk (%)
Low Intermediate High Very 

high
Critical Very 

critical
Low High Critical

Common
Present 11 11 4 0 0 0 84.62 15.38 0.00
 F I 8 11 6 1 0 0 73.08 26.92 0.00
 F II 5 5 9 6 1 0 38.46 57.69 3.85
Restricted
Present 3 9 2 1 0 0 80.00 20.00 0.00
 F I 5 6 2 2 0 0 73.33 26.67 0.00
 F II 3 4 4 2 2 0 46.67 40.00 13.33
Rare
Present 3 4 10 4 1 0 31,82 63.64 4.55
 F I 1 4 7 4 5 1 22.73 50.00 27.27
 F II 0 1 8 3 5 5 4.55 50.00 45.45
La Palma
Present 2 15 10 3 0 0 56.67 43.33 0.00
 F I 8 10 6 4 1 1 60.00 33.33 6.67
 F II 5 7 9 3 5 1 40.00 40.00 20.00
Tenerife
Present 15 9 6 2 1 0 72.73 24,24 3,03
 F I 6 11 9 3 4 0 51.52 36.36 12.12
 F II 3 3 12 8 3 4 18.18 60.61 21.21
All species
Present 17 24 16 5 1 0 65.08 33.33 1.59
 F I 14 22 13 9 4 1 57.14 34.92 7.94
 F II 9 10 19 12 8 5 30.16 49.21 20.63
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risk. Critical risk at present was found only for rare species (4.5%). Examining the changes 
through the present studied period (1990–2019) to FI (2041–2060) and FII (2061–2080), it 
is noteworthy that for common species the high risk in FI may soon be near twice as much 
as today (26.9%), increasing up to 26.6% for restricted species (Table 1). For rare species, 
an increase in critical risk (27.2%) was projected for the near FI, indicating a higher prior-
ity for management of many species in this group, which in FII show 45.4% of species at 
critical risk.

Rare species show significantly higher vulnerability index than common and restricted 
species (Present, Kruskal-Wallis test, χ2

2 = 16.40, p < 0.0001; future I: χ2
2 = 17.50, p < 0.0001 

and future II: χ2
2 = 14.98, p < 0.001) (Fig. 2d). However, to estimate the vulnerability index 

focusing on the drivers considered (PA loss, mismatch index and ACC), the adaptive con-
straints are the only significant driver explaining the vulnerability difference for rare species 
(χ2

2 = 22.23; p < 0.00001, Fig. 2a). Mismatch index and PA shows no significant differences 
between rarity groups (p > 0.05).

When Principal Component Analysis was applied to all species (Fig. 3), the most impor-
tant driver (PCA1) explaining vulnerability was ACC (PCA1) followed by potential dis-
persal ability, herbivore damage index and fragmentation; while PA size (present scenario), 
mismatch (along all three scenarios) and PA loss and (future I and II) index were significant 
along axis 2 (PCA2) (see also Table S2, supplementary material). This pattern of drivers 
(PCA1) occurs in all three scenarios.

For common species, vulnerability is mainly explained by the same drivers explaining 
the general patterns mentioned before, although mismatch index and number of occur-

Fig. 2  Rarity index groups and drivers considered in the species vulnerability index: a) adaptive capacity 
constraints b) Potential area loss, c) mismatch index between different scenarios, and d) vulnerability 
index obtained for each scenario (present, future I and future II. Com = common, Res = restricted. Lower-
case letters show significant differences between the rarity groups
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Fig. 3  Principal Component Analyses for all species combined, rarity groups and islands along all three 
scenarios (present, future I and future II). Variables are indicated by arrows. Points represent species 
and colors the vulnerability category (dark green = low, green = intermediate, yellow = high, orange = very 
high, red = critical, black = very critical). P.A. size (= area (ha) of the potential area). P.A. loss (= % po-
tential area loss), mismatch (= mismatch index), constraints (ACC) (%)). Rarity approaches: occurrences 
(= number of occurrence cells), occupied area (= PA occupied (%)). Significant individual A.C.C. in-
cludes: fragmentation, small P.A. (P.A. occupy less than 5% of the island area), habitat specificity, herbiv-
ory (herbivore damage index), small populations, drought and dispersal pot. (= potential dispersal ability)
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rence cells were highly significant while no correlations were found for fragmentation. For 
restricted species vulnerability is highly significantly correlated also with ACC, herbivory 
index and potential dispersal, but drought is significant for restricted species at present and 
FII scenarios and small populations in all three scenarios. It is interesting that the nº of 
occurrence cells only was a significant (p < 0.001) driver of vulnerability for common and 
restricted species at present and the percentage of occupied area (p < 0.0001) for common 
species in both future scenarios (see table S2 supplementary material). For rare species, 
dispersal potential was the most generalized adaptive constraint, while herbivory damage 
index was only highly significant (p < 0.0001) in the present and future I scenarios.).

When La Palma and Tenerife were analysed separately, we found clearer differences 
between islands in the present scenario, compared to futures I and II. Percentage of ACC, 
small populations, species dispersal capacity, herbivore damage index and fragmentation 
were the most important drivers (PCA1) (p < 0.0001) throughout the whole period assessed 
for Tenerife. For La Palma, mismatch index and PA loss and PA size were also highly sig-
nificant in futures I and II on both islands. Among the individual constraints considered, 
herbivore damage and potential dispersal were significant (p < 0.0001) on both islands along 
all three scenarios.

Herbivore damage represented a constraint for 66% of the species (S3), being highly 
significant for all rarity groups and both islands in all scenarios, except for future II for rare 
species (Fig. 3). Potential dispersal ability was a constraint for 36.5% of the species and 
highly significant for both islands and all rarity groups, except for common species in the 
future scenarios. Contrastingly, small populations (33.3%) were significant for restricted 
species and for Tenerife. Island area < 5% (25.4% of the species) was significant on La 
Palma (all three scenarios), while fragmentation (19.0%) on Tenerife (all three scenarios) 
Drought was only significant for restricted species (17.5%).

The PA size of the species showed a significant negative Spearman correlation with 
species vulnerability (p < 0.0001) throughout our assessment periods, but no correlation 
was found with the percentage area occupied (p > 0.05). In fact, rare species showed no 
significant differences from common species in PA size (p > 0.05). Potential area size was 
negatively correlated with drivers directly related to climate change: PA loss (p < 0.0001) 
and mismatch index (p < 0.0001), and with the mismatch of the number of occurrence cells 
(p < 0.0001).

Discussion

Despite the restricted vulnerability evaluation method used here, since it depends on three 
components, our assessment revealed that the flora of alpine ecosystems in the Canary 
Islands is at significant risk due to climate change. According to the vulnerability index 
applied here, even at present 33.3% of the species are at risk (high vulnerability index), and 
this percentage will increase to 35% in the high-risk category in 2040–2060 (future I) and 
to 49% in 2061–2080 (future II), including also the critical category (8% in FI and 20.6 in 
F2). Species vulnerability depends on a balance between the PA size and the ACC of the 
species. These two drivers vary according to the rarity group under assessment. The specific 
drivers associated with global warming (PA loss and mismatch index) were no high signifi-
cant drivers (p < 0.0001) explaining species vulnerability at present (only MI for common 
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species), although their significance increased in the future scenarios for both islands and 
for common species, including PA loss (Fig. 4). The ACC hindering the species responses 
was an important driver in all scenarios on both islands and for all rarity groups at present 
and for rare and restricted species in the future scenarios (Fig.  4). Rare species showed 
significantly higher vulnerability than common and restricted species. However, this dif-
ference is not due to a stronger significant effect of climate change drivers, but rather to the 
current state of the populations and their threats. The vulnerability pattern during all three 
scenarios was different on the two islands (Fig. 4). While on La Palma it was notably dif-
ferentiated by the influence of the small PA size, on Tenerife was by fragmentation and small 
populations. Tenerife, where the alpine ecosystem occupies a larger zone, shows a delay in 
climate change impact compared to La Palma, resulting in lower vulnerability at present 
(intermediate on Tenerife with an index of 0.31 and high on La Palma, 0.44). However, this 
vulnerability will probably increase according to the future scenarios, due to shrinkage in 
potential area attributable to island topography and in the mismatch of the currently suitable 
areas for plants to survive.

In this study we are working with very small areas (mean PA size for all species was 
14,996 ha at present, 11,690 ha in future I and 9,237 in future II). The PA size of the species 
showed a significant negative correlation with species vulnerability throughout our assess-
ment periods, but no with the percentage of occupied area. In fact, rare species showed no 
significant differences from common species in PA size, which along with their signifi-
cant higher percentage of constraints points to anthropogenic rarity. Thus, constraints are 
limiting the area of the realized niches within the potential areas (Gaston 2003; Svening 
and Skov 2004) and the effectivity of species dispersal capacity, an important trait in their 

Fig. 4  Conceptual summary of the main drivers obtained in the PCA (p < 0.0001, see table S2) explaining 
vulnerability in the rarity groups of 63 endemic vascular plant species distinguished (common, restricted 
and rare species); a) in three scenarios: present, future I, and future II. b), on the islands Tenerife and La 
Palma. Shared drivers are situated in the intersect area between circles. Brown: PA size (ha). Blue: drivers 
related to climate change (mismatch = mismatch index, and PA loss=% area lost from potential area). Red: 
percentage of adaptive capacity constraints (ACC). Dashed red: Significant individual adaptive capacity 
constraints, i.e., small PA (potential area occupies less than 5% of the island area), herbivory (= herbivore 
damage), small populations, drought, Pot. dispersal (= potential dispersal ability). White: % occupied 
area= % of the PA occupied)
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response to climate change (Estrada et al. 2015). These results are clearly related to the high 
degree of anthropogenic disturbance of the alpine ecosystem on both islands (Rodríguez-
Delgado & Elena-Roselló, 2006; Garzón et al. 2010; Irl et al. 2012). Human impacts are 
significantly more intense on islands than in mainland areas (Kier et al. 2009), which might 
explain the large potential areas of rare species. Mostly due to invasive herbivores, many 
rare species occupy only a small area within their potential area. Consequently, their eco-
logical requirements are unknown, since reduced populations do not always show the true 
ecological requirements of the species. Sometimes, they are even preserved in areas where 
they are doomed to extinction, because the climatic conditions there are not the most suit-
able for them (Marrero-Gómez et al. 2007). For these species, experimental translocations, 
close monitoring and modelling are essential to estimate the potential area necessary to 
manage them in the face of climate change (Bellis et al. 2021).

Potential area size was negatively correlated with drivers directly related to climate 
change, PA loss and mismatch index, and with the mismatch of the number of occurrence 
cells. Therefore, we should expect that vulnerability of common species (those occupying 
a greater proportion of the potential area), would be more dependent on the drivers directly 
related to climate change. However, PA size prevents establishing this relationship, since the 
common species are also highly vulnerable in very small habitats that are disappearing with 
global warming. Small habitat size is itself a notable risk (Enquist et al. 2019; Horváth et 
al. 2019), and vulnerability of the studied alpine ecosystem is probably underestimated due 
to habitat loss. Moreover, the characteristic isolation of insular alpine ecosystems, islands 
within islands (Fernández-Palacios et al. 2014) makes them more vulnerable because of 
limitations to spatial processes to migration (Rybicki and Hanski 2013; Horváth et al. 2019).

The emerging picture is that species with large ranges may have small populations, and 
that there are common species with small potential areas. Thus, two types of rarity are 
combined in the species of this alpine ecosystem: habitat rarity (dependent on PA size) and 
species rarity, mostly related to stressor factors (ACC). This appears to reduce the ecological 
significance of PA to climate change and highlights the importance of identifying and under-
standing the drivers that most constrain the realized niche. In fact, the widely established 
close relationship between rarity and extinction risk (e.g., Schwartz et al. 2006) has been 
long questioned because of the existence of natural rarity in small habitats (Gaston 1994; 
Martín 2009). Indeed, the use of the UICN absolute presence thresholds to evaluate the risk 
species face has been discouraged on small oceanic islands (Martín et al. 2009; González-
Mancebo et al. 2012), since it can lead to overestimating the threat in smaller habitats. 
Nevertheless, current climate change has arrived as a factor that increases the risk level of 
small populations, whether the rarity is due to natural or anthropogenic causes. Thus, small 
natural habitats may be also at risk even for common species, because climatic stability is 
particularly essential to species survival in small areas and populations (Morueta-Holme et 
al. 2013). This is of special concern regarding geographically isolated habitats subjected to 
sustained stress over time, as occurs on oceanic islands with undergoing introduced herbi-
vore damage (Caujapé-Castells et al. 2010).

Although rare species show significantly higher vulnerability index than common and 
restricted species, these latter two groups include species at high risk at present and even 
critical in the future. Common species may play an important role in ecosystem functioning 
and their decline can even lead towards ecosystem collapse, as recently detected for Spar-
tocytisus supranubius on Tenerife (Cubas et al. 2022). Although common species may have 
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a greater evolutive potential under the pressure of abiotic and biotic changes, the rapidity 
of current climate change may cancel advantages for this species group, depending on the 
constraints to their adaptability and loss of their potential areas. Other common species at 
high risk at present on La Palma include Arrhenatherum calderae, the dominant member 
of Poaceae currently present in this ecosystem, Genista benehoavensis and Echium gentia-
noides. The latter two are threatened species managed for the last 30 years by the Caldera 
de Taburiente National Park. They now occupy respectively 89.15% and 83.03% of their 
potential area, which however is currently very small (4708 ha and 6109 ha respectively). 
The near future also holds high risk for some common species on Tenerife: A. calderae, 
Argyranthemum teneriffae, Descurainia bourgeauana, Nepeta teydea and Tolpis webbii. 
Some of these species are currently in expansion: A. teneriffae, T. webbii and A. calderae 
(Martín et al. 2021), which suggests a delay in their reaching high risk in the alpine zone 
of this island. A greater area and elevation (more than 1000 m higher than La Palma) mean 
without doubt more time to extend their survival of climate change in this zone. Although 
some species are already starting to retreat in southern areas, such as D. bourgeauana, N. 
teydea or S. supranubius (Martin et al. 2020, 2021, Cubas et al. 2022).

Rare species with large PA size included some with a high dispersal potential, but highly 
threatened, like Cicer canariense (Tenerife and La Palma). This small legume can grow 
from 445 to 2000 m in elevation, is also quite drought tolerant and regenerates quickly but 
is highly palatable for invasive herbivores. Its potential area is 21,290 ha with 12% occu-
pied on La Palma, 50,741 ha on Tenerife (1% occupied). 61% of the species we classified 
as rare occupy a maximum 5% of their potential area and are threatened on their native 
island, while those that occupy more are expanding currently, such as Cheirolophus teydis 
on Tenerife, or threatened species with new populations resulting from National Parks man-
agement. Knowledge is greatly lacking about the fundamental and realized niches of these 
species, even though some are well studied. However, there are also species whose rarity 
derives from their small PA size, as for instance Viola palmensis (64% of 1784 ha occupied, 
in 46 occurrence cells).

Climate change is affecting plant communities and ecosystems around the world. Man-
aging communities so that they can resist requires specific measures with precise methods 
for assessing vulnerability. Such supportive aids can prioritize actions within the framework 
of comprehensive management. Our results indicate that conservation management nowa-
days must be widely distributed among all native species, and not only focus on threatened 
or restricted ones. Drivers of vulnerability vary strongly between species, and therefore 
understanding and including them in climate change vulnerability assessments is essential 
for efficient allocation of finite management resources (Beever et al. 2015). Our results 
highlight the need for urgent management of rare and restricted species, to gauge the pos-
sibilities of enlarging their realized niches to enhance and prolong their adaptive capacity 
(Thurman et al. 2022). In other words, to reduce the constraints on the adaptability of these 
species through the removal or mitigation of threats, and to strengthen and better under-
stand the realized niche by means of experimental translocations. Common species also 
need management since they are inhabiting habitats that are already disappearing around 
the summits of the islands, so management must be addressed to preserve them in the best 
possible conditions. Notably, removal or effective control of invasive herbivores will help 
to achieve this, since they are the strongest constraint on all the groups analyzed. This study 
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emphasizes the need to further assess the climate change vulnerability of species and the 
drivers of their responses, to achieve better management of these unique ecosystems.

Supplementary Information  The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10531-023-02731-7.

Author contributions  J.M.G.M. designed the study and wrote the manuscript; V.B.R. collected the data; 
J.M.G.M., J.C. and J.P.D. analysed the data; J.L.M.E., A.B.B., A.P. and M.A. improved the original manu-
script and contributed to the evaluation of the species. All authors gave final approval for publication.

Funding  Funding for this study was provided through the project ESTREDVUL awarded by Fundación 
Biodiversidad from Ministerio para la Transición Ecológica y el Reto Demográfico and managed through 
Fundación General Universidad de La Laguna. We also thank the financial support from the Agencia Canaria 
de Investigación Innovación y Sociedad de la Información from the Canary Islands Government.
Open Access funding provided thanks to the CRUE-CSIC agreement with Springer Nature.

Data Availability  Supplementary material includes the main data obtained for each species.

Declarations

Competing interests  The authors declare no competing interests.

Ethical approval  Not applicable for both human and/ or animal studies.

Open Access   This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as 
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons 
licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. 
If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not permitted 
by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the 
copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Araújo MB, Peterson AT (2012) Uses and misuses of bioclimatic envelope modelling. Ecology 1527–1539. 
https://doi.org/10.1890/11-1930.1

Bañares Á (2004) In: G, J, JC, S (eds) Atlas y libro rojo de la flora vascular amenazada de España. Dirección 
General de Conservación de la Naturaleza, Madrid, España. 1069 pp.

Barber QE, Nielsen SE, Hamann A (2016) Assessing the vulnerability of rare plants using climate change 
velocity, habitat connectivity, and dispersal ability: a case study in Alberta, Canada. Reg Environ 
Change 16:1433–1441. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-015-0870-6

Beever EA, O’Leary J, Mengel C, West JM, Julius S, Green N, Magness D, Petes L, Stein B, Nicotra AB, 
Hellmann JJ, Robertson AL, Staudinger MD, Rosenberg AA, Babij E, Brennan J, Schuurman JW, 
Hofmann GE (2015) Improving conservation outcomes with a new paradigm for understanding spe-
cies’ fundamental and realized adaptive capacity. Conserv Lett 9(2):131–137. https://doi.org/10.1111/
conl.12190

Bellis J, Longden M, Styles J, Dalrymple S (2021) Using macroecological species distribution models to 
estimate changes in the suitability of sites for threatened species reintroduction. Plant translocations and 
climate change: bioassay, surveillance and solution to a global threat. Ecol Solut Evidence 2:e12050. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/2688-8319.12050

Bello-Rodríguez V, Cubas J, del Arco MJ, Martín JL, González-Mancebo JM (2019) Elevational and struc-
tural shifts in the treeline of an oceanic island (Tenerife, Canary Islands) in the context of global warm-
ing. Int J Appl Earth Obs 82:101918. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jag.2019.101918

1 3

4847

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-023-02731-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-023-02731-7
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1890/11-1930.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-015-0870-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12190
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12190
https://doi.org/10.1002/2688-8319.12050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jag.2019.101918


Biodiversity and Conservation (2023) 32:4831–4851

Bello-Rodríguez V, Hamann A, Martín JL, Cubas J, del Arco MJ, González-Mancebo JM (2023) Habitat loss 
and biotic velocity response to Climate Change for Alpine Plant Species in Atlantic Oceanic Islands. 
Diversity 15(7):864. https://doi.org/10.3390/d15070864

Burrows MT, Schoeman DS, Richardson AJ, Molinos JG, Hoffmann A, Buckley LB, Poloczanska ES (2014) 
Geographical limits to species-range shifts are suggested by climate velocity. Nature 507(7493):492–
495. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12976

Carroll C, Lawler JJ, Roberts DR, Hamann A (2015) Biotic and climatic velocity identify contrasting areas 
of vulnerability to climate change. PLoS ONE 10(10):e0140486. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0140486

Caujapé-Castells J, Tye A, Crawford D, Santos-Guerra A, Sakai A, Beaver K, Lobin W, Vincent-Florens 
F, Moura M, Jardim R, Gómes I, Kueffer C (2010) Conservation of oceanic island floras: present and 
future global challenges. Perspect Plant Ecol 12:107–129. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppees.2009.10.001

Chase M, Blowes SA, Knight TM, Gerstner K, May F (2020) Ecosystem decay exacerbates biodiversity loss 
with habitat loss Jonathan. Nature 584:238–243. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2531-2

Comer PJ, Hak JC, Reid MS, Auer SL, Schulz KA, Hamilton HH, Smyth RL, Kling MM (2019) Habitat cli-
mate change vulnerability index applied to major vegetation types of the western interior United States. 
Land 8(7):108. https://doi.org/10.3390/land8070108

Cooke B, McPhee S, Quentin H (2008) Rabbits: a threat to conservation and natural resource management. 
How to rapidly assess a rabbit problem and take action. Australian Government. 16 pp

Cubas J, Martín-Esquivel JL, Nogales M, Irl SD, Hernández-Hernández R, López-Darias M, Marrero-Gómez 
M, del Arco M, González-Mancebo JM (2018) Contrasting effects of invasive rabbits on endemic plants 
driving vegetation change in a subtropical alpine insular environment. Biol Invasions 20(3):793–807. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-017-1576-0

Cubas J, Irl SD, Villafuerte R, Bello-Rodríguez V, Rodríguez-Luengo JL, del Arco M, González-Mancebo 
JM (2019) Endemic plant species are more palatable to introduced herbivores than non-endemics. P 
Roy Soc B-Biol Sci 286(1900):20190136. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2019.0136

Cubas J, Martín-Esquivel JL, Marrero-Gómez M, Docoito-Díaz JR, Rodríguez F, González-Mancebo JM 
(2022) Climate change causes rapid collapse of a keystone shrub from insular Alpine ecosystems. J Nat 
Conserv 69:126263. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2022.126263

del Arco M, Rodríguez-Delgado O (2018) Vegetation of the Canary Islands. In: Vegetation of the 
Canary Islands. Plant and Vegetation 16:83–319 Springer, Cham. Switzerland. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-319-77255-4_6

del Arco MJ, Perez de Paz PL, Rodríguez-Delgado O, Salas M, Wildpret W (1992) Atlas cartográfico de los 
pinares canarios, tomo II Tenerife. Gobierno de Canarias, Santa Cruz de Tenerife, p 276

Dickson CR, Baker DJ, Bergstrom DM, Bricher PK, Brookes RH, Raymond B, Selkirk PM, Shaw JD, Ter-
auds A, Whinam J, McGeoch MA (2019) Spatial variation in the ongoing and widespread decline of a 
keystone plant species. Austral Ecol 44(5):891–905. https://doi.org/10.1111/aec.12758

Enquist BJ, Feng X, Boyle B et al (2019) The commonness of rarity: global and future distribution of rarity 
across land plants. Ecology 5:1–13. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aaz0414

Estrada A, Meireles C, Morales-Castilla I, Poschlod P, Vieites D, Araújo MBE, Arly R (2015) Species’ intrin-
sic traits inform their range limitations and vulnerability under environmental change. Global Ecol 
Biogeogr 24:849–858. https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12306

Felicísimo AM, Muñoz J, Villalba CJ, Mateo RG (2011) Impactos, vulnerabilidad y adaptación al cambio 
climático de la biodiversidad española. Ministerio de Medio Ambiente y Medio Rural y Marino – CSIC, 
Madrid, p 553

Felicísimo A, Muñoz J, Mateo R, Villalba C (2012) Vulnerabilidad de la flora y vegetación españolas ante el 
cambio climático. Ecosistemas 21(3):1–6. https://doi.org/10.7818/ECOS.2012.21-3.01

Fernández-Palacios JM, Otto R, Thebaud C, Price J (2014) Overview of habitat history in sub-
tropical oceanic island summit ecosystems. Arct Antarct Alp Res 46(4):801–809. https://doi.
org/10.1657/1938-4246-46.4.801

Flather CH, Sieg CH (2007) Species rarity: definition, causes and classification. Conservation of rare or little-
known species: Biological, social, and economic considerations, 40–66

Foden WB, Young BE, Akçakaya HR, Garcia RA, Hoffmann AA, Stein BA et al (2019) Climate change 
vulnerability assessment of species. Wires Clim Change 10(1):e551. https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.551

Garzón-Machado V, González-Mancebo JM, Palomares A, Acevedo A, Fernández-Palacios JM, del Arco M, 
de Pérez PL (2010) Strong negative effect of alien herbivores on endemic legumes of the Canary pine 
forest. Biol Conserv 143:2685–2694. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.07.012

Gaston KJ (1994) Rarity. Chapman & Hall, London
Gaston KJ (2003) The structure and dynamics of geographic ranges. Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK
Gobierno de Canarias. Banco de Datos de Biodiversidad de Canarias. (http//www.biodiversidadcanarias.

es.biota) [21/09/2022]

1 3

4848

https://doi.org/10.3390/d15070864
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12976
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0140486
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0140486
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppees.2009.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2531-2
https://doi.org/10.3390/land8070108
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-017-1576-0
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2019.0136
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2022.126263
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77255-4_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77255-4_6
https://doi.org/10.1111/aec.12758
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aaz0414
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12306
https://doi.org/10.7818/ECOS.2012.21-3.01
https://doi.org/10.1657/1938-4246-46.4.801
https://doi.org/10.1657/1938-4246-46.4.801
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.551
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.07.012
http://www.biodiversidadcanarias.es.biota
http://www.biodiversidadcanarias.es.biota


Biodiversity and Conservation (2023) 32:4831–4851

González-Castro A, Calviño-Cancela M, Nogales M (2015) Comparing seed dispersal effectiveness by frugi-
vores at the community level. Ecology 96(3):808–818

González-Mancebo JM, Gabriel R, Otto R, Sim-Sim M (2011) A comparison of bryophyte diversity in the 
Macaronesian Islands. Island versus habitat approach. Proceedings of the Amurga international confer-
ences on island biodiversity 2011 (pp.52–67). Fundación Canaria Amurga Maspalomas

González-Mancebo JM, Dirkse GM, Patiño J, Romaguera F, Werner O, Ros RM, Martín JL (2012) Apply-
ing the IUCN Red List criteria to small-sized plants on oceanic islands: conservation implications for 
threatened bryophytes in the Canary Islands. Biodivers Conserv 21:3613–3636. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10531-012-0385-0

González-Mancebo JM, Cubas J, Bello-Rodríguez V, del Arco M (2019) Cinco siglos de invasión del conejo 
europeo (Oryctolagus cuniculus L.) en ecosistemas áridos y secos de Tenerife. Vieraea 46:597–624. 
https://doi.org/10.31939/vieraea.2019.46

Guijarro JA, Guijarro MJA (2019) Package ‘climatol’. Online: https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/cli-
matol/climatol.pdf (retrieved 20.04. 2020)

Hamann A, Roberts DR, Barber QE, Carroll C, Nielsen SE (2015) Velocity of climate change algorithms 
for guiding conservation and management. Glo Change Biol 21(2):997–1004. https://doi.org/10.1111/
gcb.12736

Harter DEV, Irl S, Seo D, Steinbauer MJ, Gillespie R, Triantis KA, Fernández-Palacios JM, Beierkuhn-
lein C (2015) Impacts of global climate change on the floras of oceanic islands–Projections, implica-
tions and current knowledge. Perspect Perspect Plant Ecol 17(2):160–183. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ppees.2015.01.003

Heikkinen RK, Kartano L, Leikola N, Aalto J, Aapala K, Kuusela S, Virkkala R (2021) High-latitude EU 
Habitats Directive species at risk due to climate change and land use. Global Ecol Conserv 28:e01664. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2021.e01664

Hernández B (2016) Estudio de la flora y vegetación del Parque Nacional del Teide mediante un sistema de 
información geobotánica (sig) (Doctoral dissertation, Universidad de La Laguna)

Horváth Z, Ptacnik R, Vad CF, Chase JM (2019) Habitat loss over six decades accelerates regional and 
local biodiversity loss via changing landscape connectance. Ecol Lett 22(6):1019–1027. https://doi.
org/10.1111/ele.13260

Irl SD, Steinbauer MJ, Messinger J, Blume-Werry G, Palomares-Martínez Á, Beierkuhnlein C, Jen-
tsch A (2012) Burned and devoured-introduced herbivores, fire, and the endemic flora of the high-
elevation ecosystem on La Palma, Canary Islands. Arct Antarct Alp Res 46(4):859–869. https://doi.
org/10.1657/1938-4246-46.4.859

Jackson ST, Overpeck JT (2000) Responses of plant populations and communities to environmental changes 
of the late Quaternary. Paleobiology 26:194–220. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0094837300026932

Junker RR, Lechleitner MH, Kuppler J, Ohler LM (2019) Interconnectedness of the Grinnellian and Elto-
nian Niche in Regional and Local Plant-Pollinator Communities. Front Plant Sci 10:1–11. https://doi.
org/10.3389/fpls.2019.01371

Kappes PJ, Benkwitt CE, Spatz DR, Wolf CA, Will DJ, Holmes ND (2021) Do invasive Mammal Eradica-
tions from Islands Support Climate Change Adaptation and Mitigation? Climate 9(12):172. https://doi.
org/10.3390/cli9120172

Karger DN, Conrad O, Böhner J, Kawohl T, Kreft H, Soria-Auza RW, Zimmermann NE, Linder P, Kessler 
M (2017) Climatologies at high resolution for the Earth land surface areas. Sci Data 4:170122. https://
doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2017.122

Kier G, Kreft H, Lee TM, Jetz W, Ibisch PL, Nowicki C, Mutke J, Barthlott W (2009) A global assessment of 
endemism and species richness across island and mainland regions. PNAS 106(23):9322–9327

Liaw MA, Wiener M (2018) Package ‘randomforest’. University of California, Berkeley: Berkeley, CA, USA
Macinnis-Ng C, Mcintosh AR, Monks JM, Waipara N, White RS, Boudjelas S, Clark CD, Clearwater MJ, 

Curran TJ, Dickinson KJ, Nelson N (2021) Climate‐change impacts exacerbate conservation threats in 
island systems: New Zealand as a case study. Front Ecol Environ 19(4):216–224

Marrero-Gómez M, Ostermeijerb GB, Carqué-Álamo E, Bañares-Baudet A (2007) Population viability of the 
narrow endemic Helianthemum juliae (CISTACEAE) in relation to climate variability. Biol Conserv 
136(4):552–562. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2007.01.010

Martín JL (2009) Are the IUCN standard home-range thresholds for species a good indicator to prioritise con-
servation urgency in small islands? A case study in the Canary Islands (Spain). J Nat Conserv 17:87–98. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2008.10.001

Martín J, Bethencourt J, Cuevas-Agulló E (2012) Assessment of global warming on the island of Tener-
ife, Canary Islands (Spain). Trends in minimum, maximum and mean temperatures since 1944. Clim 
Change 114:343–355. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-012-0407-7

Martín JL, Marrero-Gómez MV, González Mancebo JM (2021) Efectos del cambio climático en la vegetación 
de la alta montaña de Tenerife. Ecosistemas 30(1):2189–2189. https://doi.org/10.7818/ECOS.2189

1 3

4849

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-012-0385-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-012-0385-0
https://doi.org/10.31939/vieraea.2019.46
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/climatol/climatol.pdf
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/climatol/climatol.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12736
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12736
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppees.2015.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppees.2015.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2021.e01664
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.13260
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.13260
https://doi.org/10.1657/1938-4246-46.4.859
https://doi.org/10.1657/1938-4246-46.4.859
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0094837300026932
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2019.01371
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2019.01371
https://doi.org/10.3390/cli9120172
https://doi.org/10.3390/cli9120172
https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2017.122
https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2017.122
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2007.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2008.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-012-0407-7
https://doi.org/10.7818/ECOS.2189


Biodiversity and Conservation (2023) 32:4831–4851

Martín-Esquivel JL, Marrero-Gómez M, Cubas J, González-Mancebo JM, Olano JM, del Arco M (2020) 
Climate warming and exotic herbivores disrupt alpine plant community of an oceanic island (Tenerife, 
Canary Islands). Plant Ecol 221:1117–1131. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11258-020-01066-5

Morueta-Holme N, Enquist BJ, McGill BJ, Boyle B, Jørgensen PM, Ott JE, Peet RK, Símová I, Sloat LL, 
Thiers B, Violle C, Wiser SK, Dolins S, Donoghue JC, Kraft NJ, Regetz J, Schildhauer M, Spencer N, 
Svenning JC (2013) Habitat area and climate stability determine geographical variation in plant species 
range sizes. Ecol Lett 16(12):1446–1454. https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12184

Myers N, Mittermeier RA, Mittermeier CG, Da Fonseca GA, Kent J (2000) Biodiversity hotspots for conser-
vation priorities. Nature 403:853–858. https://doi.org/10.1038/35002501

Nogales M, Rodríguez-Luengo JL, Marrero P (2006) Ecological effects and distribution of invasive non-
native mammals on the Canary Islands. Mammal Rev 36(1):49–65

Nogales M, González-Castro A, Marrero P, Bonnaud E, Traveset A (2013) Contrasting selective pressures on 
seed traits of two congeneric species by their main native Guilds of Dispersers on Islands. PLoS ONE 
8(5):e63226. https://doi.org/10.1371

Ohlemüller R, Anderson BJ, Araújo MB, Butchart SHM, Kudrna O, Ridgely RS, Thomas CD (2008) The 
coincidence of climatic and species rarity: high risk to small-range species from climate change. Biol 
Lett 4:568–572. https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2008.0097

Oksanen J, Guillaume-Blanchet F, Friendly M, Kindt R, Legendre P, McGlinn D, Minchin PR, O’Hara RB, 
Simpson GL, Solymos P, Stevens MHH, Szoecs E, Wagner H (2018) vegan: Community Ecology Pack-
age. R package version 2.5-1

Otto R, Fernández-Lugo S, Blandino C, Manganelli G, Chiarucci A, Fernández-Palacios JM (2020) Biotic 
homogenization of oceanic islands depends on taxon, spatial scale and the quantification approach. 
Ecography 43:747–758. https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.04454

Pacifici M, Foden WB, Visconti P, Watson JEM, Butchart SHM, Kovacs KM, Scheffers BR, Martin TG, 
Akçakaya HR, Corlett RT, Huntley B, Bickford D, Carr JA, Hoffmann AA, Midgley GF, Pearce-Kelly 
P, Pearson RG, Williams SE, Willis SG, Young B, Rondinini C (2015) Assessing species vulnerability 
to the climate change. Nat Clim Change 215–225. https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2448

Pauli H, Halloy SR (2019) High mountain ecosystems under climate change. Oxf Res Encyclopedia Clim 
Sci. https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228620.013.764

Perera-Castro AV, Brito P, González-Rodríguez AM Changes in thermic limits and acclimation assessment 
for an alpine plant by chlorophyll fluorescence analysis: F v/F m vs. R fd. Photosynthetica 56: 527–536., 
Phillips SJ, Anderson RP, Schapire RE (2018) (2006) Maximum entropy modelling of species geo-
graphic distributions. Ecol model, 190(3–4), 231–259. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2005.03.026

Périé C, Blois S (2016) Dominant forest tree species are potentially vulnerable to climate change over large 
portions of their range even at high latitudes. PeerJ 4:e2218. https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.2218

R Core Team (2020) R: a language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical 
Computing

Rabinowitz D (1981) Seven forms of rarity. In: Synge H (ed) The biological aspects of rare plant conserva-
tion. Wiley, Chichester, pp 205–217

Rumpf SB, Hülber K, Klonner G, Moser D, Schütz M, Wessely J, Willner W, Zimmermann NE, Dullinger S 
(2018) Range dynamics of mountain plants decrease with elevation. PNAS 115:1848–1853

Russell JC, Kueffer C (2019) Island biodiversity in the Anthropocene. Annu Rev Environ Resour 44:31–60
Rybicki J, Hanski I (2013) Species–area relationships and extinctions caused by habitat loss and fragmenta-

tion. Ecol Lett 16:27–38. https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12065
Schwartz MW, Iverson LR, Prasad AM, Matthews SN, O’Connor RJ (2006) Predicting extinctions as a result 

of climate change. Ecology 87:1611–1615 10.1890/0012-9658(2006)87[1611: PEAARO]2.0.CO;2
Segal RD, Massaro M, Carlile N, Whitsed R (2021) Small-scale species distribution model identifies 

restricted breeding habitat for an endemic island bird. Anim Conserv 24(6):959–969. https://doi.
org/10.1111/acv.12698

Sillero N, Barbosa AM (2021) Common mistakes in ecological niche models. Int J Geogr Inf Sci 35(2):213–
226. 10.1080/ 13658816.2020.1798968

Simberloff D (2000) Extinction-proneness of island species-causes and management implications. Raffles B 
Zool 48(1):1–9

Soberon J, Nakamura M (2009) Niches and distributional areas: concepts, methods, and assumptions. PNAS 
106:19644–19650. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0901637106

Somero GN (2010) The physiology of climate change: how potentials for acclimatization and genetic adapta-
tion will determine ‘winners’ and ‘losers. J Exp Biol 213(6):912–920

Staude IR, Pereira HM, Daskalova GN, Bernhardt-Römermann M, Diekmann M, Pauli H et al (2022) Direc-
tional turnover towards larger-ranged plants over time and across habitats. Ecol Lett 25:466–482

1 3

4850

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11258-020-01066-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12184
https://doi.org/10.1038/35002501
https://doi.org/10.1371
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsbl.2008.0097
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.04454
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2448
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228620.013.764
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2005.03.026
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.2218
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12065
https://doi.org/10.1111/acv.12698
https://doi.org/10.1111/acv.12698
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0901637106


Biodiversity and Conservation (2023) 32:4831–4851

Steinbauer MJ, Irl SD, González-Mancebo JM, Breiner FT, Hernández-Hernández R, Hopfenmüller S, 
Kidane Y, Jentsch A, Beierkuhnlein C (2016) Plant invasion and speciation along elevational gradi-
ents on the oceanic island La Palma, Canary Islands. Ecol Evol 7(2):771–779. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ece3.2640

Svening JC, Skov F (2004) Limited filling of the potential range in European tree species. Ecol Lett, (2004) 
7: 565–573. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2004.00614.x

Thurman LL, Gross JE, Mengelt C, Beever EA, Thompson LM, Schuurman GW, Hoving CL, Olden JD 
(2022) Applying assessments of adaptive capacity to inform natural-resource management in a chang-
ing climate. Conserv Biol 36(2):e13838. https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13838

Urban MC (2018) Escalator to extinction. PNAS 115:11871–11873
Veron S, Mouchet M, Govaerts R, Haevermans T, Pellens R (2019) Vulnerability to climate change 

of islands worldwide and its impact on the tree of life. Sci Rep 9:14471. https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41598-019-51107-x

Whittaker RJ, Fernández-Palacios JM (2007) Island Biogeography. Ecology, Evolution and Conservation. 
Second edition. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 416 pp

Wu J, Li M, Zhang X, Fiedler S, Gao Q, Zhou Y, Cao W, Hassan W, Mărgărint MC, Tarolli P, Tietjen B (2021) 
Disentangling climatic and anthropogenic contributions to nonlinear dynamics of alpine grassland pro-
ductivity on the Qinghai-Tibetan Plateau. J Environ Manage 281:111875. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jenvman.2020.111875

Xu WB, Svenning JC, Chen GK, Zhang MG, Huang JH, Chen B, Ordonez A, Ma KP (2019) Human activities 
have opposing effects on distributions of narrow-ranged and widespread plant species in China. Proc 
Natl Acad Sci 116(52):26674–26681. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1911851116

Young BE, Dubois NS, Rowland EL (2015) Using the climate change vulnerability index to inform adapta-
tion planning: Lessons, innovations, and next steps. Wildl Soc B 39:174–181. https://doi.org/10.1002/
wsb.478

Publisher’s Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Authors and Affiliations

Juana María González Mancebo1 · Víctor Bello-Rodríguez1 · Jonay Cubas1 · 
Jesús Parada-Díaz1 · Ángel Bañares-Baudet4 · Ángel Palomares2 · José 
Luís Martín-Esquivel3 · Marcelino J. del  Arco1

	
 Juana María González Mancebo
jglezm@ull.edu.es

1	 Plant Conservation and Biogeography Research Group, Departamento de Botánica, Ecología 
y Fisiología Vegetal, Universidad de La Laguna, Avda. Francisco Sánchez s/n, 38200 Apdo 
456. La Laguna, Tenerife, Islas Canarias, España

2	 Caldera de Taburiente National Park, El Paso, La Palma 38750, Spain
3	 Teide National Park, La Orotava, Tenerife, Islas Canarias 38300, España
4	 Departamento de Botánica, Ecología y Fisiología Vegetal, Universidad de La Laguna, La 

Laguna, España

1 3

4851

https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2640
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.2640
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2004.00614.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13838
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-51107-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-51107-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.111875
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.111875
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1911851116
https://doi.org/10.1002/wsb.478
https://doi.org/10.1002/wsb.478

	﻿Assessing global warming vulnerability of restricted and common plant species in alpine habitats on two Oceanic Islands
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Introduction
	﻿Materials and methods
	﻿Study area and target species
	﻿Rarity index
	﻿Species vulnerability index
	﻿Species distribution models and loss of suitable potential area
	﻿Mismatch of the potential area and present occurrence cells between scenarios
	﻿Adaptive capacity constraints
	﻿Indirect climate exposure
	﻿Species sensitivity
	﻿﻿Statistical methods

	﻿Results
	﻿Discussion
	﻿References


