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Introduced ant species occupy 
empty climatic niches in Europe
Xavier Arnan1,2,6*, Elena Angulo3,6, Raphaël Boulay4, Roberto Molowny‑Horas2, 
Xim Cerdá3 & Javier Retana2,5

Exploring shifts in the climatic niches of introduced species can provide significant insight into the 
mechanisms underlying the invasion process and the associated impacts on biodiversity. We aim 
to test the phylogenetic signal hypothesis in native and introduced species in Europe by examining 
climatic niche similarity. We examined data from 134 ant species commonly found in western Europe; 
130 were native species, and 4 were introduced species. We characterized their distribution patterns 
using species records from different databases, determined their phylogenetic relatedness, and 
tested for a phylogenetic signal in their optimal climatic niches. We then compared the introduced 
species’ climatic niches in Europe with their climatic niches in their native ranges and with the climatic 
niches of their closest relative species in Europe. We found a strong phylogenetic signal in the optimal 
climatic niches of the most common ant species in Europe; however, this signal was weak for the main 
climatic variables that affect the distributions of introduced versus native species. Also, introduced 
species occupied different climatic niches in Europe than in their native ranges; furthermore, their 
European climatic niches did not resemble those of their closest relative species in Europe. We further 
discovered that there was not much concordance between the climatic niches of introduced species 
in their native ranges and climatic conditions in Europe. Our findings suggest that phylogenetics do 
indeed constrain shifts in the climatic niches of native European ant species. However, introduced 
species would not face such constraints and seemed to occupy relatively empty climatic niches.

Species vary enormously in their climatic  niches1. A species’ ability to adapt to changing environments may 
be, to some degree, constrained by its evolutionary  history2,3. In fact, the degree to which ecological niches 
are conserved across evolutionary time is the topic of intense  debate4 for two main reasons. First, over the last 
decade, this issue has aroused increasing  interest5–10, partly because it informs our understanding of global 
biodiversity  gradients11 and partly because it helps us understand how species might adapt to ongoing climate 
 change3. Second, the results thus far remain equivocal—evidence exists for both niche conservatism and niche 
divergence within  clades8.

Niche conservatism, which is the tendency of species to retain ancestral ecological  characteristics12, is expected 
to occur during species  diversification13. The existence of phylogenetic signals—ecological similarity between 
species that is linked to phylogenetic relatedness (the phylogenetic signal hypothesis, sensu5)—in climatic niches 
provides suggestive, but not conclusive, evidence for the existence of phylogenetic niche  conservatism5. However, 
such signals do raise doubt about the alternative hypothesis that niches evolve  quickly14,15 and independently of 
 phylogeny6. Although there is some evidence of phylogenetic signals in the climatic niches of different groups 
of organisms  (plants16,17,  salamanders18; amphibians in  general7; and Drosophila3), other studies have found that 
climatic niches are not phylogenetically conserved  (birds19;  frogs20;  lizards21; mammals in  general6,22;  monkeys23; 
 bats24), resulting in mixed support for the idea that climatic niches are determined by evolutionary history (for 
a review,  see5).

Over the last few decades, many species have spread beyond their natural ranges, with dramatic consequences 
for biodiversity and  conservation25–29). Species introductions can provide natural experiments for testing whether 
a species’ climatic niche in its introduced range is a consequence of phylogenetic constraints, plasticity, or evo-
lutionary shifts in response to novel  pressures30–33). Moreover, characterizing the climatic niches of invaders can 
help us better understand the climatic conditions under which local communities could be most vulnerable to 
 invasions34. If evolutionary history constrains climatic niches in both native and introduced species, the latter 
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should perform well under the same climatic conditions as their closest relative species in their introduced ranges. 
In such a case, and since competition should be strong between phylogenetically close  species35, there could be 
dramatic consequences for biodiversity conservation. That said, introduced species and their closest relative spe-
cies in their introduced ranges could display disparate climatic niches given that the two might have evolved in 
different biogeographical areas and under different climatic conditions; consequently, introduced species could 
have nearly the same climatic niches as in their native  ranges17. Alternatively, given that they likely experience 
evolutionary niche expansion as their introduced ranges  expand31,36,37 and they face colonization  constraints33,38, 
we might expect introduced species to move into new climatic niches, which could be different from those in 
their native ranges and from those of their closest relative species in their introduced ranges.

In this study, we characterized the climatic niches of native and introduced ant species commonly found in 
western Europe and the Mediterranean Basin (hereafter, Europe). The aim was to test the phylogenetic signal 
hypothesis for the climatic niches of these ants and to determine if there was support for any of the above predic-
tions for the introduced species. Ants are dominant organisms in most terrestrial ecosystems, both in terms of 
biomass and ecological  function39. Furthermore, invasive ants are some of the most widespread invasive animal 
species and cause a great deal of  damage40,41. There are a few studies that have examined support for the phylo-
genetic signal hypothesis in ants, and they have reached contradictory  conclusions10,42–44, the same as for other 
taxa (as mentioned above). Here, we examined data from 134 European ants; we characterized their distribution 
patterns using species records from different databases and determined their phylogenetic relatedness. We made 
the following key predictions: 1) there is a phylogenetic signal in the optimal climatic niches of ants in Europe 
(i.e., closely related species have similar optimal climatic niches); and 2) if evolutionary history constrains ant 
species evolution, the climatic niches of introduced species will be similar to those of their closest relative species 
in Europe. In contrast, if phylogeny does not constrain ant climatic niches, we expected two alternative results. 
First, because introduced species may have evolved under very different conditions than their closest relative 
species in Europe, we could expect the two groups to have very different climatic niches, and introduced species 
could occupy nearly the same climatic niches as in their native ranges. Second, introduced species might have 
experienced a rapid shift in their climatic niches due to selection pressures imposed by the invasion process 
and thus might occupy climatic niches that are entirely distinct from those in their native ranges or from those 
of their closest relative species in Europe. If we find evidence for this latter prediction, it would be important to 
compare and contrast these new niches to gain insight into the eco-evolutionary mechanisms underlying the 
invasion process and the associated impacts on biodiversity.

Methods
Data collection. Species choice was based on the availability of distribution and relatedness data. We used 
four websites that host extensive  databases45–48 built from natural history collections to obtain geographical 
records for European ant species from six subfamilies (Dolichoderinae, Formicinae, Leptanillinae, Myrmici-
nae, Ponerinae, and Proceratiinae; see Table S1 in the Electronic Supplementary Material). Our initial dataset 
contained 137 species, which represented the most common ant species in western Europe (non-parasitic spe-
cies  only49). The mean number of records per species was 119 (range: 10–739). Latitudes ranged from 12.38º to 
68.17º; longitudes ranged from − 18.13º to 73.79º. To attain a reasonable degree of biogeographical consistency 
in our dataset, we only considered ant species that occur in and around western Europe and the Mediterranean 
Basin (Figure S1). Records stemming from outside this zone were excluded and occurrences of the same spe-
cies separated by a distance of < 500 m were also excluded to avoid spatial autocorrelation. Our study zone thus 
comprised all of western Europe (including the Baltic countries and the Scandinavian Peninsula) plus northern 
Africa, the Mediterranean coast of Middle Eastern countries, the Anatolian Peninsula, and western Ukraine and 
Belarus.

Determination of ant species origin. Using this initial set of 137 species, we separated out species that 
are native to Europe from species that were introduced into Europe (Table S1). To accomplish this task, we used 
a published list of the 241 ant species that have become successfully established outside their native  ranges50. 
Twenty-nine of the species in our dataset were found on this list. We determined whether or not these 29 ant spe-
cies were native to Europe using four main resources: to verify the species’ native and introduced  ranges46,48 as 
well as to clarify the species’ origins and sites of natural occurrence and introduction in and around  Europe51,52 
(Table S2). Some of the species are native to the Mediterranean Basin but have been introduced into northern 
Europe; we excluded such records from our dataset because we were interested in the climatic niche of native 
species in Europe (Table S2; Figure S2). Based on this information, we discovered that 4 of the 29 species had 
been introduced into Europe. They are Cardioncondyla emeryi, Lasius neglectus, Linepithema humile, and Phei-
dole megacephala. Monomorium pharaonis was excluded because it only occurred in urban areas. Cardiocondyla 
mauritanica and Hypoponera punctatissima were also excluded due to the uncertainty surrounding their origins, 
histories, and range expansion patterns (see Table S2). We therefore ended up with a final dataset composed of 
134 species (130 native and 4 introduced).

Linepithema humile (the Argentine ant) and P. megacephala (the big-headed ant) are 2 of the 5 ant species 
found on the list of the world’s 100 worst invaders, and, together with L. neglectus (the invasive garden ant), they 
are among the 19 species described as highly invasive by the IUCN invasive species specialist group (ISSG)40,53. 
The ISSG has classified them as invasive species because of their documented impacts on biological diversity and/
or human activities. Unlike the three others, C. emeryi (the sneaking ant) has not been formally classified as an 
invasive species. It is a highly inconspicuous ant with a cosmopolitan distribution that seems to have had little 
impact in its introduced  range54; however, concerns have been raised about its potential  effects55. Indeed, more 
recent studies indicate that this species may become invasive in the future, given that its rate of introduction has 
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climbed over the last few decades and that it displays life history traits associated with successful  invaders50,56. 
Consequently, C. emeryi shares many similarities with ant species that have been classified as invasive by IUCN. 
However, because it has not yet officially received that designation, we will refer to all four species as “introduced 
species.”

Although these four species have worldwide distributions, in Europe, there are far fewer records for them 
than there are for most native European species (Table S1). This fact serves as a strong indicator that they are 
not widespread within Europe. Furthermore, the locations at which they have been observed provide a clear 
sense of the climatic conditions under which these species can survive as they continue the invasion process.

Ant phylogeny. We created a complete phylogeny that incorporated the 134 ant species (Fig. 1, Figure S3). 
Right now, there is no complete, species-level ant phylogeny. Thus, we used an approach that incorporated as 
much information as possible given our understanding of ant relationships. To do so, we began by using a 
backbone tree derived from a time-calibrated, genus-level  phylogeny57; however, the phylogenetic relationships 
within Myrmicinae were taken from Ward et al.58. They are the most comprehensive phylogenetic trees to date 
for ants. This phylogeny was then pruned to keep a single species per genus and thus generate a time-calibrated 
genus-level phylogeny. We then manually added species to this genus-level tree (by directly editing the NEWICK 
tree). Within each genus and aiming to determine which species diverged earlier or later, we used information 
from the literature describing different species-specific phylogenetic relationships based on both molecular and 
morphological data. While we recognize that, ideally, a phylogeny should be reconstructed solely from molecu-
lar data, such data were not universally available. We gathered information from 34 references (Appendix S1); 17 
(50%) provided molecular data. We found molecular data for 74 of the 134 species (55%). Since molecular data 
were not available for the other 60 species, we employed morphological data instead. Then, and because we had 
only a divergence time or branch length of genera (from Moureau and  Bell57), we then applied the same diver-
gence time (i.e. the divergence time of that genus divided by the number of nodes within that genus) to all the 
nodes within a given genus; this divergence time or branch length was determined from the species relationships 
that we had reconstructed using species-level molecular and morphological data. We believe that this approach 
is more appropriate than simply treating each species within a genus as a basal species (i.e., each species is as 
divergent from the others as they all are from the sister genus) or using terminal polytomies (i.e., there is zero 
divergence time between each species and all the others), which represent unrealistic extremes for all the pos-
sible topologies and the timing of cladogenetic events.

Species climatic niches. We characterized the climatic niches of each of the 134 species as follows. First, 
we associated climatic variable values with each of the species records (occurrences of native and introduced 
species in Europe). We utilized climatic information from the WorldClim  database59 using a resolution of 2.5′ 

Figure 1.  Phylogenetic heat map showing phylogenetic relationships among species and the standardized mean 
values of the variables associated with the climatic niches. Abbreviations: MAT mean annual temperature; MDR 
mean diurnal range (mean of monthly [max temp − min temp]); TS temperature seasonality; MTWQ mean 
temperature of the wettest quarter of the year; AP annual precipitation; PDM precipitation of driest month; PS 
precipitation seasonality. The introduced species are indicated with red dots.
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(which equals to 4 km at 30 degrees north and 3.5 km at 40 degrees north). Such a resolution was chosen to 
establish a reasonable compromise between computing power and spatial resolution. We then extracted values 
for 7 of the 18 available climatic variables (mean annual temperature, mean diurnal range, temperature seasonal-
ity, mean temperature of the wettest quarter of the year, annual precipitation, precipitation of driest month, and 
precipitation seasonality; see Appendix S2 for the detailed procedure we followed for climatic variable selection).

We also characterized the climatic niches of the introduced species in their native ranges, using conservative 
estimates of the species’ distributions. The four introduced species come from different areas. L. humile is native 
to South America, notably the Paraná River Basin. P. megacephala comes from Africa (Madagascar, Kenya, 
and Ethiopia) and the Arabian Peninsula (Yemen). C. emeryi also comes from Africa and is mainly found in 
the southernmost part of the continent. Finally, L. neglectus is native to the Anatolian Peninsula (Turkey). The 
native range of this particular species thus overlaps somewhat with our study zone (Figure S4), which is not the 
case for the native ranges of the three other introduced species. Species records were obtained from the four 
websites mentioned above as well as from a database of L. neglectus occurrence that is available via the CREAF 
 website60. Figure S4 shows the locations where the four introduced species have been observed in Europe and 
their native ranges.

Data analyses. First, we conducted a principal component analysis (PCA) from European ant data to iden-
tify 1) the main climatic variables associated with the species distributions and 2) the groups of species with 
similar climatic niches. The coordinates of the first two axes were used to group all species into classes: we carried 
out a K-means clustering analysis using the clusplot function (package cluster) in  R61. For this analysis we used 
the mean climatic values, which defined the species’ optimal climatic niches. Then, we analyzed the phyloge-
netic signal in the species-specific means of each of the seven climatic variables. More specifically, we calculated 
Pagel’s ʎ and Blomberg’s  K62 using the phylosig function (package phytools) in R. To correct for multiple testing, 
we applied the Holm–Bonferroni correction.

To analyze the phylogenetic signal in the optimal climatic niches of the introduced species, we ran niche 
overlap analyses, where niches were associated with individual climatic variables (e.g., annual precipitation 
niches, temperature seasonality niches). More specifically, we examined the overlap between 1) the introduced 
species’ climatic niches in Europe (hereafter, European climatic niches) and their climatic niches in their native 
ranges (hereafter, native climatic niches) and 2) the introduced species’ European climatic niches and the cli-
matic niches of their closest relative species in Europe. The number of closest relative species was not the same 
for all the introduced species because we employed information from the phylogenetic tree we had constructed 
(Figure S3). Furthermore, in the case of L. humile, the ant’s closest relative species belonged to a different genus 
because the genus Linepithema is not naturally present in Europe. The identities of the closest relative species 
were as follows: Linepithema humile: Tapinoma erraticum, T. cf. nigerrimum, and T. smithi; Pheidole megacephala: 
Pheidole pallidula; Cardiocondyla emeryi: C. batesii and C. elegans; and Lasius neglectus: Lasius brunneus, L. 
alienus, L. emarginatus, L. grandis, and L. niger.

For the purpose to analyze niche overlap, and to predict a species’ spatial presence from its points of occur-
rence in its native or introduced ranges, we first calculated a convex hull (convHull function in the dismo pack-
age). We then established a 100-km wide buffer around each convex hull (buffer function in raster package) and 
used those two areas (hull + buffer) to define the spatial range for the values of the climatic variables. Next, we 
used those climatic variable values in tandem with the species occurrence data (maxent function in the dismo 
package) to obtain species distribution models (SDMs). We then applied cutoff values to the SDMs (see below) 
to obtain a two-column dataframe (to use R terminology), which included the climatic variable values for the 
background pixels of the area covered. These datasets were subsequently used as input for calculations performed 
with the ecospat.grid.clim.dyn function in the ecospat package. The cutoff value mentioned above was inferred 
by maximizing the true skill statistic (TSS) of the SDM determined using the combined occurrences of all the 
ant species.

In our first set of comparisons, we tested whether there was overlap between the European climatic niches 
and the native climatic niches of the four introduced species. To this end, we used a suite of functions in the 
ecospat63, raster64, and dismo65 packages. First, we calculated the niche overlap index (D; ecospat.niche.overlap 
in the ecospat package) for the two niche types (European vs. native). The value of D can range from 0 to 1, with 
higher values indicating greater overlap. Second, we ran a niche equivalency test (ecospat.niche.equivalency.test 
function in ecospat package) to statistically compare the observed overlap with the overlap between two niches 
built using random reallocations of observed occurrences. Third, we used the ecospat.niche.dyn.index function 
in the ecospat package to calculate values for following indices: niche unfilling (i.e., the proportion of occurrence 
densities in the native range that are associated with climatic conditions different from those associated with 
occurrence densities in Europe), niche expansion (i.e., the proportion of occurrence densities in Europe that 
are associated with climatic conditions different from those associated with occurrence densities in the native 
range, or 1-stability), and niche stability (i.e., the proportion of occurrence densities in Europe for which there 
is overlap in climatic conditions with occurrence densities in the native range)17. The ecospat.niche.dyn.index 
function does not allow for adjustments to occurrence densities based on the prevalence of climatic conditions 
within a given range. Consequently, for the sake of consistency, we did not apply that correction to any of the 
niche overlap calculations.

In our second set of comparisons, we tested whether there was overlap between the introduced species’ 
European climatic niches and the climatic niches of their closest relative species in Europe. We performed the 
same analyses as in the first set of comparisons. For each introduced species, the data for all its closest relative 
species were combined. For the niche equivalency tests, we applied the Holm–Bonferroni correction within each 
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set of outcomes (i.e., we adjusted for the fact we were conducting 7 tests in each category, which rises from the 
combination of introduced species and type of overlap).

We further analyzed differences in niche overlap values using a two-way ANOVA, where the response vari-
able was the niche overlap index (D) computed from the previous niche overlap analyses, and the explanatory 
variables were species (the four introduced species), comparison type (European niche vs. native niche and 
European niche vs. closest relative species niche), and their interactions. The replicates were the niche overlap 
values for each climatic variable.

Finally, we applied the same methodological framework to analyze whether there was overlap between the 
native climatic niches of introduced species and the climatic conditions present in Europe. To this end, we cal-
culated the values of the niche stability index (the proportion of occurrence densities in the native range that 
were associated with climatic conditions also present in Europe). Climatic variable values for the full study zone 
were obtained using Bioclim rasters to create a comprehensive mask (Figure S1).

Results
Climatic niches of native and introduced species in Europe. The first two principal components of 
the PCA explained 84% of the total variance, highlighting the importance of climate in determining the distribu-
tion of ant species in Europe (Fig. 2, Table S3). K-means clustering analysis revealed the existence of six groups 
of species (Figure S5). Axis 1 explained 62% of the variance and distinguished species typically found in warm, 
dry areas with high precipitation seasonality from species typically found in cold areas with low precipitation 
seasonality. This axis clearly separated Mediterranean species (in pink in Fig. 2; largely from the genera Messor, 
Camponotus, Aphaenogaster, Crematogaster, Temnothorax, Tapinoma, and Goniomma) from boreal species (in 
red in Fig. 2; largely from the genera Myrmica, Formica, and Camponotus). There were also three groups of spe-
cies (in blue, black, and light blue in Fig. 2) that were associated with milder conditions. Axis 2 explained 23% 
of the total variance and made these distinctions clearer: it separated species typically found in areas with highly 
variable temperatures (both daily and seasonally; in light blue in Fig. 2) from species typically found in areas 
with high temperatures in the wettest quarter of the year (in blue and black in Fig. 2). Finally, there was a group 
of species (in green in Fig. 2) that was clearly distinct from the other groups. This group was composed of three 
of the introduced species: L. humile, P. megacephala, and C. emeryi. These species were typically found in the 
warmest and driest areas that displayed both the lowest temperature seasonality and the highest precipitation 
seasonality of Europe. Interestingly, species from the same genera usually grouped together. Furthermore, even 
though the four introduced ant species belong to different and distantly related clades (Fig. 1), three of them 
(L. humile, P. megacephala, and C. emeryi) were clustered near to each other but far away from the other species 
within the climatic niche space represented in the PCA analysis; this distance was especially apparent along axis 
2 (Fig. 2a). The fourth introduced species, L. neglectus, whose native range overlaps with the study zone, was 
located near to its closest relative species; however, it also occurred in the upper part of the graph, along axis 1 
(Fig. 2).

In line with our first prediction and the PCA results, we found a strong phylogenetic signal in most of the 
climatic variables examined, which described the ants’ optimal climatic niches (Table 1, Fig. 1). More specifically, 
the signal was strong for mean annual temperature, mean diurnal range, annual precipitation, precipitation of 
the driest month and precipitation seasonality; it was nonexistent for temperature seasonality and for mean 
temperature of the wettest quarter of the year. Interestingly, these two latter variables were associated with PCA 
axis 2 (Table S3), which clearly differentiates three of the introduced species (L. humile, P. megacephala, and C. 
emeryi; in dark blue in Fig. 2) from the native species.

Figure 2.  Principal components analysis (PCA) of (a) the 134 ant species; seven climatic variables were used 
to characterize the climatic niches. The existence of groups (indicated by different colors) was examined using 
K-means clustering analysis. Orange lines link each introduced species with its closest relative species in Europe 
in PCA space. See Fig. 1 for the climatic variable abbreviations. See Table S1 for the species name abbreviations.
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Limited overlap in climatic niches. The results of the niche overlap analyses (Table 2) revealed that, for 
most of the climatic variables, introduced species did not have similar climatic niches in Europe and in their 
native ranges; furthermore, their European climatic niches did not resemble those of their closest relative species 
in Europe (Table 2). The equivalency tests showed that only L. neglectus and P. megacephala occupied equivalent 
annual precipitation niches (European niche vs. native niche and European niche vs. closest relative species 
niche, respectively). The lowest degree of niche overlap was seen for the mean temperature of the wettest quarter 
of the year for L. humile, P. megacephala and C. emeryi (European niche vs. native niche; Table 2). The niche indi-
ces computed from these niche overlap analyses indicated that the differences between the introduced species’ 
European niches and those of their closest relative species were mainly due to expansion rather than to unfilling 
(Table 2). In contrast, the differences between the introduced species’ European niches and native niches were 
due to both expansion and unfilling (Table 2).

A further ANOVA testing for differences in niche overlap values (computed from the previous niche overlap 
analyses) between species (the four introduced species) and comparison type (European niche vs. native niche 
and European niche vs. closest relative species niche) revealed that niche overlap values were affected by the 
interaction between species and comparison type (two-way ANOVA;  F3,48 = 4.9, P = 0.005). On average, there 
was an intermediate degree of niche overlap and thus no differences among the introduced species (Fig. 3). For 
L. humile and P. megacephala, the overlap between their European niches and the niches of their closest relative 
species was greater than the overlap between their European niches and their native niches; no such difference 
was seen for C. emeryi and L. neglectus (Fig. 3). L. neglectus had the greatest overlap between its European niche 
and its native niche; L. humile had the smallest (Fig. 3). L. humile had the greatest overlap between its European 
niche and the niches of its closest relative species, and C. emeryi had the smallest (Fig. 3).

Do introduced species have access to the same climatic niches in Europe as in their native 
ranges? We also analyzed the degree of overlap between the introduced species’ native niches and the niches 
available in the overall study zone (Table 2) using the niche stability index. In the case of L. humile, niche stability 
values were intermediate (0.40–0.75) for most climatic variables; however, for mean temperature of the wettest 
quarter of the year and precipitation seasonality, they were very low (< 0.10) and high (> 0.80), respectively. For 
P. megacephala and C. emeryi, niche stability values were high, except in the case of temperature seasonality and 
mean temperature of the wettest quarter of the year (Table 2). These results indicate that certain climatic niches 
or climatic axes occupied by these species in their native ranges do not correspond much to climatic condi-
tions in the study zone. In contrast, for L. neglectus, stability values were very high for all the climatic variables 
(Table 2), suggesting that this species could exploit climatic niches in Europe that are available in its native range.

Discussion
Phylogeny constrains the climatic niches of native European ants. According to our first predic-
tion, we found that closely related species have very similar optimal climatic niches, which suggests that ant 
species distributions in Europe are constrained by evolutionary history. Our results support the prediction that 
poikilotherms should exhibit strong phylogenetic signals in thermal preferences. Indeed, our results agree with 
those found in other insects (e.g., Drosophila3) and poikilotherms (e.g.,  amphibians7;  salamanders18), and con-
trast with findings in endothermic taxa such as  birds19 and  mammals6,9,22–24, which are expected to show weaker 
phylogenetic patterns.

A few previous studies have also focused on ants but have obtained contrasting results. For instance, Lessard 
et al.42 reported that the broad-scale climatic niches of closely related ant species in North America were more 
similar to each other than they were to those of more phylogenetically distant species.  Pie10 found a strong phy-
logenetic signal in ant climatic niches in a genus-level analysis carried out at a global scale. In contrast, Lucky 
et al.43 found that related ant genera from tropical, subtropical, and temperate areas were not more likely than 
unrelated genera to occupy similar biomes. Similarly, Economo et al.44 showed that the climatic niches of Pheidole 
species distributed across the globe were highly labile and little influenced by relatedness. The scale of analysis 
may be at play in these contrasting  results5, given that signals should be more evident at broad phylogenetic and 
spatial scales. Regardless, our findings are clear: there is evidence of phylogenetic constraints in the evolution of 
the optimal climatic niches of native European ant species.

Table 1.  Output of the phylogenetic signal tests for the climatic variables and climatic niches (Pagel’s λ and 
Blomberg’s K). The climatic variables are ordered from the highest to the lowest values of Pagel’s λ. In bold, 
significant values (P < 0.05) after applying the Holm–Bonferroni adjustment.

Climatic variable Pagel’s λ P Blomberg’s K P

Precipitation of driest month (PDM) 0.94  < 0.0001 0.21 0.001

Precipitation seasonality (PS) 0.93  < 0.0001 0.23 0.001

Mean annual temperature (MAT) 0.92  < 0.0001 0.23 0.001

Annual precipitation (AP) 0.91  < 0.0001 0.16 0.007

Mean diurnal range (MDR) 0.77 0.0006 0.11 0.037

Mean temperature of the wettest quarter of the year (MTWQ) 0.41 0.058 0.09 0.220

Temperature seasonality (TS) 0.20 0.034 0.10 0.196
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Taking a closer look, the differentiation between Mediterranean and boreal ant species represents an impor-
tant facet of these results. Indeed, our research supports the idea that warmer regions are composed of more 
phylogenetically diverse ant lineages than are colder regions, which are more phylogenetically  homogeneous10. 
Here, species-poor boreal ant communities were composed of a limited number of species adapted to low 
temperatures and high precipitation that mainly belonged to the genera Formica (rufa group), Myrmica, and 
Camponotus. Meanwhile, the Mediterranean communities were composed of many diverse species adapted to 
high temperatures and low, highly seasonal precipitation that belonged to the genera Aphaenogaster, Goniomma, 
Cataglyphis, Tapinoma, Crematogaster, and Camponotus. Our findings also support the idea that conservatism 
in climatic niches helps establish range limits, thereby creating biogeographical patterns of distribution and 
species  richness66.

What about the climatic niches of introduced species in Europe? In contrast to our second predic-
tion, phylogeny does not constrain climatic niches of introduced ant species. The four introduced ants represent 
the three most species-rich subfamilies of ants—Dolichoderinae, Formicinae, and Myrmicinae—which fits with 
the phylogenetic diversity exhibited by invasive ants that has been noted  elsewhere41 (see also Figure S3). Since 
the climatic niches of native European ants are phylogenetically constrained, it could be hypothesized that intro-

Table 2.  Niche overlap (D) and its statistical significance (P) based on the equivalency test. For each climatic 
variable and introduced ant species, there were two types of comparisons: (1) a comparison of the overlap 
between the introduced species’ European and native climatic niches and (2) a comparison of the overlap 
between the introduced species’ European climatic niches and those of their closest relative species in Europe 
(all closest relative species combined). Niche unfilling, expansion, and stability indices were also determined 
for each comparison. Furthermore, for each climatic variable and introduced ant species, an additional version 
of the niche stability index was calculated: it quantified how the native climatic niches of introduced species fit 
with climatic conditions in Europe. Abbreviations: MAT mean annual temperature; MDR mean diurnal range 
(mean of monthly [max temp − min temp]); TS temperature seasonality; MTWQ mean temperature of wettest 
quarter of the year; AP annual precipitation; PDM precipitation of driest month; PS precipitation seasonality. 
In bold, significant values (P < 0.05) after applying the Holm–Bonferroni adjustment.

Species
Climatic 
variable

European and native niches European niches and niches of all closest relative species

Native niches 
and European 
conditions

Overlap (D) P Unfiling Expansion Stability Overlap (D) P Unfiling Expansion Stability Stability

Linepithema 
humile

MAT 0.50  < 0.0001 0.13 0.20 0.80 0.74  < 0.0001 0.00 0.03 0.97 0.61

MDR 0.37  < 0.0001 0.47 0.00 1.00 0.71  < 0.0001 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.74

TS 0.36  < 0.0001 0.30 0.00 1.00 0.65  < 0.0001 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.41

MTWQ 0.03  < 0.0001 0.95 0.60 0.40 0.74  < 0.0001 0.00 0.01 0.99 0.06

AP 0.11  < 0.0001 0.64 0.00 1.00 0.87  < 0.0001 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.52

PDM 0.16  < 0.0001 0.62 0.09 0.91 0.85  < 0.0001 0.00 0.02 0.98 0.57

PS 0.44  < 0.0001 0.36 0.00 1.00 0.80  < 0.0001 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.82

Pheidole mega-
cephala

MAT 0.37  < 0.0001 0.06 0.45 0.55 0.58 0.01 0.00 0.10 0.90 0.75

MDR 0.39  < 0.0001 0.01 0.38 0.62 0.51  < 0.0001 0.00 0.23 0.77 0.98

TS 0.40  < 0.0001 0.46 0.00 1.00 0.45  < 0.0001 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.07

MTWQ 0.16  < 0.0001 0.33 0.70 0.30 0.67 0.01 0.00 0.21 0.79 0.34

AP 0.22  < 0.0001 0.00 0.65 0.35 0.75 0.29 0.00 0.05 0.95 1.00

PDM 0.28  < 0.0001 0.00 0.58 0.42 0.40  < 0.0001 0.00 0.25 0.75 1.00

PS 0.48  < 0.0001 0.00 0.26 0.74 0.43  < 0.0001 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00

Cardiocondyla 
emeryi

MAT 0.59 0.02 0.00 0.37 0.63 0.48 0.01 0.00 0.22 0.78 0.89

MDR 0.51  < 0.0001 0.00 0.13 0.87 0.61 0.02 0.06 0.00 1.00 1.00

TS 0.60  < 0.0001 0.08 0.00 1.00 0.46 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.99 0.65

MTWQ 0.12  < 0.0001 0.19 0.83 0.17 0.63 0.03 0.00 0.28 0.72 0.40

AP 0.21  < 0.0001 0.00 0.60 0.40 0.51  < 0.0001 0.00 0.03 0.97 1.00

PDM 0.12  < 0.0001 0.00 0.85 0.15 0.23  < 0.0001 0.00 0.71 0.29 1.00

PS 0.47  < 0.0001 0.00 0.43 0.57 0.34  < 0.0001 0.00 0.53 0.47 1.00

Lasius neglec-
tus

MAT 0.64  < 0.0001 0.00 0.16 0.84 0.76  < 0.0001 0.00 0.05 0.95 0.99

MDR 0.66 0.01 0.01 0.24 0.76 0.74  < 0.0001 0.00 0.08 0.92 0.99

TS 0.54  < 0.0001 0.00 0.06 0.94 0.75  < 0.0001 0.00 0.03 0.97 0.92

MTWQ 0.61  < 0.0001 0.07 0.01 0.99 0.79  < 0.0001 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.96

AP 0.72 0.07 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.55  < 0.0001 0.00 0.10 0.90 0.94

PDM 0.31  < 0.0001 0.37 0.00 1.00 0.63  < 0.0001 0.00 0.01 0.99 0.89

PS 0.29  < 0.0001 0.00 0.19 0.81 0.59  < 0.0001 0.00 0.03 0.97 1.00
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duced species should have the same climatic niches in their native and introduced ranges or that their climatic 
niches in their introduced ranges should resemble those of their closest relative species. However, we found 
strong evidence that this is not the case.

We observed that three of the four introduced species (L. humile, P. megacephala, and C. emery) occupied 
similar optimal climatic niches despite being distantly related. The fourth species, L. neglectus, had a slightly 
different climatic niche, very likely because its native range overlaps with the study zone. There are different 
mechanistic explanations for this pattern. First, introduced species may exploit novel habitats that are not being 
used by native species (e.g., human-altered  environments67,68). Second, introduced species may have similar 
life-history traits to one  another69. Third, they could have large colonies of small workers, a trait that could serve 
to buffer the effects of harsher European climates, given that they are coming from milder conditions in their 
native, tropical  ranges70,71. In fact, the two climatic variables that seem to be the most important in distinguish-
ing the optimal climatic niches of introduced species in Europe from the climatic niches of native European 
species—temperature seasonality and mean temperature of the wettest quarter of the year—do not display a 
phylogenetic signal. According to various studies, the different axes of species climatic niches might be shaped 
by different  dynamics10,22,72. Consequently, phylogenetic constraints might have played an important role in the 
broader evolution of climatic niches, generating such distinctions as those between the Mediterranean and boreal 
ant communities, but could be less influential at smaller spatial  scales10.

We also found that the optimal climatic niches of introduced species in Europe, with the exception of L. 
neglectus, were very different from those of the most common native European ant species. Two hypotheses 
could help explain these results. First, the vacant niche hypothesis states that successful invaders can use vacant 
niches, especially if they are novel. Second, the limiting similarity hypothesis states that successful invaders are 
functionally distinct from species in the recipient community—they thus encounter minimal competition and 
can fill empty  niches25,73. Both predict there should be dramatic trait/phylogenetic overdispersion, which we saw 
in the broad range of climatic niches that emerged when all European ants were considered. We also observed 
that, like certain native species, the introduced species tended to occur in warm, dry areas. The difference was that 
when these areas were occupied by introduced species, the areas were also more likely to have low temperature 
variation (either daily or seasonally) and very high temperatures in the wettest quarter of the year. These are key 
climatic characteristics in the tropical and subtropical regions from whence these species originate. However, 
these features might be too harsh for most European natives, limiting their numbers in such  habitats74.

Finally, there was no overlap between the European and native climatic niches of introduced species nor was 
there overlap between the European climatic niches of introduced species and the climatic niches of their clos-
est relative species in Europe. This result contrasts with the predictions of the phylogenetic signal  hypothesis17, 
namely that introduced species should have similar climatic niches in their introduced and native ranges (or that 
their introduced niches should resemble those of their closest relative species). In general, niche overlap values 
were intermediate and did not differ among introduced species (see Fig. 3). We observed that, for L. humile 
and P. megacephala, there was more overlap between their European climatic niches and those of their closest 
relative species in Europe than there was between their European and native climatic niches. This suggests that 
they might have a genetic predisposition for occupying climatic niches similar to those occupied by their clos-
est relative  species17. That said, introduced species a) did not occupy a large proportion of their native climatic 

Figure 3.  Niche overlap (D) values between European and native niches (red bars) and between European 
niches and niches of all closest relative species (orange bars) for each introduced ant species. The results of the 
two-way ANOVA test are included in the figure. Thus, the significance of differences (NS, no significant; **, 
p < 0.001; ***, P < 0.0001) between type of overlap (between European and native niches and between European 
niches and niches of all closest relative species) for each species is shown at the basis of the bars. The differences 
among species within each type of overlap were tested with post-hoc Tukey tests comparing least square means 
and shown in the upper part of the bars: lower case and capital letters depict significant differences among 
species in overlap (D) values between European and native niches (red bars) and between European niches and 
niches of all closest relative species (orange bars), respectively.
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niches in Europe (unfilling), b) expanded into new niches in Europe that they did not occupy in their native 
ranges (expansion), and c) expanded into new niches in Europe that were not occupied by their closest relative 
species (expansion). We feel that the first result (a) reflects that climatic conditions in Europe offer niches that 
are very different from those in the introduced species’ native ranges. Indeed, this explanation seems far more 
likely than the explanation that introduced ant species are avoiding such climatic conditions or are prevented 
from colonizing them. These findings can be explained by evoking climatic niche  conservatism17 in combination 
with the operation of adaptive evolution during  invasion33,75.

Taken together, these results indicate that, in Europe, the climatic niches of introduced ant species do not 
appear to be phylogenetically constrained. Instead, introduced species appear to occupy climatic niches that are 
restricted or marginally used by native ants, which fits with the predictions of the empty niche hypothesis. This 
pattern was true for at least some climatic variables and especially for the optimal climatic niche. The situation 
was different for L. neglectus, which naturally occurs on the Anatolian Peninsula. Its optimal climatic niche in 
Europe did not resemble those of the other three introduced ant species. Instead, L. neglectus bore a greater 
resemblance to the native ant species, including its closest relative species. This fact could suggest that, in addi-
tion to relatedness, biogeographical origin and colonization abilities might play a role in the evolution of climatic 
niches. However, the results for L. neglectus do not put into question our general conclusions because the full 
climatic niche of this species in Europe does not overlap with its climatic niche in its native range nor does it 
fully correspond with the climatic niches of its closest relative species.

Implications for biodiversity conservation and management in Europe. While invasive ant spe-
cies have been shown to negatively affect ant  diversity27,41, as well as the diversity of other animals and  plants41,76, 
their impacts could be limited if they occupy less used, more extreme, marginal, or restricted climatic niches and/
or occur in communities with a low diversity of functionally distinct species. As a result, competitive exclusion 
could be avoided, as predicted by niche theory or the limiting similarity  hypothesis77,78, and negative impacts on 
ant communities and the ecosystem could be reduced. Identifying and characterizing invasive species is essential 
when prioritizing and managing invasions, as made clear in the Aichi targets of the Convention of Biological 
Diversity (Strategic Plan  202079). Here, we suggest that governmental efforts devoted to stopping the arrival and 
spread of introduced species in Europe should invest more resources in protecting environments where condi-
tions are a closer match for the climatic niches of targeted invaders.

Data availability
The data forming the basis for our results will be archived in Dryad.

Received: 3 November 2020; Accepted: 5 January 2021

References
 1. Gaston, K. J. Global patterns in biodiversity. Nature 405, 220–227 (2000).
 2. Pagel, M. Inferring the historical patterns of biological evolution. Nature 401, 877–884 (1999).
 3. Kellermann, V. et al. Phylogenetic constraints in key functional traits behind species’ climate niches: patterns of desiccation and 

cold resistance across 95 Drosophila species. Evolution 66, 3377–3389 (2012).
 4. Baselga, A., Recuero, E., Parra-Olea, G. & García-París, M. Phylogenetic patterns in zopherine beetles are related to ecological 

niche width and dispersal limitation. Mol. Ecol. 20, 5060–5073 (2011).
 5. Losos, J. B. Phylogenetic niche conservatism, phylogenetic signal and the relationship between phylogenetic relatedness and 

ecological similarity among species. Ecol. Lett. 11, 995–1003 (2008).
 6. Dormann, C. F., Gruber, B., Winter, M. & Herrman, D. Evolution of climate niches in European mammals?. Biol. Lett. 6, 229–232 

(2010).
 7. Hof, C., Rahbek, C. & Araújo, M. B. Phylogenetic signals in the climatic niches of the world’s amphibians. Ecography 33, 242–250 

(2010).
 8. Duran, A. & Pie, M. R. Tempo and mode of climate niche evolution in Primates. Evolution 69, 2496–2506 (2015).
 9. Khaliq, I. et al. Global variation in thermal physiology of birds and mammals: evidence for phylogenetic niche conservatism only 

in the tropics. J. Biogeogr. 42, 2187–2196 (2015).
 10. Pie, M. R. The macroevolution of climatic niches and its role in ant diversification. Ecol. Entomol. 41, 301–307 (2016).
 11. Wiens, J. J. & Donoghue, M. J. Historical biogeography, ecology and species richness. Trends Ecol. Evol. 19, 639–644 (2004).
 12. Wiens, J. J. & Graham, C. H. Niche conservatism: integrating evolution, ecology, and conservation biology. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. 

Syst. 36, 519–539 (2005).
 13. Webb, C. O., Ackerly, D. D., McPeek, M. A. & Donoghue, M. J. Phylogenies and community ecology. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 

33, 475–505 (2002).
 14. Broennimann, O. et al. Evidence of climatic niche shift during biological invasion. Ecol. Lett. 10, 701–709 (2007).
 15. Fitzpatrick, M. C., Weltzin, J. F., Sanders, N. J. & Dunn, R. R. The biogeography of prediction error: Why does the introduced range 

of the fire ant over-predict its native range?. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 16, 24–33 (2007).
 16. Prinzing, A., Durka, W., Klotz, S. & Brandl, R. The niche of higher plants: evidence for phylogenetic conservatism. Proc. Biol. Sci. 

268, 1–7 (2001).
 17. Petitpierre, B. et al. Climatic niche shifts are rare among terrestrial plant invaders. Science 335, 1344–1348 (2012).
 18. Kozak, K. H. & Wiens, J. J. Does niche conservatism promote speciation? A case study in North American salamanders. Evolution 

60, 2604–2621 (2006).
 19. Rice, N. H., Martinez-Meyer, E. & Peterson, A. T. Ecological niche differentiation in the Aphelocoma jays: a phylogenetic perspec-

tive. Biol. J. Linn. Soc. 80, 369–383 (2003).
 20. Graham, C. H., Ron, S. R., Santos, J. C., Schneider, C. J. & Moritz, C. Integrating phylogenetics and environmental niche models 

to explore speciation mechanisms in dendrobatid frogs. Evolution 58, 1781–1793 (2004).
 21. Knouft, J. H., Losos, J. B., Glor, R. E. & Kolbe, J. J. Phylogenetic analysis of the evolution of the niche in lizards of the Anolis sagrei 

group. Ecology 87, S29–S38 (2006).
 22. Cooper, N., Freckleton, R. P. & Jetz, W. Phylogenetic conservatism of environmental niches in mammals. Proc. Biol. Sci. 278, 

2384–2391 (2011).



10

Vol:.(1234567890)

Scientific Reports |         (2021) 11:3280  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-82982-y

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

 23. Kamilar, J. M. & Muldoon, K. M. The climatic niche diversity of Malagasy primates: a phylogenetic approach. PLoS ONE 5, e11073 
(2010).

 24. Peixoto, F. P., Villalobos, F. & Cianciaruso, M. V. Phylogenetic conservatism of climatic niche in bats. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 26, 
1055–1065 (2017).

 25. Ricciardi, A., Hoopes, M. F., Marchetti, M. P. & Lockwood, J. L. Progress toward understanding the ecological impacts of nonnative 
species. Ecol. Monogr. 83, 263–282 (2013).

 26. Bellard, C. & Jeschke, J. M. A spatial mismatch between invader impacts and research publications. Conserv. Biol. 30, 230–232 
(2016).

 27. Arnan, X. et al. Dominance-diversity relationships in ant communities differ with invasion. Glob. Change Biol. 24, 4614–4625 
(2018).

 28. Gussow, A. B., Auslander, N., Wolf, Y. I. & Koonin, E. V. Prediction of the incubation period for COVID-19 and future virus disease 
outbreaks. BMC Biol. 18, 1–12 (2020).

 29. Raffini, F. et al. From nucleotides to satellite imagery: approaches to identify and manage the invasive pathogen Xylella fastidiosa 
and its insect vectors in Europe. Sustainability 12, 4508 (2020).

 30. Chown, S. L. et al. Biological invasions, climate change and genomics. Evol Appl 8, 23–46 (2015).
 31. Rollins, L. A., Richardson, M. F. & Shine, R. A genetic perspective on rapid evolution in cane toads (Rhiniella marina). Mol. Ecol. 

24, 2264–2276 (2015).
 32. Estoup, A. et al. Is there a genetic paradox of biological invasion?. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 47, 51–72 (2016).
 33. Ricciardi, A. et al. Invasion science: a horizon scan of emerging challenges and opportunities. Trends Ecol. Evol. 32, 464–474 (2017).
 34. Fenderson, L. E., Kovach, A. I. & Llamas, B. Spatiotemporal landscape genetics: Investigating ecology and evolution through space 

and time. Mol. Ecol. 29, 218–246 (2020).
 35. Violle, C., Nemergut, D. R., Pu, Z. & Jiang, L. Phylogenetic limiting similarity and competitive exclusion. Ecol. Lett. 14, 782–787 

(2011).
 36. Novak, S. J. The role of evolution in the invasion process. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 104, 3671–3672 (2007).
 37. Buswell, J. M., Moles, A. T. & Hartley, S. Is rapid evolution common in introduced plant species?. J. Ecol. 99, 214–224 (2011).
 38. Saul, W.-C. & Jeschke, J. M. Eco-evolutionary experience in novel species interactions. Ecol. Lett. 18, 236–245 (2015).
 39. Hölldobler, B. & Wilson, E. O. The ants (Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 1990).
 40. Lowe, S., Browne, M., Boudjelas, S. & De Poorter, M. 100 of the world’s worst invasive alien species: a selection from the global invasive 

species database (Invasive Species Specialist Group, Auckland, 2000).
 41. Holway, D. A., Lach, L., Suarez, A. V., Tsutsui, N. D. & Case, T. J. The causes and consequences of ant invasions. Annu. Rev. Ecol. 

Evol. Syst. 33, 181–233 (2002).
 42. Lessard, J.-P. et al. Strong influence of regional species pools on continent-wide structuring of local communities. Proc. Biol. Sci. 

279, 266–274 (2011).
 43. Lucky, A., Trautwein, M. D., Guénard, B., Weiser, M. D. & Dunn, R. R. Tracing the rise of ants—out of the ground. PLoS ONE 8, 

e84012 (2013).
 44. Economo, E. P. et al. Global phylogenetic structure of the hyperdiverse ant genus Pheidole reveals the repeated evolution of mac-

roecological patterns. Proc. Biol. Sci. 282, 20141416 (2015).
 45. http://www.formi cidae .org/.
 46. http://www.antwi ki.org/.
 47. https ://www.gbif.org/.
 48. https ://www.antwe b.org/.
 49. Lebas, C., Galkowski, C., Blatrix, R. & Wegnez, P. Forumis d’Europe occidentale Delachaux et Niestle (Le Premier guide complet 

d’Europe, Paris, 2016).
 50. Bertelsmeier, C., Ollier, S., Liebhold, A. & Keller, L. Recent human history governs global ant invasion dynamics. Nat. Ecol. Evol. 

1, 0184 (2017).
 51. Bernard, F. Faune de l’Europe et du Bassin Méditerranéen. 3. Les Fourmis (Hymenoptera Formicidae) d’Europe Occidentale et 

Septentrionale. Eur. et Bas. Med. 3. Masson éditeurs, Paris (1968)
 52. Seifert, B. The Ants of Central and North Europe (Lutra Verlags-und Vertriebsgesellschaf, Tauer, 2018).
 53. http://www.iucng isd.org/gisd/100_worst .php.
 54. Wetterer, J. K. Worldwide spread of Emery’s sneaking ant, Cardiocondyla emeryi (Hymenoptera: Formicidae). Myrmecol. News 17, 

13–20 (2012).
 55. Heinze, J., Cremer, S., Eckl, N. & Schrempf, A. Stealthy invaders: the biology of Cardiocondyla tramp ants. Insect. Soc. 53, 1–7 

(2006).
 56. Fournier, A., Penone, C., Pennino, M. G. & Courchamp, F. Predicting future invaders and future invasions. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 

USA 116, 7905–7910 (2019).
 57. Moreau, C. S. & Bell, C. D. Testing the museum versus cradle biological diversity hypothesis: phylogeny, diversification, and 

ancestral biogeographic range evolution of the ants. Evolution 67, 2240–2257 (2013).
 58. Ward, P. S., Brady, S. G., Fisher, B. L. & Schultz, T. R. The evolution of myrmicine ants: phylogeny and biogeography of a hyperdi-

verse ant clade (Hymenoptera:Formicidae). Syst. Entomol. 40, 61–81 (2015).
 59. Hijmans, R. J., Cameron, S. E., Parra, J. L., Jones, P. G. & Jarvis, A. Very high resolution interpolated climate surfaces for global 

land areas. Int. J. Climatol. 25, 1965–1978 (2005).
 60. https ://www.creaf .cat.
 61. R Core Team R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. 

http://www.R-proje ct.org/ (2016).
 62. Münkemüller, T. et al. How to measure and test phylogenetic signal. Methods Ecol. Evol. 3, 743–756 (2012).
 63. Di Cola, V. et al. ecospat: an R package to support spatial analyses and modeling of species niches and distributions. Ecography 

40, 774–787 (2017).
 64. Hijmans, R.J. & van Etten, J. raster: Geographic Data Analysis and Modeling. R package version 2.9-5. https ://cran.r-proje ct.org/

web/packa ges/raste r/index .html (2016).
 65. Hijmans, R.J., Phillips, S., Leathwick, J. & Elith, J. dismo: Species Distribution Modeling. R package version 1.1–4. https ://cran.r-

proje ct.org/web/packa ges/dismo /index .html (2011).
 66. Wiens, J. J. The niche, biogeography and species interactions. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B Biol. Sci. 366, 2336–2350 (2011).
 67. King, J. R. & Tschinkel, W. R. Experimental evidence that human impacts drive fire ant invasions and ecological change. Proc. Natl. 

Acad. Sci. USA 105, 20339–20343 (2008).
 68. Vonshak, M. & Gordon, D. M. Intermediate disturbance promotes invasive ant abundance. Biol. Conserv. 186, 359–367 (2015).
 69. McGlynn, T. P. The worldwide transfer of ants: Geographical distribution and ecological invasions. J. Biogeogr. 26, 535–548 (1999).
 70. Kaspari, M. & Vargo, E. Does colony size buffer environmental variation? Bergmann’s rule and social insects. Am. Nat. 145, 610–632 

(1995).
 71. McGlynn, T. P. Non-native ants are smaller than related native ants. Am. Nat. 154, 690–699 (1999).
 72. Araújo, M. B. et al. Heat freezes niche evolution. Ecol. Lett. 16, 1206–1219 (2013).

http://www.formicidae.org/
http://www.antwiki.org/
https://www.gbif.org/
https://www.antweb.org/
http://www.iucngisd.org/gisd/100_worst.php
https://www.creaf.cat
http://www.R-project.org/
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/raster/index.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/raster/index.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/dismo/index.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/dismo/index.html


11

Vol.:(0123456789)

Scientific Reports |         (2021) 11:3280  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-82982-y

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

 73. Catford, J. A., Jansson, R. & Nilsson, C. Reducing redundancy in invasion ecology by integrating hypotheses into a single theoretical 
framework. Divers. Distrib. 15, 22–40 (2009).

 74. Jenkins, C. N. et al. Global diversity in light of climate change: The case of ants. Divers. Distrib. 17, 652–662 (2011).
 75. Mooney, H. A. & Cleland, E. E. The evolutionary impact of invasive species. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 98, 5446–5451 (2001).
 76. Ness, J. H. & Bronstein, J. L. The effects of invasive ants on prospective ant mutualists. Biol. Invasions 6, 445–461 (2004).
 77. Dayan, T. & Simberloff, D. Ecological and community-wide character displacement: The next generation. Ecol. Lett. 8, 875–894 

(2005).
 78. Mayfield, M. M. & Levine, J. M. Opposing effects of competitive exclusion on the phylogenetic structure of communities. Ecol. 

Lett. 13, 1085–1093 (2010).
 79. https ://www.cbd.int/sp/targe ts/ratio nale/targe t-9.

Acknowledgements
Dedicated to the bright memory of our friend and co-author Prof. Raphaël Boulay, who passed away while this 
research was being completed.

Author contributions
The first and second author contributed equally to this paper. X.A., E.A., R.B. and J.R. conceived the original 
idea and contributed to the design and implementation of the research; X.A., X.C. and J.R. collected the data; 
X.A. and R.M.H. analyzed the data; X.A. and E.A. wrote the manuscript; all authors discussed the results and 
contributed to the final manuscript.

Competing interests 
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material availlable at https ://doi.
org/10.1038/s4159 8-021-82982 -y.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to X.A.

Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

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

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://creat iveco mmons .org/licen ses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2021

https://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/rationale/target-9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-82982-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-82982-y
www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Introduced ant species occupy empty climatic niches in Europe
	Methods
	Data collection. 
	Determination of ant species origin. 
	Ant phylogeny. 
	Species climatic niches. 
	Data analyses. 

	Results
	Climatic niches of native and introduced species in Europe. 
	Limited overlap in climatic niches. 
	Do introduced species have access to the same climatic niches in Europe as in their native ranges? 

	Discussion
	Phylogeny constrains the climatic niches of native European ants. 
	What about the climatic niches of introduced species in Europe? 
	Implications for biodiversity conservation and management in Europe. 

	References
	Acknowledgements


