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Tuna and billfish are charismatic pelagic fishes attracting considerable sci-

entific attention due to their ecophysiological and socioeconomic importance.

However, the knowledge of their basin-wide spawning and larval habitats, es-

pecially in a warming ocean, is limited. We use the largest available dataset on

tuna and billfish larvae in the Pacific Ocean to build a geostatistical species-

distribution model with high explanatory power. The results reveal the spa-

tial distribution of tuna and billfish larvae through all seasons across the Pa-

cific. The model also identifies the optimal temperature ranges for nine major

species and assesses the potential impact of ocean warming on larval distri-

butions. We additionally present evidence that environmental variables, such

as pH, phosphate concentration, and sea-surface height, exert secondary ef-

fects on larval distributions that warrant further investigation. Our findings

make a quantum leap in understanding the ecophysiology of tuna and billfish,

providing valuable information for future conservation efforts.
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Introduction

Tuna and billfish are known for their extraordinary physique that captivates public and sci-

entific imagination alike. Tuna, for example, have motivated a large body of work on their

swimming (1–3) and metabolic (4–8) performance, inspiring even the design of biomimetic

underwater autonomous vehicles (9). The ability to perform at high levels enables tuna and

billfish to populate all oceans and migrate over extreme distances (1, 10, 11), as well as occupy

the ecological niche of apex marine predators (1, 12, 13).

The ecophysiology of tuna and billfish underpins their socioeconomic status. Their mus-

cular bodies and cosmopolitan distribution make them a highly sought-after catch. The tuna

fishery is thus the most valuable one in monetary terms (14, 15), whereas billfish are both

highly prized as gamefish and subject to regional commercial fishing (16). The global exploita-

tion of tuna and billfish has raised concerns about overfishing and the sustainability of wild

stocks (17, 18). To address these concerns, major fishing powers are coordinating management

and conservation efforts through the operations of regional fisheries management organizations

(RFMOs), with the goal of establishing sustainable tuna and billfish fisheries.

An increasingly complete understanding of fish ecophysiology is essential for effective man-

agement and conservation of wild stocks (19). Ecophysiology provides insight into how func-

tional traits contribute to fisheries-driven population risks (20, 21) and can help identify targets

for monitoring that simplify population health assessments (22–24). Despite its importance, the

ecophysiology of tuna and billfish is incomplete, particularly with regards to their basin-wide

spawning and larval habitats in a warming ocean (25, 26). We address this gap in knowledge

using a larval survey dataset for the period from 1960 to 1985 collected across the Pacific

Ocean (Figure 1a). The dataset, previously described in the literature (27, 28), includes records

of species, geolocation, effort (in m3 min−1), and sea-surface temperature (SST). Our analysis
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focuses on nine tuna and billfish species identified with confidence, out of the 24 species or

multi-species groups documented in the dataset (Figure 1b).

The analysis in this study extracts new knowledge from the larval-survey dataset by using

geostatistical species-distribution modelling. The process involved hypothesizing and fitting

candidate models, followed by selecting the model that best balances explanatory power and

simplicity (Supporting Table 1; see also Supporting Figures 1–5). The selected model passed

the diagnostic testing (Supporting Figures 6–8). The modelling results provide unique insights

into the spatial and seasonal variations of tuna and billfish larvae distribution, the impact of SST

on larval densities, the influence of environmental variables on larval distributions, and more.

The mathematical details of the model are outlined in the Methods section, and the numerical

implementation can be accessed online (see Code availability).

Results

Reference larval distributions. Our primary focus is on the impact of SST on tuna and bill-

fish larvae in the Pacific Ocean. It is beneficial, however, to first examine the spatial and sea-

sonal variations of larval distributions as predicted by the model for the period of 1960-1985

(Figure 2). The larvae of yellowfin tuna, skipjack tuna, and blue marlin are widely distributed

around the equatorial Pacific. These distributions experience seasonal changes with a north-

ward shift during boreal warm months and a southward shift during austral warm months. The

larvae of bigeye tuna, albacore tuna, swordfish, striped marlin, and sailfish occupy medium to

small patchy areas in the Pacific. These areas undergo substantial seasonal changes, particularly

away from the equator where the presence or absence of larvae is mostly correlated with warm

or cold months. The larvae of Pacific bluefin tuna are unique. They gather exclusively in the

northwestern Pacific during boreal spring and summer.
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Primary ocean-warming effects. Varying ocean temperatures can cause the displacement of

marine species (29–33). Accordingly, the rising SST trend in the Pacific (Figure 3a) is leading

to changes in the distribution of tuna and billfish larvae. To understand these changes, our

model predicts the larval response to SST for all studied species (Figure 3b; Table 1). The

optimal temperature for the larvae of most species is between 25-30 ◦C. Only the larvae of blue

marlin and sailfish can thrive at temperatures above 30 ◦C. Billfish have a wider temperature

tolerance than tuna, which underpins a positive effect of rising SST on the density of blue-

marlin, sailfish, and striped-marlin larvae, both under current conditions and during the 1997-98

El Niño event (Figure 3c). Swordfish and four tuna species experience a negative effect because

of their relatively low optimal temperature or narrow temperature tolerance range compared

to billfish larvae. Pacific bluefin tuna is exceptional among tunas due to the limited extent

of its larval habitat, where SST has been approaching the optimum for the species in recent

years (Figure 3d, e). This highlights the importance of a geospatially resolved analysis. Ocean

temperature trends vary by location, and what counts is the trend at locations where larvae are

likely to be found.

We used SST as the sole predictor in the model for two reasons. Firstly, to distinguish

the primary effects of ocean warming on tuna and billfish larvae from the secondary effects

mediated by other environmental variables, and secondly, to minimize input uncertainties be-

cause SST was the only variable surveyed together with the larvae. The model incorporates

secondary effects into a latent spatial field (see Methods). The specific environmental variables

shaping this field remain hidden without further analysis. Before such an analysis, however, we

compare the relative strength of primary and secondary effects on larval densities. The results

indicate that these effects are similar in magnitude (Figure 4a). The primary effects prevail in

the central-Pacific longitudes (Figure 4b) and tropical latitudes (Figure 4c), whereas secondary

effects prevail in the remaining 60-75 % of the study area, depending on the species. For this
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reason, a more in-depth examination of the characteristics of the latent spatial field and its po-

tential drivers is necessary.

Secondary environmental effects. Many but not all characteristics of the model-estimated

latent spatial field for tuna and billfish larvae can be understood based on their phylogeny and

life history. Apart from the idiosyncrasies of Pacific bluefin tuna, the latent spatial field for

other studied species is either tropical tuna-like or marlin-like (Figure 5a). This distinction is

based on a quantitative analysis using normalised mutual information as a measure of similarity

between datasets (Figure 5b). We favoured normalised mutual information over simple cross-

correlation because the former has the potential to capture non-linear associations that the latter

cannot (34). A similarity network with link weights equal to normalised mutual information

shows that species with the tropical tuna-like latent spatial field are yellowfin tuna, bigeye tuna,

skipjack tuna, and surprisingly, sailfish. Species with the marlin-like latent spatial field are

striped marlin, blue marlin, swordfish, and surprisingly, albacore tuna. These two inconsisten-

cies with phylogeny, sailfish and albacore tuna, suggest that the same adaptations may apply to

phylogenetically distant species.

To identify the potential drivers of the secondary effects on tuna and billfish larvae, we anal-

ysed 10 environmental variables for association with the latent spatial field. The variables, in-

cluding eddy kinetic energy, mixed-layer depth, sea-surface-height variability, dissolved molec-

ular oxygen, carbon dioxide, salinity, sea-water pH, nitrate, phosphate, and chlorophyll, account

for various geophysical, geochemical, and bioproductivity factors. We resorted to mutual infor-

mation once more and found that sea-water pH, phosphate, and sea-surface-height variability

are strongly associated with the latent spatial field (Figure 5c), especially for species with the

marlin-like latent spatial field. The direction of these associations, positive or negative, is the

same across all species. Taken together, the results suggest that striped marlin, blue marlin,
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swordfish, and albacore tuna may be somewhat more susceptible to ocean acidification, evasive

of high-phosphate areas, and attracted to elevated sea surface than yellowfin tuna, bigeye tuna,

skipjack tuna, and sailfish. Strong associations, however, should not be mistaken for causality,

implying that further studies are needed to understand the underlying mechanisms.

Discussion

Our aim was to expand the ecophysiological understanding of tuna and billfish with emphasis on

mapping larval habitats and quantifying the response of larvae to ongoing ocean warming. We

achieved this by developing a geostatistical species-distribution model with high explanatory

power based on the most comprehensive dataset on tuna and billfish larvae in the Pacific Ocean

to date (27, 28). Our study is among the first of its kind, not because of data unavailability,

but due to recent advancements in geostatistical species-distribution modelling (35) and the

computational resources required to generate basin-wide results. We used a workstation with

128 CPU cores and 1 TB of memory during the modelling process.

The model we developed is versatile. Conservationists, for example, might use it to de-

termine the distribution of larval diversity in the Pacific (Figure 6). The distribution reveals a

distinctive divide in larval diversity across 140◦W longitude, and a hotspot of diversity south of

Japan during boreal spring and summer. These patterns align with established distributions of

SST (36) and sea-surface-height variability (37), with the latter being the environmental variable

most closely linked to the model-generated latent spatial field and thereby larval densities.

It is crucial to take into account multiple environmental variables. We project ocean warm-

ing to have a positive impact on bluefin-tuna, striped-marlin, blue-marlin, and sailfish larvae,

whereas the rest of the species studied are expected to be negatively affected. These are, how-

ever, primary effects that may be amplified or suppressed by other environmental variables. Our

analysis highlights sea-water pH as one important variable, which we link to lower larval den-
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sities as acidity increases. Given that ocean warming is driven by rising CO2 concentration in

the atmosphere, which also contributes to ocean acidification (38), there is uncertainty around

the extent to which the positive temperature effects can be realized. Moreover, five of the nine

species studied appear to be at risk from both rising SST and declining sea-water pH, creating

a double jeopardy for their well-being.

Our analysis also underscores the importance of phosphate availability as an environmen-

tal variable. We link more phosphate to reduced larval densities. Indeed, the larval diversity

hotspot south of Japan coincides with one of the most phosphate-deficient regions in the Pacific

Ocean (39). This is intriguing because phosphorus is widely considered the limiting nutrient

for primary production (40), even if recent research suggests a more nuanced picture (39). It

has been argued that tuna and billfish larvae may have a reduced dependence on primary pro-

duction due to substantial larval cannibalism (41), and that hatching in areas with less primary

production may provide some protection from predators (42). However, a causal relationship

between phosphate availability and larval density remains largely unclear.

Finally, our analysis highlights the importance of sea-surface-height variability as an envi-

ronmental variable. We link higher variability to increased larval densities. The impact of sea-

surface height on tuna and billfish larval abundance has been previously documented (43, 44),

but the underlying causality remains as elusive as for phosphorus. The arguments connecting

negative sea-surface-height anomalies with upwelling and primary production (44) are contra-

dicted by our result showing no effect of chlorophyll concentration on larval densities. Overall,

causal relationships between environmental variables and larval densities remain vague, pre-

senting a number of crucial research questions for future studies. A natural starting point to

pursuing these questions would be to consider environmental variables emphasised by mutual

information. One should keep in mind, however, that mutual information is akin to cross-

correlation in that both fall short of guaranteeing the presence of underlying causality even
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between two strongly associated quantities.

Methods

Preliminaries. The present study’s purpose is to add value to the largest available dataset on

tuna and billfish larvae in the Pacific Ocean by extracting from the dataset new fundamental and

actionable knowledge on larval ecophysiology. Our attempt at achieving such a purpose was

predicated on building a geostatistical species-distribution model that best balances explanatory

power and mathematical parsimony. The term ‘explanatory power’ refers to the ability of the

model to associate patterns in the dataset with predictor variables accounted for manifestly, and

latent spatial factors standing in for missing predictors. The term ‘mathematical parsimony’

refers to keeping the model formulation as simple as possible without sacrificing explanatory

power to a significant degree.

Our modelling decisions were guided by the fact that biogeochemical interactions on an

ocean-wide scale form a complex system. A full geostatistical description of such a system

is conceptually hard because of many moving parts, and practically challenging because of

vast data requirements. This implies that even models with many predictor variables would

still likely miss important predictors, which is why we decided to err on the side of simplicity.

Specifics are outlined hereafter and include the model’s mathematical formulation, as well as

implementational details and custom definitions. Data sources are listed in Data availability.

Model formulation. We built our geostatistical species-distribution model in three distinct

steps. First, we assumed that larval density at spatio-temporal point i for species j is a random

variable following the Tweedie distribution

yij ∼ Tw(µij, pj, φj), 1 < pj < 2 ∧ φj > 0, (1)
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where µij is the mean, pj is the power parameter, and φj is the dispersion parameter. All three

parameters jointly determine the distribution’s variance var[yij] = φjµ
pj
ij . The Tweedie distri-

bution is characterised by the non-negative real support [0,+∞) on which there is a probability

mass concentrated at zero, followed by an exponentially decreasing profile away from zero.

These characteristics naturally fit applications such as ours, in which many zero measurements

are accompanied by occasional positive outcomes whose likelihood declines with size.

The second step in model building was to represent the mean larval density at point i for

species j as

µij = exp (Xiβj + ZiLj), (2)

where Xi is a row vector of observed predictor-variable values at point i and βj is a column

vector of model coefficients for species j. The row vector Zi is a latent spatial analogue of the

vector Xi, incorporating further mathematical structure relevant for modelling larval densities.

The column vector Lj is a latent spatial analogue of the vector βj whose components lfj are

lfj 6= 0 if f < j, lfj = 1 if f = j, and lfj = 0 if f > j, where f indexes layers of the latent

spatial field.

The final step in model building was to assign mathematical structure to the vector Zi. The

components zfi of this vector are interpolated using zfi = A[i]U
f
{i}, where [i] and {i} respec-

tively refer to the geolocation and the timestamp of point i. The row vector A[i] contains the

barycentric coordinates of point i arising from a Delaunay triangulation of the study area (45).

The Delaunay triangulation covers the study area with a set of nodes, indexed by k, at which

we keep track of the components ufk,t of each layer Uf
{i} of the latent spatial field.

We assumed that the latent spatial field is temporally and spatially auto-correlated. The

former is captured by

ufk,t =
4∑

s=1

ρfsu
f
k,t−s + ωfk,t, (3)

where ρfs are auto-regressive coefficients that determine the temporal auto-correlation structure
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of the overall model. The remaining term ωfk,t represents a realisation at node k and time

t of the Gaussian Markov random field ωf ∼ GMRF(0,Σf ) whose covariance matrix Σf

stores the spatial auto-correlation structure of the model. To satisfy the Markovian property, the

covariance between any two points distance d apart is given by the Matérn covariance function

Mcov(d) =
σ2

2ν−1Γ(ν)
(κd)ν Kν (κd) , (4)

where Γ(·) is the gamma function, Kν(·) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind, σ2

is the variance, and ν and κ are positive parameters.

Implementation and custom definitions. We estimated the model’s parameters using the

maximum-likelihood method. This method entails choosing the parameter values that maximise

the log-likelihood of observing the dataset at hand. The log-likelihood is

logL =
∑

i

∑

j

log p
(
yij|βj,Lj, ρs, pj, φj; Σ

f
)

=
∑

i

∑

j

log

∫
p
(
yij|βj,Lj, ρs, pj, φj;ω

f
)

× p
(
ωf |Σf

)∏

f

dωf , (5)

where p(·|·) signify probability density functions as per model definitions. Specifically, p
(
yij|βj, . . . ;ωf

)

is the probability density function for the Tweedie distribution Tw(µij, pj, φj), whereas p
(
ωf |Σf

)

is the joint probability density function for a set of independent multivariate normal distribu-

tions with the covariance matrices Σf . The log-likelihood was, due to its complexity, maximised

numerically with the R package TMB (46).

An important modelling decision was to restrict the model’s predictor variables solely to

sea-surface temperature (SST). The reasons for this are twofold. First, the product Xiβj iso-

lates the primary effect of SST on mean larval densities, whereas the product ZiLj subsumes

the secondary effects of latent spatial factors that stand in for missing predictors, presumably
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key environmental variables. Second, SST had been the only quantity measured during the

original larval survey. The SST dataset is therefore free of input uncertainties inherent in pro-

cessed datasets. We employed processed datasets from widely trusted oceanographic sources to

identify potential drivers of the latent spatial field rather than as explicit predictor variables in

the model. We relied on mutual information for this purpose. Mutual information, although less

ubiquitous than cross-correlation, is a well-documented measure of both linear and non-linear

associations between variables (34).

The product Xiβj is structured as follows. We assumed that for each species there is an

optimal temperature SST0
j , deviations from this temperature ∆SSTij = SSTi − SST0

j cause

larval densities to decrease, and the decrease is symmetric with respect to ∆SSTij . A simple

functional form satisfying these assumptions is Xiβj = βj,0+βj,1(∆SSTij)
2, with βj,1 < 0. For

species j, therefore, the maximum of the mean larval density is exp (βj,0), whereas a fractional

decline of the mean larval density given an arbitrary SST deviation is exp [βj,1(∆SSTj)
2)].

We used some custom definitions to quantify the effects of ocean warming on tuna and bill-

fish larvae. Once the estimation of βj and Lj is completed, the individual terms of Eq. (2) can

be treated as continuous functions of location r over the study area and time t: µij 7→ µj(r, t)

is the mean larval density, exp (Xiβj) 7→ µ1
j [SST(r, t)] is its primary temperature-dependent

component, and exp (ZiLj) 7→ µ2
j [LSF(r, t)] is its secondary environment-dependent compo-

nent. The mean larval density for the reference period 1960-85 is obtained by time-averaging

SST to SSTref(r) and the latent spatial field to LSFref(r), thus eliminating time dependence

µj,ref(r) = µ1
j [SSTref(r)]µ2

j [LSFref(r)]. (6)

The reference larval mass is then the volume integral over the study area Mj,ref =
∫
µref(r)d3r.

Taking the difference ∆µ1
j [SST(r, t)] between µ1

j [SST(r, t)] and µ1
j [SSTref(r)] isolates and

tracks through time the effects of ocean warming on larval densities relative to the reference
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period. The magnitude of this difference, however, is important only where larvae is likely to

be found. We therefore calculated a density-weighted aggregate effect of SST on species j as

AEj =
1

Mj,ref

∫
µj,ref(r)∆µ1

j [SST(r, t)]d3r. (7)

The fact that the mean larval density, µj(r, t), is separable into a primary temperature-

dependent component, µ1
j [SST(r, t)], and a secondary environment-dependent component, µ2

j [LSF(r, t)],

allows identifying which of the components dominates at spatio-temporal location (r, t). A way

to achieve this is to form a ratio of contributions

CRj(r, t) =
µ1
j [SST(r, t)]

µ2
j [LSF(r, t)]

. (8)

The values 0 < CRj(r, t) < 1 signal that primary ocean-warming effects contribute to larval

densities more than secondary environmental effects, whereas the values CRj(r, t) > 1 signal

the opposite.

To quantify diversity at location r, we defined a diversity index

DI(r) =
∑

j

1{µj,ref(r′)>0}(r), (9)

where 1A(r) is an indicator function such that 1A(r) = 1 if r ∈ A and 1A(r) = 0 otherwise.

The quantity DI(r) is a simple counter of positive reference larval densities at a chosen location.

Data availability. The data on larval abundance are publicly accessible from Zenodo at https:

//doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.6592148. The data on sea-surface temperature (SST)

measured together with larval abundance and used for model learning are a property of the

government of Japan; requests for access should be directed at the corresponding author. The

SST data used to predict the effects of ocean warming on tuna and billfish larvae are from

the Hadley Centre Sea Ice and Sea Surface Temperature data set (HadISST) publicly accessi-

ble at https://www.metoffice.gov.uk/hadobs/hadisst/. The data on mixed
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layer depth and salinity are publicly accessible from The World Ocean Atlas (WOA18) at

https://www.ncei.noaa.gov/access/world-ocean-atlas-2018/. The data

on sea surface height relative to geoid are publicly accessible from the NCEP Global Ocean Data

Assimilation System (GODAS) at https://psl.noaa.gov/data/gridded/data.

godas.html. The data on surface partial pressure of carbon dioxide in sea water, mole con-

centration of dissolved molecular oxygen in sea water, mass concentration of chlorophyll a in

sea water, mole concentration of phosphate in sea water, sea water pH reported on total scale,

and mole concentration of nitrate in sea water are publicly accessible from the Copernicus Ma-

rine Service Information at https://marine.copernicus.eu/access-data. The

data on eddy kinetic energy are a part of the Archiving, Validation and Interpretation of Satellite

Oceanographic (AVISO) data publicly accessible at https://www.aviso.altimetry.

fr/en/data/data-access.html.

Code availability. The code developed for this analysis is publicly accessible from the Open

Science Framework (OSF) at https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/42HM8.
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Table 1: Sea-surface temperature (SST) optima for tuna and billfish larvae, and larval-density losses in-
duced by SST deviating±1 ◦C from these optima. Blue-marlin and sailfish larvae thrive at exceptionally
high SST. Billfish are less sensitive to suboptimal SST than tuna.

Species
Optimum,

SST0

% larval loss at
∆SST = ±1 ◦C

Bluefin tuna 26.49 22.34
Bigeye tuna 27.87 16.98
Yellowfin tuna 28.05 16.83
Albacore tuna 28.13 17.12
Skipjack tuna 28.44 14.83
Swordfish 26.93 8.55
Striped marlin 28.91 9.67
Blue marlin 32.93 6.65
Sailfish 32.50 6.91
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Figure 1: Larval-survey dataset. (a) The plot displays data points for the reference period from 1960 to
1985. Each data point contains records on geolocation, effort (in m3 min−1), and sea-surface temperature
(not shown), in addition to the observed larval species. The plot also displays a Delaunay triangulation
of the area encompassing all larval-survey locations. The triangulation, comprising 277 nodes connected
by edges whose maximum length is 1,250 km, defines the domain over which our geostatistical species-
distribution model operates. (b) Larval surveys had observed a total of 24 individual species or multi-
species groups. We focused our analyses on nine tuna and billfish species that had been discriminated
with high confidence. Ordered by the number of samples, these are: skipjack tuna (Katsuwonus pelamis),
Pacific bluefin tuna (Thunnus orientalis), yellowfin tuna (Thunnus albacares), blue marlin (Makaira
nigricans), albacore tuna (Thunnus alalunga), striped marlin (Kajikia audax), bigeye tuna (Thunnus
obesus), sailfish (Istiophorus platypterus), and swordfish (Xiphias gladius).
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Figure 2: Seasonal tuna and billfish larval densities across the Pacific for the reference period 1960-
85. In qualitative terms, we differentiate between (i) large-sized contiguous distributions of yellowfin-
tuna, skipjack-tuna, and blue-marlin larvae, (ii) mid- to small-sized patchy distributions of bigeye-tuna,
albacore-tuna, swordfish, striped-marlin, and sailfish larvae, and (iii) congregated distribution of Pacific
bluefin-tuna larvae. Contiguous larval habitats are centred around the equator, but still, there is some
seasonal variability mirrored in the northward (southward) pull during northern (southern) warm months.
Patchier larval habitats are subject to even more pronounced seasonal changes, especially away from
the equator where larvae tend to appear only during warm months. The Pacific bluefin-tuna larvae is
exclusive to the northeastern Pacific in spring and, to a lesser degree, summer.
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Figure 3: Geospatially resolved effects of rising sea-surface temperature (SST) on tuna and billfish larval
densities. (a) SST in the Pacific Ocean has risen in recent decades. We used the 1960-85 period as a
reference for building our geostatistical species-distribution model. (b) The model predicts the optimal
SST for each species and the effect on larval density as SST deviates from the optimum. Pacific bluefin
tuna, yellowfin tuna, and blue marlin are highlighted, representing low, moderate, and high optimal SST,
respectively. (c) The model also predicts the aggregate impact of SST on larval density during the major
El Niño event of 1997-98 and under current conditions, relative to the reference period. Pacific bluefin
tuna, striped marlin, blue marlin, and sailfish are positively impacted, whereas bigeye tuna, yellowfin
tuna, albacore tuna, skipjack tuna, and swordfish are negatively impacted. (d) The aggregate impact is
based on a geospatially resolved analysis, illustrated here for the El Niño year for Pacific bluefin tuna
(left), yellowfin tuna (middle), and blue marlin (right). The effect of SST at each location is weighted by
reference larval density (shown in Figure 2) because rising SST is only relevant where larvae are likely
to be found. Green and red shades respectively indicate areas where we can expect more or fewer larvae.
(e) The same as panel d, but under the current conditions.
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Figure 4: Comparing the relative strength of primary and secondary effects on tuna and billfish larval
densities. (a) The primary effects, mediated by sea-surface temperature (SST), and the secondary effects,
mediated by other environmental variables, are comparable in magnitude. We calculated the ratio of pri-
mary to secondary contributions to larval densities at all surveyed locations and displayed the distribution
of results. The number on top of each distribution shows the percentage of locations where the primary
effects prevail (b, c) Geographically, the primary effects prevail across the central-Pacific longitudes and
tropical latitudes. The opposite holds in the remaining 60-75 % of the study area, which includes the
extreme case of Pacific bluefin tuna in whose spawning habitat (light-blue shade) the secondary effects
overshadow the primary ones.
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Figure 5: Characteristics and potential drivers of the latent spatial field. (a) Apart for the distinctive
latent spatial field for Pacific bluefin tuna, others are either tropical tuna-like or marlin-like. Representa-
tive examples are yellowfin tuna and blue marlin, respectively. (b) A similarity network using normalized
mutual information shows that species with the tropical tuna-like latent spatial field are bigeye tuna, yel-
lowfin tuna, skipjack tuna, and sailfish. Species with the marlin-like latent spatial field are striped marlin,
blue marlin, swordfish, and albacore tuna. Link width represents the normalized mutual information be-
tween linked species’ latent spatial fields. Links with widths less than 0.1 are excluded. (c) Among the
analysed environmental variables, sea-surface-height variability, phosphate concentration, and pH are
most strongly associated with the latent spatial field. We defined signal to noise as the mutual informa-
tion between the latent spatial field and an environmental variable divided by the same quantity when the
environmental variable is randomly reshuffled.
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Figure 6: Larval diversity in the Pacific as inferred by our geostatistical species-distribution model. The
western and central Pacific harbours noticeably more diversity than the eastern Pacific, with the overall
distribution closely resembling the known distribution of sea-surface temperature (36). Additionally,
there is a noticeable diversity patch south of Japan during the boreal spring and summer, which coincides
with the known distribution of sea-surface-height variability (37).
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Supporting Table 1: Model selection. We hypothesised and tested 11 models of increasing
complexity, expressing their (i) goodness of fit with the Akaike information criterion (AIC)
obtained via maximum-likelihood estimation, and (ii) predictive power with the mean-square
and mean-absolute errors (MSE and MAE, respectively) obtained via 10-fold cross-validation.
Model complexity increased by adding more fixed-effect predictors, more latent spatial layers,
or more auto-regressive terms. To avoid over-fitting and maximise predictive power, we chose
the model with the lowest MSE and second lowest MAE, but only the fourth lowest AIC.

No. Timestep Predictorsa Layersb AR termsc NLLd AICe MSEf MAEg

1 yr SST 1 1 55446 111003 1.2490 0.0875
2 yr SST 2 1 53099 106330 1.2260 0.0841
3 qtr SST 2 1 52314 104759 1.2460 0.0825
4 qtr SST 2 4 52080 104304 1.2390 0.0823
5 qtr SST, vTYP 2 4 51921 104003 1.2590 0.0821
6 qtr SST, yr 2 4 50804 102202 1.2250 0.0804
7 qtr SST 3 4 50614 101395 1.2190 0.0796
8 qtr SST, yr 3 4 49928 100475 1.2200 0.0790
9h qtr SST 4 4 50221 100632 1.2140 0.0786

10 qtr SST, yr 4 4 49703 100047 1.2170 0.0786
11i qtr SST 5 4 49983 100176 1.2170 0.0783
a Fixed-effect predictors: SST = sea-surface temperature (continuous), vTYP = vessel type

(categorical), and yr = year (categorical)
b Number of latent spatial layers
c Number of auto-regressive coefficients
d Negative log likelihood
e Akaike information criterion
f Mean-square error of 10-fold cross-validation
g Mean-absolute error of 10-fold cross-validation
h Selected model
i Computing the Hessian matrix failed
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Supporting Figure 1: Parameter estimates quantifying primary ocean-warming effects. The
functional form β0 + β1(∆SST)2 incorporating the SST as a predictor variable in the model
was for the purpose of parameter estimation recast intoA+B × SST + C × SST2, whereA =
β0 + β1SST2

0, B = −2β1SST0, and C = β1. Circles indicate estimated parameter values and
error bars the 95 % confidence intervals.
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β, denoted L. Circles indicate estimated parameter values and error bars the 95 % confidence
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Supporting Figure 3: Parameter estimates quantifying spatial auto-correlation and the resulting
covariance functions. (a, b) Circles indicate estimated parameter values and error bars the 95 %
confidence intervals. Parameter τ determines the variance of the Matérn function via σ2 =
(4π)−1κ−2τ−2. (c) The shape of the Matérn covariance functions for each of the four layers
comprising the latent spatial field. An important model diagnostic is that the covariance extends
beyond the maximum edge distance in the Delaunay triangulation of the study area, represented
here by the vertical dashed lines.

5



-0.4

0.0

0.4

0.8

1,1 2,1 3,1 4,1 1,2 2,2 3,2 4,2 1,3 2,3 3,3 4,3 1,4 2,4 3,4 4,4

Index of ρs
f

E
s
tim

a
te

d
 v

a
lu

e
 o

f 
ta

n
h

(ρ
sf )

Supporting Figure 4: Parameter estimates quantifying temporal auto-correlation. Circles indi-
cate estimated parameter values and error bars the 95 % confidence intervals. All statistically
significant parameters are positive, suggesting that a good season in a given year is likely to be
followed by another good season in the next year. Likewise for bad seasons.
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Supporting Figure 5: Parameter estimates for the Tweedie distribution. Circles indicate esti-
mated parameter values and error bars the 95 % confidence intervals.
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Supporting Figure 6: Model diagnostics. We calculated randomised quantile residuals (RQRs)
because they offer good statistical power and low type I error in detecting misspecification of
count regression models, including non-linear covariate effects, over-dispersion, zero inflation,
and even misspecified distributional assumptions (1). If our model were misspecified, RQRs in
the shown Q-Q plots would deviate substantially from the diagonals shown in red. Lack of such
deviations implies that the model satisfactorily passed the diagnostic testing against common
misspecifications.
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Supporting Figure 7: Model diagnostics on an artificial dataset I. We created a 4-season, 10-year
long ‘dataset’ by running the model in a configuration with two categorical predictor variables
and two layers of the latent spatial field. We then randomly dropped 50 % of the data points
and fitted the model to the remaining data. (a) The ‘ground-truth’ first layer of the latent spatial
field. (b) The model-estimated first layer of the latent spatial field successfully reproduces the
features of its ground-truth counterpart. The x and y coordinates are in an arbitrary unit of
distance. See also Supporting Figure 8.
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Supporting Figure 8: Model diagnostics on an artificial dataset II. The same as Supporting
Figure 7, but for the second layer of the latent spatial field.
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