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Preface 

This cumulative dissertation consists of three sections (Figure 0.1). Section A provides an introduction to 

relevant key concepts, identifies the overarching objective of this dissertation, summarizes the respective 

studies and discusses emerging cross-cutting themes (Chapter 1). The empirical research of this 

dissertation was based in Transylvania and is presented in Section B (Chapters 2-6). In Section B, I first 

develop a methodological background for the subsequent chapters by exploring an optimal survey 

strategy, allocating the available resources in a study design that enables high statistical power and covers a 

wide range of environmental conditions (Chapter 2). In Chapters 3-6, I empirically investigate the 

biodiversity and distribution patterns of plants and butterflies in response to different landscape 

structures. In Section C (Chapters 7 & 8), I conceptually embed socio-economic considerations into the 

local and international discourse on sustainable rural development. Chapters 2 to 8 represent a series of 

scientific articles which I have authored and which are either published or in revision in international peer-

reviewed scientific journals. The corresponding references for each paper are listed on the title pages of 

the respective chapter. The content of each chapter is the same as the journal article, with figure and table 

labels adapted to the presentation of this dissertation. Because Chapters 2 to 8 were designed as stand-

alone publications, there is some unavoidable repetition between chapters. All literature cited is presented 

in a single reference list at the end of the dissertation. 

 

Figure 0.1: Structure of the dissertation
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Fostering sustainable development in human-dominated systems 

In the Anthropocene, humans dominate the world΄s ecosystems (Vitousek et al. 1997; Crutzen 2002). 

Effects of human activities include climate change, environmental pollution, the introduction of alien 

species, over-exploitation of natural resources as well as destruction and disruption of natural and semi-

natural ecosystems (Steffen et al. 2004). Humans have already modified 75 % of the Earth΄s terrestrial 

surface (Ellis and Ramankutty 2008), primarily for agricultural purposes (Ramankutty and Foley 1999; 

Foley et al. 2011). Furthermore, fulfilling the needs, and desires, of a continuously growing human 

population (Foley et al. 2005; Godfray et al. 2010; Tilman et al. 2011) is exceeding planetary boundaries 

(Rockström et al. 2009). One of the biggest problems caused by these global changes is the worldwide and 

sometimes irreversible loss of biodiversity (Sala et al. 2000). Biodiversity includes genes, individuals, 

populations, species, communities, ecosystems, and the interactions between these entities (Lindenmayer 

and Franklin 2002). Accelerating species extinction rates exceed the natural background extinction rate by 

a factor of 100 or even 1000 (Chapin et al. 2000), so that scientists speculate we are close to the onset of 

the sixth mass extinction on Earth (Barnosky et al. 2011). This loss of biological diversity leads to biotic 

homogenization, which entails cascading effects on the multiple ecosystem functions and services which 

landscapes provide (De Groot et al. 2002; Hector and Bagchi 2007). Ultimately, the persistence of human 

well-being and of our socio-economic systems depends on these functions (Millennium Ecosystem 

Assessment 2005).  

If these problems are to be solved there must be a directed and meaningful change towards 

environmentally sound and socially meaningful development (Lélé 1991). Such sustainable development 

involves the economic, social and biophysical dimensions of human well-being (Berkes et al. 2003). The 

best known expression of sustainable development is development that ”meets the needs of the present 

without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs" (WCED 1987). Hence, 

the notion of sustainable development creates an ethical framework that implies intra- and 

intergenerational distributive and procedural justice (Langhelle 2000).  

International commitments, such as the Millennium Development Goals, incorporated the notion of 

sustainable development into their agenda, and the Convention on Biological Diversity (Convention on 

Biological Diversity 2010), declared conserving nature and wildlife as one of its major goals. However, in 

order to actually act within the framework of sustainable development, we urgently require well-informed 

governance and local solutions that build on interdisciplinary research which takes into account both the 

social and the ecological perspectives (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment 2005). This dissertation seeks to 

deliver insights into the links between biodiversity and sustainability from an ecological perspective, 

focusing on one of the last biocultural refugia of Europe: Southern Transylvania (Barthel et al. 2013; 

Hanspach et al. 2014).  
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Rural landscapes as social-ecological systems 

Global change often has profound impacts on rural landscapes. Historically, rural landscapes are 

characterized by a low population density, distant from the more dynamic centres of political activity and 

decision making (Ambrosio-Albala and Delgado 2008). The social and economic structures of rural 

landscapes are often closely dependent on agriculture and forestry. The environment in these areas has 

often been highly influenced by human activities over centuries because the rural population extracted 

goods and services from the ecosystems (Fisher et al. 2009). In the context of sustainable development, 

rural landscapes need to function as a resource for future generations (inter-generational equity); therefore, 

the conservation of various important aspects of these landscapes, including their biodiversity, is crucial. 

Yet, despite the importance of rural landscapes in sustaining and enhancing human well-being, 

conservation is often neglected in management. Rural landscapes currently face tremendous 

transformations due to the modernization of agriculture and industrialization processes which triggers the 

migration of rural people from the countryside to the cities (Palang et al. 2006; Schouten et al. 2012). As a 

consequence, rural landscapes are undergoing profound social, economic and cultural changes (Antrop 

2004) as well as shifts in land-use patterns. 

Particularly in rural landscapes, humans directly influence and are influenced by the environment at several 

organizational scales. This close and dynamic interlink between human society and natural processes is 

characteristic of social-ecological systems (Berkes et al. 2000; Walker et al. 2004; Folke 2006). In these 

systems, human activities determine the ability of the system to adapt to ongoing and threatening 

environmental changes (Walker et al. 2004). This quality is also known as resilience, which is defined here 

as the ability to recover from external shocks and disturbances and retain the same essential functions and 

feedbacks (Holling 1973; Walker et al. 2004). A resilient rural system possesses a greater capacity to 

prevent undesirable changes in the face of external disturbances, and therefore a greater capacity to 

continue to provide the goods and services that support quality of human life (Walker and Salt 2006).  

90 % of the European Union (EU) is comprised of rural landscapes, approximately half of it which are 

pastoral and cropping systems, henceforth called “farmland” (Geiger et al. 2010). Central and Eastern 

European rural landscapes integrate large natural and semi-natural areas, and have larger population rates 

than the Western parts of Europe (Geohive 2009). Many of these areas are now considered “traditional” 

cultural landscapes (Hartel et al. 2010). Besides the large amounts of biodiversity (Fischer et al. 2012), 

these traditional cultural landscapes also offer unique senses of place to many people (Palang et al. 2006; 

Plieninger et al. 2006). To ultimately put rural social-ecological systems on the pathway to sustainable 

development, a holistic approach is needed, which takes entire systems into consideration rather than 

optimizing individual components in isolation (Walker and Salt, 2006). 

Impacts of land-use change on farmland biodiversity  

Agriculture represents one of the foundations of modern human societies and the main activity in social-

ecological systems– in order to produce agricultural products constant human interventions are required 
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(Lélé 1991; Altieri 1999). These interventions convert natural ecosystems into artificial ones at several 

intensities, thereby altering and destroying ecosystem functions as well as habitat and resources for many 

species. Such alterations in land use are one of the main reasons for the rapid global decline in biodiversity 

(Sala et al. 2000; Haberl et al. 2009).  

Despite the detrimental impact of these changes in land use on the natural vegetation, many species have 

adapted to and depend on cultural landscapes (Kleijn et al. 2011). In fact, farmland harbours a large share 

of Europe΄s biodiversity (Geiger et al. 2010). However, this biodiversity has declined drastically over the 

last 50 years (Benton et al. 2003; Meyer et al. 2013), and there is increasing concern about the sustainability 

of agricultural systems (Kleijn and Sutherland 2003; Stoate et al. 2009; Butchart et al. 2010). Two 

processes which boost these concerns are agricultural intensification and land abandonment (Bignal and 

McCracken 2000). These are accelerating in many EU countries, and they both influence biodiversity and 

the multiple ecosystem functions that agro-ecosystems provide and affect (Young et al. 2005).  

Agricultural intensification is the process of raising the agricultural output of land by increasing the 

intensity of cropping in existing fields (Boserup 1965). Conventionally, intensification increases the use of 

indirect and direct inputs, such as labour, water for irrigation, and agrochemicals. Land-use intensification 

takes places predominantly in flat and fertile areas. However, these interventions typically entail negative 

environmental impacts, for example environmental pollution, loss of habitat and loss of spatial 

heterogeneity (Weibull et al. 2000; Benton et al. 2003). Consequently, conventional intensification is seen 

as a threat to farmland biodiversity (Bignal and McCracken 2000). 

Land abandonment, on the other hand, reflects a change in land use towards less intensive patterns or the 

total cessation of agricultural activities (Baudry 1991; Benayas et al. 2007). In Europe, this phenomenon 

occurs mostly in less accessible, marginal areas with less fertile soils (MacDonald et al. 2000). However, 

there is some debate as to the effects of land abandonment on biodiversity: Abandonment may lead to the 

structural simplification of a landscape through natural succession, and thus on the one hand it may cause 

a loss of biodiversity but on the other hand it may also offer opportunities for native ecosystems to 

recover (Navarro and Pereira 2012; Queiroz et al. 2014). Furthermore, it is not known whether land 

abandonment may also increase the risk of invasion by alien plant species, which would be an additional 

threat to biodiversity. 

The case of Transylvanian farmland 

Some of Europe΄s most notable examples of traditional farming landscapes are found in Romania 

(Fischer et al. 2012). Romania is known for its unique geography and exceptionally high levels of 

biodiversity, hosting species that are rare or endangered in the rest of the EU (Ioras 2003; Schmitt and 

Rákosy 2007; Page et al. 2012). In particular Transylvania, a region in the country’s centre, represents a 

highly heterogeneous landscape mosaic, in which mainly small-scale farmland patches with low inputs of 

pesticides are scattered over large areas of semi-natural ecosystems. This cultural landscape is known as a 
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bio-cultural refugium that has maintained a uniquely rich flora and fauna (Ioras 2003; Akeroyd and Page 

2006; Young et al. 2007; Wilson et al. 2012).  

Historically, large parts of this landscape were managed over centuries by the ethnic group of 

Transylvanian Saxons, who were closely bound to their land (Akeroyd and Page 2006; Milcu et al. 2014). 

However, political and economic changes during the last century caused a fundamental transition of these 

ancient social-ecological systems (Fischer et al. 2012; Mikulcak et al. 2013). Land collectivization during 

the Communist period (1960-1989) led to agricultural modernization and intensification measures in the 

flat and fertile land of Romania. However, traditional, low-intensity semi-subsistence agriculture persisted 

in the hilly and less accessible areas of Transylvania (Kuemmerle et al. 2009). 

The breakdown of Communism in the 1990s was accompanied by social, institutional and political 

instability (Fraser and Stringer 2009). During that period, previously nationalized parcels of land were 

handed back to their original owners, which re-created a small-scale mosaic of land parcels. In many cases, 

the farms were no larger than one hectare (Luca 2009), which is barely enough land to conduct 

subsistence farming. The farmers΄ poverty and the small size of their farms forced the remaining farmers 

to use manual labour instead of machines, horses instead of tractors, and manure instead of artificial 

fertilizers. In 2007, Romania became a member of the EU, which triggered further restructuring of land 

use and land ownership. Still nowadays, more than 70 % of all holdings in Romania are smaller than two 

hectares (Luca 2009). Emerging conflicts in land use include overgrazing by sheep (Akeroyd and Bădărău 

2012) and encroachment by privatization and infrastructure measures on traditional grazing commons 

(Sutcliffe et al. 2013).  

The ongoing transition exposes farmers to entirely new incentives and opportunities, so that small farms 

in flat areas are slowly converted into larger fields, and previously communally grazed areas become 

privatized or abandoned (Hartel et al. 2010). The speed and the number of changes are growing, with less 

time for agro-ecosystems to recover from disturbances. Overall, the traditional practices and small-scale 

structures of these farmlands are rapidly being lost (Palang et al. 2006). Thus, the future trajectory and 

consequences of land management for biodiversity and other ecosystem functions, goods and services is 

unclear. 

Plants and butterflies as study groups 

Biodiversity comprises the aspects species richness, species composition and functional diversity (Noss 

1990; Cardinale et al. 2012). In this dissertation, I focus on species diversity, and more specifically on 

species richness and composition. Species diversity describes two basic principles: the number of species 

present in a specific area (species richness) and the absolute and relative number of individuals of different 

species (species composition). I chose to focus on plant and butterfly diversity, because these groups are 

relatively easy to identify and ubiquitous (Pollard and Yates 1993; Stohlgren 2007), which makes the 

comparison between different localities feasible. More importantly, plants and butterflies are particularly 

rich and abundant in Transylvania (Akeroyd and Page 2006; Schmitt and Rákosy 2007; Akeroyd and Page 
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2011; Page et al. 2012). Furthermore, these groups exhibit distinct sensitivities to environmental changes 

and are subject to critical rates of extinction worldwide (Thomas et al. 2004).  

Plants are the primary producers in ecosystems and serve as a food resource for many (specialized) 

herbivores and nectarivores (Weibull et al. 2003). Furthermore, they create several layers of vegetation 

which determine the structure of the microhabitat and the soil conditions (Cardinale et al. 2012). 

Consequently, plants have a tremendous impact on ecosystems and their functions. In addition, plants are 

known to respond relatively slowly to environmental changes, meaning that they have a greater extinction 

debt than other organisms (Krauss et al. 2010). This vulnerability is especially interesting to study in the 

context of the quickly transforming landscapes under consideration, which may show differences in plant 

species richness and composition in varying systems with the same management regimes.  

Butterflies, on the other hand, are known to react quickly to environmental changes due to their relatively 

short life cycles and their dependence on specific ecological conditions (Erhardt 1985; Thomas et al. 2004; 

Morris et al. 2008; Warren and Bourn 2011). Moreover, butterflies are one of the best described 

invertebrate species, and thus have already been used extensively as model organisms in spatial and 

population ecology (Hanski et al. 1994; Watt and Boggs 2003; Öckinger and Smith 2006). 

The species compositions of plants and butterflies display a response to landscape structures (Steffan-

Dewenter and Tscharntke 1997; Weibull and Ostman 2003), since the two groups contain both relatively 

sedentary habitat specialists as well as more widespread generalist species. Increased nutrient input and 

structural simplification in farmland may therefore lead to a loss of diversity in species communities, 

mostly benefitting generalist species (McKinney and Lockwood 1999), as shown for birds (Devictor et al. 

2008), butterflies (Warren et al. 2001; Börschig et al. 2013) and plants (Meyer et al. 2013). Such losses in 

species community diversity lead to a functional homogenization of the landscape (Jongman 2002; Antrop 

2004). Often, generalist species are known to outcompete specialized species by their fast growth rate and 

their dispersal mechanisms (Stevens et al. 2012) – traits which are also common among invasive species 

(Catford et al. 2012).  

Besides their ecological characteristics, it is easy to demonstrate the relationships between the chosen 

study groups and human beings. For example, humans value plants for medicinal purposes and for food 

(De Groot et al. 2002). Butterflies are charismatic and have cultural and aesthetic value for humans. 

Moreover, the life cycle of butterflies illustrates evolutionary and natural processes in biology and is often 

used as an example in environmental education. The use of charismatic flagship species is useful in holistic 

approaches to biodiversity conservation – a perspective which is still little explored in transitioning 

countries. 

Overarching objective and specific research questions  

This dissertation is embedded in the interdisciplinary research project “Fostering sustainable development 

in Southern Transylvania”, which aimed to develop a holistic, social-ecological understanding of the 
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ancient cultural landscapes in Central Romania and identify pathways to sustainable development. The 

overarching objective of this dissertation was to quantify the relationship between selected elements of 

biodiversity and different land uses and landscape structures – such as woody vegetation, topography and 

spatial heterogeneity – in order to understand current biodiversity patterns and their drivers. Insights from 

these studies create evidence from which to derive recommendations for sustainable development.  

Specifically, I assessed the following research questions: 

(1) Which survey strategies are logistically efficient and also provide sufficient statistical power for 

this highly heterogeneous landscape to detect landscape-scale effects for butterflies and plants and 

also birds? (Chapter 2) 

(2) How do species richness patterns of vascular plants (Chapter 3) and butterflies (Chapter 4) 

respond to landscape structures at different spatial scales? 

(3) Which parts of the Transylvanian landscape are most prone to plant invasions? (Chapter 5) 

(4) How do different landscape structures in farmland facilitate or hinder butterfly movement? 

(Chapter 6) 

(5) What are the challenges and opportunities for biodiversity conservation related to the use of 

citizen science in Romania? (Chapter 7) 

(6) How could the wider scientific discourse on agricultural development affect land-use changes in 

Romania? (Chapter 8) 

General approach and summary of included studies 

The studies included in this dissertation cover a broad range of approaches. The empirical research 

(Section B) included methodological explorations and investigations of several aspects of biodiversity. The 

social-ecological research aspired to embed the processes in the case study area in the wider socio-

economic context (Section C). In the following, I give a short overview of the general approach in the 

studies included here and briefly present the main findings. 

Empirical investigations 

The empirical research on several aspects of biodiversity in the wider farmland landscape forms the core 

of this dissertation. For this purpose, the study area was subdivided into village catchments, as these 

represent meaningful units for empirical investigations in a social-ecological system. Village catchments 

were defined as a given village and its surrounding land, using a cost-distance algorithm in ArcMap (ESRI, 

version 10.1), with the village centre as the reference point and the slope and the distance to the next 

village as the cost variables.  
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Chapter 2 aimed to provide an a priori assessment of survey requirements needed to derive reliable data 

on biodiversity distribution patterns. This study took place in five village catchments, which differed in 

their geomorphological and social characteristics. I tested several sampling schemes in order to optimize 

the allocation of survey effort per study site versus number of study sites included. I investigated the 

minimum requirements for the sampling of species richness, species turnover and species composition in 

birds and butterflies with respect to the number of visits per site, and estimated effect sizes when using 

different numbers of study sites. I also tested a sampling scheme for plants that was entirely based on 

randomly placed survey relevées and compared the results in species richness, species turnover and species 

composition patterns to outcomes applying a conventional (and often preferred) method of botanical 

assessments. I found that for birds and butterflies, at least three repeats per site were necessary to reliably 

characterize biodiversity patterns in the sites. For plants, I found that the alternative survey method was 

able to detect patterns similar to those detected by the conventional method, while simultaneously 

covering a smaller area of the site. In order to detect landscape effects on all three species groups, I 

determined how many sites had to be investigated and found that an influence of environmental variables 

could be detected even with small changes in species richness, when at least 100 sites were surveyed.  

Based on the findings from Chapter 2, I surveyed the biodiversity patterns of plants (Chapter 3) and 

butterflies (Chapter 4) in response to landscape structures using a natural experimental design (Diamond 

1986). For this, village catchments were stratified by a cross-combination of the protection status 

according to the EU Birds and Habitats Directives (Site of Community Importance, Special Protection 

Area and unprotected) and terrain ruggedness (low, medium, high; defined by quantiles), and thirty villages 

were then randomly selected. Within these villages, the three dominant land use types “arable land”, 

“grassland” and “forest” were broadly distinguished, and with the exception of forest, were further 

stratified along gradients of heterogeneity (measured by the standard deviation of SPOT satellite imagery 

within 1 ha squares) and percent cover of woody vegetation. By focusing on key gradients in land use, 

woody vegetation and heterogeneity, this design thus substituted space for time to anticipate the effects of 

future land-use intensification or land abandonment. Per village, five study sites were randomly selected 

according to a stratified survey design, so that in total, 150 study sites were investigated: 30 sites in forests, 

60 on arable land and 60 on grassland. For logistical reasons, I actually surveyed 120 sites for diversity in 

butterflies and 139 sites for plants.  

The survey methods applied in the field were those evaluated as meaningful in Chapter 2. Hence, I walked 

200 m standard Pollard transects per one hectare site in a cross-shape for butterflies (Figure 2.1d), and 

eight one square meter relevées for plants in the same sites (similar to Figure 2.1c). Environmental 

variables, describing the topography, woody vegetation and several metrics of heterogeneity, were 

measured at the local (1 ha), the context (50 ha) and the landscape scale (catchment). In the analyses, 

species composition was analysed using ordination methods, and environmental variables were 

superimposed in order to identify significant correlations. The species richness of the respective groups 
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was also modelled using generalized linear mixed models with environmental variables from all spatial 

scales included as explanatory variables.  

My main findings for plants were that the species richness did not substantially differ between arable land 

and grasslands (Chapter 3). This is interesting because arable land is often not considered as an important 

component for species diversity in a landscape, and the conservation focus is often on grasslands. For 

butterflies, species communities differed not as strongly as expected between grassland and arable land. 

This finding also reveals a high conservation value for both grasslands and arable land. Remarkably, 

heterogeneity had contrary effects on butterfly species richness in farmland: while heterogeneity had a 

positive effect for arable land, it appeared to have a negative effect for grasslands. I also found that 

structural and topographic conditions at multiple spatial scales affected butterfly species richness, the 

richness of functional groups and species abundances (Chapter 4). 

Besides the distribution patterns of plants and butterflies, another issue to be investigated was which parts 

of the study area were most likely to be invaded by alien plant species. This is the topic of Chapter 5. For 

this investigation, I mapped presences of eight abundant invasive species by extended survey walks, 

covering the highest and lowest parts of valleys in the study area and including road margins and forests. 

The presence points allowed me to develop distribution maps for each species individually using the 

Maximum Entropy algorithm. These models were then correlated with environmental variables, such as 

distance to the road, remoteness, land use and heterogeneity. The findings of this study show that 

especially heterogeneous farmland at a large distance from roads appeared most prone to invasion by alien 

plant species. These areas are also most likely to have experienced abandonment in the past, because they 

mainly belonged to the Saxon villages of Transylvania, where emigration has been prevalent. Due to their 

remoteness and topography, these areas are also likely to continue to be abandoned in the future, thus 

providing further opportunities for invasive species to spread. 

Loss of heterogeneity in the landscape often coincides with a homogenization of species communities, in 

many cases benefitting generalist species over specialists. Chapter 6 aimed at finding out whether a causal 

relationship for butterfly declines in agricultural land can be seen in the changes in movement ecology of 

species with varying levels of mobility. To this end, I investigated butterfly movements in response to 

landscape structures. For this purpose, I recorded the individual movements of 563 individuals of nine 

butterfly species with varying mobility in 15 agricultural landscapes, covering a gradient of landscape 

heterogeneity and woody vegetation cover. All distinguishable land-use types – including arable land and 

all its surrounding elements – were included in this study, but in addition to the typology used in former 

studies, I also distinguished between cultivated and uncultivated patches. Each study site with a circular 

size of ten hectares was mapped in detail. Butterfly movements were characterized according to their flight 

duration, distance, speed and sinuosity, as well as number of boundary crossings between land-use 

sections. These variables were tested for difference in their response to landscape structures. The findings 

of this study showed that movement activities differed significantly between species, corresponding well 
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with expert-derived estimates of species-specific mobility. Interestingly, species of low and high mobility 

responded in opposite ways to increased levels of landscape heterogeneity. In relatively simple landscapes, 

the movement patterns of low- and high-mobility species were similar. By contrast, in complex 

landscapes, the flight paths of low-mobility species became shorter and more erratic, whereas the flight 

paths of high-mobility species became longer and straighter. Furthermore, most species avoided arable 

land but favoured the more heterogeneous parts of a given landscape.  

Socio-economic context 

Chapter 7 presents a short discourse on the obstacles to and opportunities for environmental 

conservation which arise when using citizen science, and describes as an example the establishment of a 

national butterfly monitoring scheme in Romania. Citizen science programmes have tremendous potential 

for environmental and scientific education, but they are rarely applied in Eastern European countries. 

Recommendations for the effective design of such programs are available in the literature, but the vast 

majority of existing work has focused on relatively rich and industrialized countries. Under more 

challenging socio-economic conditions, such as in Romania, there may be a need to adjust these general 

approaches. In this short study, I derive insights from my experience conducting several activities to 

strengthen citizen engagement and from synthesizing discussions with many stakeholders engaged in 

monitoring programs in and outside of Europe. This chapter highlights four general themes that may be 

worth considering when initiating new citizen science projects in Eastern Europe and other countries in 

which civil engagement is a relatively new idea. Firstly, I emphasize that it is important to balance formal 

and informal support in engaging volunteers. Secondly, I consider education as well as building capacity 

and confidence crucial to the establishment of a culture of volunteering. Thirdly, I argue for the active 

integration of both national experts and local stakeholders in volunteer programs; and fourthly, I conclude 

that successful volunteer programs require effective leadership.  

Finally, growing concerns about global food security have led to recommendations to use “sustainable 

intensification” as a way to optimize agricultural production without compromising the environment. 

Chapter 8 offers a critical appraisal of the notion of sustainable intensification in the context of global 

food security. In the current scientific discourse, sustainable intensification has been defined as the 

process of enhancing agricultural yields with minimal environmental impact and without expanding the 

existing agricultural land base. However, this notion does not engage with established principles that are 

central to sustainability and it may even be counterproductive for biodiversity conservation and the 

maintenance of ecosystem functions in farmland. In Transylvania, for example, intensification is possible 

because of the presence of yield gaps, but it would very likely undermine the long-term provision of other 

ecosystem services. Furthermore, without addressing issues related to food accessibility and individual 

empowerment in the intensification decision process, increased production cannot meaningfully 

contribute to improving global food security. Sustainable solutions for food security need to work from 
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regional to local scales, and truly sustainable food systems must consider the vital importance of 

governance and distribution issues. 

Cross-cutting themes and synthesis 

This dissertation is one of relatively few studies investigating a wide variety of approaches in landscape 

ecology. It provides new information on landscape characteristics that support biodiversity, with an 

emphasis on low-intensity farmland. The strength of this predominantly ecological work is that it 

determines the responses in terms of species richness and composition of two ecologically different 

groups at a landscape level. I used a stratified randomized survey approach along key landscape gradients 

that are likely to change in the future: relative amount of woody vegetation and heterogeneity. These 

responses were measured within survey units that are meaningful in a social-ecological context (i.e. village 

catchments). In the following, I discuss four interlinked themes that emerged from my investigations, and 

which span the different studies. The first of these is the impact of land use on biodiversity patterns. This 

is followed by a discussion of the roles of woody vegetation and spatial heterogeneity for biodiversity. I 

then discuss how prospective land-use change on Transylvanian farmland may influence biodiversity and 

finally as a synthesis of the previous points I describe how biodiversity conservation in Transylvanian 

farmland is intricately linked with sustainable development.  

Responses of biodiversity patterns to land use 

The empirical studies which form part of this dissertation revealed the widespread occurrence of high 

species richness in the low-intensity farmland of Southern Transylvania. All land-use types – forest, arable 

land and grassland – contributed to the overall species pool in the landscape. Grasslands carried 

significantly higher species richness of vascular plants (Chapter 3), but not of butterflies (Chapter 4). 

Despite this widespread species richness, I observed that some species of conservation interest occurred 

exclusively in grasslands. The findings derived from the butterfly movement study (Chapter 6) also 

showed that some low- and medium-mobility butterfly species preferred grassland or uncultivated patches 

in farmland, while all butterflies tended to use less arable land for their movements than was expected 

from random movement. A distinction in species communities between land-use types was most strongly 

pronounced for vascular plants. Butterfly communities on grasslands and arable land however, showed a 

broad overlap. This finding also holds true for bird diversity in these landscapes (see Appendix 1). In my 

analysis, land-use type played an important role in species composition and species richness of vascular 

plants. It was not, however, possible to fully distinguish the effect of land-use type on richness patterns of 

butterflies from that of other drivers since land use interacted with several environmental variables and at 

several spatial scales. 

My main conclusion from these observations is that both arable land and grassland in Southern 

Transylvania have a high conservation value for plants and butterflies. However, this conclusion may only 
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be valid given landscape characteristics comparable to Southern Transylvania, where arable land and 

grassland are interspersed at a fine spatial scale and also contain uncultivated elements and scattered 

woody vegetation. Arable land, depending on its structure, can provide resources for butterflies (Ouin et 

al. 2003) and serve as habitat for some species of wild plants. Nonetheless, most crop fields are considered 

unsuitable as habitat for many species; certain features of crop fields may also function as a barrier to 

movements (Ricketts 2001) and the presence of a species may simply result from spillover effects 

(Dunning et al. 1992). Yet, the structure of the farmland in Southern Transylvania at present seems to 

display a high connectivity of natural and semi-natural elements and to support high presence and 

abundances of overall species richness across its different landscape elements. (Bennett et al. 2006; 

Simmering et al. 2006; Vrdoljak and Samways 2014). A mixture of land-use types and a variety of 

structural elements may complement the habitat requirements of a species on farmland. In order to 

understand patterns of species richness it is important to consider the entire farmland mosaic across a 

landscape.  

Responses of biodiversity patterns to woody vegetation 

The amount of woody vegetation cover was one of the two underlying gradients in the stratification of the 

study area. This dissertation showed differing reactions in species communities to the amount of woody 

vegetation present in farmland sites at several spatial scales. At the local and the landscape scale, woody 

vegetation was the most important driver of diversity in plant and bird communities (Chapter 3; Appendix 

1). Woody vegetation also affected butterfly species composition, but was not as important as other 

environmental variables. Farmlands with larger amounts of woody vegetation were positively related to 

richness in all investigated species. The reason for this may be that patches with woody vegetation in 

general represent relatively undisturbed areas that provide shelter, a distinct microclimate and space for 

thermoregulation (Dover et al. 1997). The benefit of woody vegetation for biodiversity, however, may be 

restricted to moderate amounts of woody vegetation. Areas with a high amount of woody vegetation 

cover, such as forests, host comparatively low species richness of plants and butterflies in Europe (Balmer 

and Erhardt 2000; Bengtsson et al. 2000).  

Not all functional groups considered in this dissertation showed a positive relation to woody vegetation: 

arable weeds benefitted from the presence of trees and shrubs on arable land, whereas grassland indicator 

species showed a negative unimodal relationship to woody vegetation on arable land, but a positive 

relation on grassland. Butterfly species with a low mobility also responded in a negative unimodal way to 

woody vegetation. These findings may indicate that these butterflies depend on shelter in open landscapes; 

thus, they may avoid both too open and too densely vegetated patches. Furthermore, the movement study 

(Chapter 6) showed that highly mobile generalists were more inclined to quickly fly straight through 

wooded and complex landscapes, while low-mobility species tended to follow shorter flight paths which 

were more erratic. A possible explanation for this is that low-mobility species were unable to cross woody 

elements in the landscape; alternatively, this movement behaviour may also exhibit a reaction to resources 
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that these butterflies were able to use in complex landscapes. Moreover, the presence of some butterflies 

may depend on the presence of trees and shrubs as their host plants.  

In combination, these findings indicate that the presence of woody vegetation is an important component 

of a landscape supporting high biodiversity. However, woody vegetation also forms an integral part of 

spatial heterogeneity and it is difficult to interpret these phenomena separately. The presence of trees and 

shrubs can be part of the cultural landscape, but they can also grow as a consequence of natural 

succession after land abandonment. Hence, woody vegetation may reveal opposing effects on biodiversity 

patterns, and what is more, these can vary at different spatial scales. For instance, landscapes with a high 

proportion of forest cover were correlated with lower species richness in butterflies.  

Effects of heterogeneity on biodiversity patterns 

The second underlying gradient for stratification of the landscape was spatial heterogeneity, defined here 

as the structural variability of characteristic patterns of repetitive land cover types and linear landscape 

features in the landscape. In the empirical parts of this study, I included various measures of heterogeneity 

at several spatial scales. The response variables of interest, such as species richness, species presence and 

movement patterns, showed significant relations to several of these metrics at several spatial scales. Plants 

responded in a range of different ways to variables representing structural heterogeneity, as represented by 

woody vegetation cover at the local and the landscape scale, and to land-use heterogeneity at the landscape 

scale. Heterogeneity, as represented in this dissertation by topography, land cover types and spectral 

variance of the monochromatic channel of SPOT 5 satellite imagery, turned out to be an important driver 

of the species composition of plants. Land cover heterogeneity was generally beneficial for grassland 

indicator species, while topographical heterogeneity was the most important variable for plant species 

richness on arable land, but this applied only to a lesser extend to grasslands. Land-use heterogeneity at a 

landscape level was a driver of species composition in butterflies, with environmental variables such as the 

presence of woody vegetation and plant species richness being an indirect aspect of heterogeneity. 

Furthermore, heterogeneity played a role for species richness at the context level; that is within an area of 

50 ha. However, the effects of heterogeneity variables on butterfly movements were relatively weak. These 

patterns can be understood as a proxy of land-use intensity and are inherently linked with the 

heterogeneity of a landscape. Arable land in Transylvania harbours large amounts of semi-natural elements 

which increase heterogeneity and provide niches for many species.  

Overall, the heterogeneity of landscapes has been suggested as a major driver of farmland biodiversity 

(Benton et al. 2003; Tscharntke et al. 2012). Heterogeneous landscapes, for example those with a high 

proportion of semi-natural habitat and organic farming systems are often associated with greater species 

richness than their counterparts (Rundlöf and Smith 2006; Batary et al. 2011; Tuck et al. 2014). 

Nonetheless, the relationship between heterogeneity and species richness may be more complex (Redon et 

al. 2014), since processes linked to heterogeneity are known to depend on the spatial scales at which they 

are measured (Pickett and Cadenasso 1995) and thus to describe more than one phenomenon. 
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Heterogeneity may reflect a high structural diversity, but it can also reflect a high amount of habitat 

fragmentation. Effects of heterogeneity depend furthermore on the species of interest, since different 

species perceive heterogeneity differently (Gustafson and Gardner 1996). Heterogeneity can be 

conceptualized in several ways, and as such heterogeneity may not per se be beneficial for biodiversity. In 

this dissertation, I showed that it was not only heterogeneity that explained biodiversity patterns, but that 

the wider surroundings also explain why some farmland is richer in biodiversity than others. I conclude 

that in order to compare different components of the landscape, heterogeneity should be considered 

jointly with the wider landscape context and include different metrics at several spatial scales (Wagner et 

al. 2000; Diacon-Bolli et al. 2012). 

Potential impacts of land-use change on Transylvanian farmland 

Transylvania maintained traditional land-use practices and small-scale structures over centuries, and 

farmland forms an integral part of the cultural landscape in the region. In this dissertation, I found 

significant correlations between biodiversity and environmental parameters which are likely to change in 

the course of projected changes in the future (see Chapters 3 and 4). In the following, I will touch on the 

drivers of these changes and describe the impacts they may have on the biodiversity of Transylvania΄s 

farmland. A limitation to this kind of approach is that, due to the necessarily short observation period, the 

effects of abandonment and intensification on biodiversity cannot be measured directly, but could only be 

based on the assumption that heterogeneity and the amount of woody vegetation would change over time 

with future land-use change. In other words, my surveys displayed snapshot investigations in which 

differences in spatial conditions were a substitute for temporal variation. Consequently, my conclusions 

are by necessity based on observations from the natural experiments that I conducted. 

The traditional practices which create the small-scale farmland mosaic are currently at risk of developing 

towards either land abandonment or land-use intensification (Plieninger et al. 2006; Hanspach et al. 2014). 

These two processes are fostered by the decreasing profitability of agricultural practices in Romania 

(Kuemmerle et al. 2009; Robu et al. 2009) and will eventually lead to landscape simplification. Simplified 

or homogeneous landscapes typically include fewer structural elements, such as the amount of woody 

vegetation scattered throughout arable land, the area and configuration of uncultivated or fallow patches, 

and the sizes of individual arable fields (Tscharntke et al. 2005; Stoate et al. 2009). This loss of landscape 

complexity will decrease species richness, change species composition and influence the diversity of 

functional groups (Baur et al. 2006; Sanderson et al. 2013; Rader et al. 2014). In particular, species with 

low dispersal abilities have been shown to be disadvantaged in such settings, whereas generalist and highly 

mobile species thrive. Hence, landscape simplification leads to a homogenization of species communities 

(Ekroos et al. 2010; Börschig et al. 2013).  

Only recently, the exposure of yield gaps in Eastern European farmland led to recommendations to 

improve agricultural productivity (Mueller et al. 2012). Moreover, the industrialization of agriculture and 

the accompanying increase of field size and use of agrochemicals are being promoted as a way to improve 
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the economic situation in Romania (Robu et al. 2009). However, the application of agrochemicals on 

cropland as a means towards land-use intensification will probably have irreversible, negative effects on 

several species groups and on the surrounding ecosystems. Hence, boosting the intensification of farming 

in this area would very likely occur at a cost to biodiversity (Chapter 8). Furthermore, it may not be able to 

stop the current rural exodus trend, since it will only provide little employment in the rural landscape of 

Romania. Moreover, the operating costs and large investment sums involved are not likely to offer a 

perspective for small-scale farmers. They will ultimately be excluded from the markets and thus probably 

discouraged from participating in the traditional agricultural system. Hence, it is not the farming practices 

themselves but the current negative conditions, coupled with the exodus from the rural areas to the cities, 

which is culminating to detach the rural population from their land (Edelman et al. 2014).  

Linking biodiversity conservation to sustainable development of rural social -
ecological systems 

Biodiversity conservation is at the core of Romania΄s rural development plan and of EU-wide interest. 

Biodiversity conservation supports multiple ecosystem functions that agricultural landscapes fulfil and 

enhances the resilience of the cultural social-ecological system by increasing the ability to buffer 

environmental changes (Hooper et al. 2005; Balvanera et al. 2006; Fischer et al. 2006). Often undervalued 

but crucial services that farmland provide are the delivering of valuable goods such as food, fibre, fuel and 

other collectables, recreational value, traditional knowledge, freshwater and carbon storage (Hartel et al. 

2014). Land-use change towards agricultural intensification and land abandonment risk the loss of such 

functions and eventually have negative consequences for human well-being (Stoate et al. 2001; Millennium 

Ecosystem Assessment 2005). Hence, biodiversity conservation is intrinsically linked with the 

maintenance of the beneficial ecosystem functions which are needed for a sustainable transformation of 

Transylvanian rural social-ecological systems.  

One currently implemented mechanism to protect species richness and ecosystems is the establishment of 

protected areas within the EU Habitats and Birds Directives. This dissertation revealed that species 

richness patterns in several species groups were not linked to areas designated as protected, but were 

widely distributed across farmland (Chapters 3 & 4). Hence, my findings present evidence that agricultural 

productivity and biodiversity do not necessarily have to be negatively correlated. Consequently, restricting 

biodiversity conservation to protected areas in Southern Transylvania may be useful for some species, but 

is not a panacea which safeguards the overall species diversity of the landscape. Instead of applying a 

fortress conservation approach for certain land-use types, the entire farmland mosaic and the species pool 

across the entire landscape should be integrated into conservation programs (Perfecto and Vandermeer 

2010). Management strategies should account for a range of different and contrasting effects of 

environmental conditions on species richness and particular species groups inside and outside of 

protected areas and consider different strategies for various biotopes. 
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Other policy tools that aim at conserving the environment are agri-environment measures which are part 

of the EU Common Agricultural Policy. However, these tools have recently been evaluated as insufficient 

to prevent biodiversity loss (e.g. Kleijn et al. 2011; Pe'er et al. 2014). One reason for this may be that the 

employed measures stem from evidence based on research conducted in Western European countries, 

since a lack of knowledge has so far meant that they have not yet been adapted to the species-rich 

farmlands in Eastern Europe (Sutcliffe et al. 2014). Moreover, individual measures and field management 

cannot be evaluated separately from landscape effects (Rundlöf et al. 2008), which is why agri-

environment measures need to be put into a wider context in order to be meaningful. Current 

shortcomings in EU regulations and worldwide recommendations for greening agricultural process risk a 

more extensive use of pesticides, increases in farm size and the use of technologies. Under the premise of 

improving food security and acting sustainably, research and management implications currently risk 

endangering the high biodiversity rates and disrupting ecosystem services on Transylvanian farmland 

(Chapter 8). Hence, holistic assessments on the effect of biodiversity are needed in order to evaluate the 

sustainability of mechanisms in sustainable agriculture. 

Within the context of functioning social-ecological systems, it remains a major concern to understand and 

address the underlying system of values and the intrinsic motivation of local people to manage the land. 

Education can help to raise the interest of local people in the environment and support the goal of 

implementing biodiversity conservation at different societal levels (Chapter 7). Traditional farming 

practices, i.e. small-scale agriculture with low amounts of external input, seem to benefit biodiversity in the 

cultural landscape of Southern Transylvania thanks to the existing gradients of woody vegetation and 

heterogeneity at several spatial scales. However, this way of farming is increasingly becoming unviable and 

may not be a way of life that farmers desire to follow any longer. Currently, the rural exodus is leading to a 

loss of traditional agriculture, imposing uncertainty regarding the future of rural social-ecological systems 

(Poschlod et al. 2005). This process will most likely lead to land-use intensification and land abandonment, 

thereby compromising the biodiversity of the landscape. A holistic landscape-ecology perspective provides 

a useful framework with which to investigate the opportunities for a sustainable development which 

integrates biodiversity conservation, the well-being of humans and their economic interests (Opdam et al. 

2013; Hanspach et al. 2014). Alternative forms of governance need to be found to navigate the 

transformation of the social-ecological system into a desirable state with a future (Martín-López and 

Montes 2014), which will benefit local people and at the same time safeguard the natural capital of the 

land, including its biodiversity. 
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Abstract 

Sustainable land management requires scientists to provide reliable data on diversity distribution patterns. 

Resource restrictions limit the affordable sampling effort, both with respect to number of survey sites and 

amount of effort per site. We compared different levels of survey effort in a case study in Central 

Romania, varying the number of repeats per site and number of survey sites. Target taxa were plants, birds 

and butterflies. For plants, we surveyed three 10 m² plots and ten plots of 1 m² at each site. For birds, we 

used point counts and for butterflies Pollard walks, in both cases with four repeats. We fitted hierarchical 

community models to estimate true species richness per site. Estimates of true species richness per site 

strongly correlated with observed species richness. However, hierarchical community models yielded 

unrealistically high estimates of true species richness per site, hence we used observed richness for further 

analyses. For each species group, we compared diversity indices from subsets of the dataset with the full 

dataset. Findings obtained with a reduced survey effort reflected well those obtained with full effort. 

Moreover, we conducted a power analysis to assess how the number of survey sites affected the minimum 

detectable effect of landscape heterogeneity on species richness, and found there was an exponential 

decrease in the minimum detectable effect with increasing number of sites. In combination, our findings 

suggest that assessing broad diversity patterns in abundant and readily detectable organisms may be 

possible with relatively low survey effort per site. Our study demonstrates the utility of conducting pilot 

studies prior to designing large-scale studies on diversity distribution patterns. 
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Introduction 

Human land use is a major driver of biodiversity loss (Sala et al. 2000). However, not all types of land use 

are equally threatening to biodiversity, and some strategies of land management can effectively sustain 

substantial biodiversity (Tscharntke et al. 2005; Rands et al. 2010; Mouysset et al. 2012). One of the 

prerequisites for appropriate land management is a thorough understanding of species distribution 

patterns, often across entire landscapes or regions (Gaston 2000; Dover et al. 2011). Quantifying 

distribution patterns, in turn, demands robust and reproducible field survey protocols for a range of 

different species (Lobo et al. 2010). Important variables in this context include patterns of local species 

richness (Yoccoz et al. 2001) , species turnover (Tylianakis et al. 2005; Kessler et al. 2009), and species 

composition (Klimek et al. 2007). 

Research projects investigating biodiversity distribution patterns are usually constrained by limited 

resources including money, personnel and time (Field et al. 2005; Baasch et al. 2010). These constraints 

pose limits on the affordable sampling effort, both with respect to the number of sites surveyed and the 

amount of effort per site. Scientists may opt for applying substantial effort at relatively few sites or for 

surveying a large number of sites with reduced effort. Collecting data in ways that allow the detection 

process to be modelled is often considered important to minimize the impact of false absences, especially 

in the case of animals (MacKenzie et al. 2002; Stauffer et al. 2002; Lahoz-Monfort et al. 2013). This is 

often done by repeatedly surveying a given site, but other methods are possible such as recording times to 

detection (Guillera-Arroita et al. 2011).  

To collect reliable data using limited resources, ecologists thus face a trade-off between the number of 

survey sites and the number of repeated surveys at each sample site (Suarez-Seoane et al. 2002; Bailey et al. 

2007; Guillera-Arroita et al. 2010; Bried et al. 2011; Reed et al. 2011; Reynolds et al. 2011; Guillera-Arroita 

and Lahoz-Monfort 2012). One tool to investigate tolerable information loss when survey effort is 

reduced is to evaluate the statistical power of the different survey designs (Field et al. 2005; Legg and Nagy 

2006; Bailey et al. 2007; Vellend et al. 2008; Guillera-Arroita and Lahoz-Monfort 2012; Sewell et al. 2012). 

Power analysis calculates the size of an effect that is detectable with a certain level of confidence and 

significance for a given design. Power increases as more effort is spent per site (given that detectability 

increases), as well as when the number of sites is increased. 

In this study, we examined how estimated species diversity patterns changed with varying survey intensity 

and a varying number of survey sites. We focused on a case study in Central Romania, a region that is 

characterized by low-intensity land use practices (Baur et al. 2006; Kuemmerle et al. 2008; Fischer et al. 

2012), which have created a heterogeneous landscape that supports high biodiversity (Rakosy 2005; 

Fischer et al. 2012; Page et al. 2012). However, biodiversity in the region is threatened by a series of 

complex socio-economic changes, including potential changes in land use. These changes include land 

abandonment and agricultural intensification (Bouma et al. 1998; Stoate et al. 2009; Akeroyd and Page 
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2011), both of which have been observed to negatively affect biodiversity elsewhere in Europe (Suarez-

Seoane et al. 2002; Verhulst et al. 2004). 

We conducted surveys for three taxonomic groups, namely plants, birds and butterflies, which are 

particularly diverse in Romania compared to most other parts of Europe (Akeroyd 2006). Our study 

served as a pilot to design subsequent large-scale surveys for these groups. First, we investigated the effect 

of increasing survey intensity on diversity patterns, as represented by species richness, turnover and 

composition. Second, we calculated the statistical power of alternative plausible designs varying in survey 

intensity and number of survey sites for a specific relationship, namely the relationship between landscape 

heterogeneity, represented by the variability in land covers within a specific area, and species richness. 

Methods 

Study area 

The study was conducted within a 50 km radius of Sighişoara, southern Transylvania, Romania (45°45΄48 

N - 46°40΄17 N; 24°8΄7 E – 25°26΄40 E). The landscape is undulating, with altitudes between 266 and 

1095 m above sea level. It is characterized by a heterogeneous and fine-grained mosaic of different land 

uses, including substantial amounts of semi-natural vegetation. Approximately 37 % of land is arable,  

24 % is grassland (pastures and meadows), and 28 % is covered by forests. We initially identified a large 

number of potential survey points by comprehensively walking the land around each of five villages, 

covering all major land covers around each village in the process. Based on this initial reconnaissance 

survey, we randomly selected 35 points as survey sites, located in arable land (n= 17), grassland (n=13) 

and forest (n= 5). Each survey site was defined as a circle measuring one hectare. Sites were located with a 

minimum distance of 200 m from each other and a maximum distance of 6339 m within one village.  

Field surveys 

Plants 

We used two different survey approaches to quantify plant species richness and composition. First, we 

used a ‘classical’ approach at all 35 survey sites from 1st May to 30th May 2011. We established three 30 × 

30 m plots in each 1 ha site. Within each 30 x 30 m plot, we selected one representative 3.16 × 3.16 m 

subplot, in which we recorded the presence and percentage cover of all vascular plant species (Figure 2.1). 

Second, we used a ‘cartwheel’ approach to resample plants in a subset of 19 (n: arable land = 6, grassland 

= 8, forest = 5) of the 35 survey sites from 1st June to 15th July 2011. We decided to only resample sites 

that have remained largely unchanged since the first sampling round, i.e. in which no harvesting or 

mowing have occurred. In each 1 ha site, we distributed ten plots of 1 × 1 m at a random distance from 

the middle point, every 36 degrees. We alternated the random distances so that five plots were distributed 

within 40 m of the center (the inner 0.5 ha) and five were located between 40 and 56 m from the center 

(the outer 0.5 ha; Figure 2.1). We then recorded the presence and percentage cover of all vascular plant 
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species in each plot. Phenological changes over the two survey periods were minor, and did not cause 

systematic differences in the species detected.  

Birds 

Birds were surveyed at all 35 sites using 20 min point counts (Bibby 2000) between 1st May and 8th June 

2011, on those days without rain or strong wind (Figure 2.1). At each site, four surveys were conducted 

between 05:30 and 11:00 AM, noting the presence of singing males. We controlled for temporal bias by 

rotating the site order, except for the forest sites which were always surveyed first in the morning to 

maximize detections. 

Butterflies 

Butterflies were surveyed four times at 26 sites (12 sites in arable land, 12 grassland sites and two forest 

sites) by walking Standard Pollard Transects (Pollard and Yates 1993) between 1st June and 15th July 

2011. At each site, we sampled four transects with a length of 50 m to the east, south, north and west 

from the center (i.e. total of 200 m per site; Figure 2.1). Surveys were conducted at a pace of 10 m per 

minute when weather conditions were appropriate (no rain, <90 % cloud cover, >17°C, no strong wind). 

All butterflies within 2.5 m on either side of a given transect were caught with a butterfly net, identified 

and released. For identification, we used pan-European and eastern European guides (Tshikolovets 2003; 

Lafranchis 2004). 

 

Figure 2.1: Illustration of the sampling scheme for (a) bird surveys; (b) plants surveys: classical approach; (c) plant 

surveys: cartwheel approach; and (d) butterfly surveys. 
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Analysis 

Estimation of species richness and composition 

We calculated species richness as the sum of all recorded species per taxonomic group over all plots or 

repeats in a given site. We calculated Whittaker΄s β - diversity index as a measure of species turnover 

among the sites and repeats in our dataset (Whittaker 1960; Anderson et al. 2011). 

To compare plant survey methods, we correlated the species richness obtained by the two approaches 

using Spearman Rank correlation. In subsequent analyses, we considered data obtained by the cartwheel 

approach, since the randomized placement of plots within a site was more representative for the variation 

within a site. 

We applied hierarchical community models to estimate true species richness at each site. Hierarchical 

community models can be used to estimate true species richness under consideration of the species 

specific detectability (Dorazio and Royle 2005; Dorazio et al. 2006). We considered the detectability of 

each species as a function of survey date and set the number of augmented species to 2/3 of the observed 

richness (Kéry and Royle 2009; Zipkin et al. 2009). Species augmentation accounts for the possibility that 

some species remained unobserved in a survey with imperfect detection. A community model with species 

augmentation will estimate the occupancy of unobserved species as a function of estimated detection 

probability of the observed species. The occupancy of observed and unobserved species, in turn, is used 

to calculate true species richness. Moreover, we assumed that detectability was constant and that 

populations were closed, that is, population sizes were constant and were not subject to processes such as 

recruitment, mortality or dispersal. Estimated true species richness at the site level was highly correlated 

with observed species richness (see results). However, the estimated values of true species richness were 

rather high for plants and butterflies (see results). This likely over-estimation probably resulted from the 

small number of sites and the fact that populations were not closed (for more details see: Kéry and Schaub 

2012, pp. 414-461). Based on the high correlations with observed richness, but partly unrealistically high 

estimates for butterflies and plants, we continued further analyses using observed species richness rather 

than estimated true richness values as a baseline describing the outcomes of a “full survey effort”. 

We described species composition using several multivariate analysis tools. To describe species 

composition we conducted detrended correspondence analyses (DCAs) with presence/ absence data for 

birds, and abundance data for plants. Abundance data of butterflies was analysed using principal 

component analyses (PCAs). We chose these ordination methods because the length of the gradient of the 

first DCA axis was > 3 for plants and birds and < 3 for butterflies (Ter Braak and Prentice 1988). 

Assessment of the impact of survey effort reductions 

For a given group of species, we were interested in comparing the data from a “full survey effort” with 

that of a “reduced survey effort”. Our full survey effort consisted of ten plots per site for plant surveys, 

four repeats per site for butterfly surveys, and four repeats per site for bird surveys. For each group, we 
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considered species richness, species turnover and species composition. We treated the results of species 

richness and species composition resulting from the full survey effort as “observed” richness and 

composition, respectively. We simulated subsets of the full survey effort by randomly dropping one to 

seven plots (for plants) or one to three repeats (for birds and butterflies) from the dataset. Random 

sampling of reduced datasets was repeated 100 times for each selection, and agreement of the reduced set 

was compared with the full dataset. Species richness and turnover of the reduced datasets was compared 

to the full dataset using Spearman Rank correlations.  

We then assessed how strongly species composition changes when reducing the survey effort. This was 

done by using Procrustes analyses, which identifies differences of the locations of objects between two 

ordinations. Comparisons were performed between the ordination of the reduced dataset and the full 

dataset and differences were quantified by calculating a correlation based on the symmetric sum of squares 

between the two ordinations (Peres-Neto and Jackson 2001).  

Power analysis of the effect of different survey designs 

Study design and data quality fundamentally influence the statistical power in the analysis of survey data. 

We therefore investigated the effect of different designs on the power of linear models relating species 

richness with environmental variables. We used a simulation approach that reflects the nature of the 

variability in the field data, but in which the sample size can be varied. It is then possible to test how 

strong the actual effect of a specific variable needs to be, for a dataset with a certain sample size to detect 

such an effect. 

Specifically, we applied power analyses to detect effects of landscape heterogeneity on species richness. 

The loss of landscape heterogeneity is a key concern in Europe’s agricultural landscapes (Benton et al. 

2003), and is particularly relevant to our study area where low-input, small scale farming is increasingly 

replaces by industrialized high-input agriculture. We limited this analysis to arable sites, because this is 

where heterogeneity is most likely to be lost in the future due to land use intensification. We calculated 

heterogeneity as the standard deviation (SD) of the Normalized Difference Vegetation Index (NDVI) 

from 10 m monochromatic SPOT data (©CNES (2007), Distribution Spot Image SA) within each of the 

one hectare (arable) sites. 

The methods used for the subsequent simulations are described in detail by Bolker (Bolker 2008), and are 

summarized here for our data. During the simulation we increased the sample size from the original 

number of 17 sites of arable land to a hypothetical maximum of 170 sites. We generated explanatory data 

from a uniform distribution spanning the range of heterogeneity values observed in the original 17 sites. 

We also varied effect size from no effect to a strong effect, that is, from no change in species richness 

along the heterogeneity gradient to a change in species richness that equaled the maximum number of 

species that was counted in a single site (32 species for plants, 12 species for birds and 22 species for 

butterflies). This effect was converted to 200 increasingly large hypothetical slopes for a regression line 

(from slope = 0 to increasingly steeper slopes). Based on a given slope, we simulated species richness for 
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each taxonomic group. To these simulated species richness values, we added a random variation. Random 

variation was generated by randomly drawing values from a normal distribution with a mean of zero and a 

standard deviation as large as in the original species richness data (10.27 for plants, 1.93 for birds, and 5.43 

for butterflies). For this purpose, we used the plant richness data from surveying seven plots, and bird and 

butterfly richness data from three repeated surveys.  

For each dataset thus generated, we fitted a simple linear model of simulated richness on simulated 

heterogeneity. We repeated this process 1000 times for each combination of number of survey sites and 

slope. For each combination of number of survey sites and slope, we noted how often we found a 

significant effect in the simulated data. Because data were simulated to be variable, sometimes the 

simulated effect was detected at the significance level of 0.05, and sometimes no effect was detected 

despite there being one (type II error). We were interested in how the incidence of type II errors varied 

with the number of survey sites and effect size (slope) – both more survey sites and steeper slopes will 

reduce the incidence of type II errors, that is, lead to greater statistical power. For each examined 

taxonomic group, and for a given number of survey sites, we noted the minimum slope (“minimum 

detectable effect” or MDE) at which the type II error rate was < 0.2 (i.e. power > 0.8). In a last step, the 

MDE was expressed as the difference in the number of species between the site with the lowest and 

highest heterogeneity. 

Results 

We detected 293 vascular plant species from 35 sites with the classical approach and 310 plant species 

from 19 sites with the cartwheel approach. We recorded 53 bird species (35 sites) and 81 butterfly species 

(26 sites) (Table 2.1). We found the highest values for species turnover between sites for plants with the 

classical approach (mean ± SD: ß = 12.6 ± 11.1) and the cartwheel approach (ß = 8.8 ± 5.9), followed by 

birds (ß = 9.1 ± 6.9 ). Butterflies showed the lowest turnover (ß = 7.1 ± 8.4). 

Plant species richness from the two different sampling methods was strongly positively correlated 

(Pearson correlation coefficient r = 0.77, df = 17, P < 0.05). Species richness differed between the two 

approaches most strongly within agricultural fields (Pearson correlation r = 0.04, df = 5, P = 0.9; non-

arable sites: r= 0.92, df= 12, P < 0.05). Here, survey plots were selected to be within actual fields for the 

classical approach, while the random selection of plots in the cartwheel approach more frequently 

included weed and field edge vegetation. Consequently, estimates of richness were higher using the 

cartwheel method. There were positive correlations between the site-level richness of plants and 

butterflies (Pearson correlation r = 0.42, df = 24, P < 0.05; cartwheel approach r = 0.71, df = 14, P < 

0.05), but no significant correlations between butterflies and birds (r = -0.02, df = 24, P = 0.91), and 

plants and birds (Pearson correlation r = -0.004, df = 33, P = 0.98; cartwheel approach r = -0.39, df = 17, 

P = 0.1). 
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Table 2.1. Mean species richness per site (and standard deviation) in the three land cover types surveyed. The most 

common species for each land cover type are also shown. 

 Plants Birds Butterflies 

Arable 47.4 ± 12.2 

Festuca pratensis 

Taraxacum officinale 

Stellaria media 

Poa angustifolia 

Elymus repens 

Medicago sativa 

Rhinanthus rumelicus 

Carex hirta 

Capsella bursa-pastoris 

Symphytum officinale 

6.6 ± 3.2 

Alauda arvensis 

Acrocephalus palustris 

Sylvia communis 

Saxicola rubetra 

Lanius collurio 

Erithacus rubecula 

Parus major 

Fringilla coelebs 

Phylloscopus collybita 

Turdus merula 

18.0 ± 6.2 

Maniola jurtina 

Melanargia galathea 

Plebeius argus 

Coenonympha pamphilus 

Polyommatus icarus 

Thymelicus sylvestris 

Leptidea sinapis/ juvernica 

Thymelicus lineolus 

Everes argiades 

Aphantopus hyperantus 

Grassland 61.4 ± 13.1 

Trifolium repens 

Festuca rupicola 

Achillea millefolium 

Poa angustifolia 

Taraxacum officinale 

Festuca pratense 

Anthoxanthum odoratum 

Crataegus monogyna 

Plantago lanceolata 

Trifolium pratense 

7.4 ± 4.1 

Acrocephalus palustris 

Alauda arvensis 

Sylvia communis 

Saxicola rubetra 

Saxicola torquata 

Passer montanus 

Lanius collurio 

Motacilla flava 

Emberiza citrinella 

Parus palustris 

20.0 ± 6.1 

Maniola jurtina 

Melanargia galathea 

Colias hyale/ alfacariensis 

Everes argiades 

Plebeius argus 

Leptidea sinapis/ juvernica 

Pieris rapae 

Polyommatus icarus 

Coenonympha pamphilus 

Aphantopus hyperantus 

Forest 20.2 ± 7.6 

Carpinus betulus 

Anemone nemorosa 

Galium odoratum 

Fagus sylvatica 

Viola reichenbachiana 

Quercus petrea 

Dentaria bulbifera 

Astrantia major 

Stellaria holostea 

Helleborus purpurascens 

15.0 ± 2.6 

Erithacus rubecula 

Fringilla coelebs 

Parus major 

Turdus merula 

Ficedula albicollis 

Sturnus vulgaris 

Sylvia atricapilla 

Phylloscopus collybita 

Certhia familiaris  

Parus palustris 

2.5 ± 0.71 

Maniola jurtina 

Argynnis paphia 

Inachis io 

Pararge aegeria 
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Mean observed species richness per site was 46.9 for plants; 17.7 for butterflies and 9.6 for birds. 

Observed species richness correlated highly with estimated true species richness from the hierarchical 

community models (plants r = 0.83, df = 17, P < 0.001; birds r = 0.99, df = 33, P < 0.001; butterflies r = 

0.99, df = 24, P < 0.001). However, the absolute values of estimated mean richness per site were 

unrealistically high for plants and butterflies: Plants (mean; credible interval (2.5 % - 97.5 %): 92.6 (81.9 – 

106.6); Butterflies: 60 (47.5 - 73.6); Birds: 9.4 (6.7 - 13.3). Hence, we continued all subsequent analyses 

using observed species richness. The average detection probabilities were estimated to be 0.25 for birds (± 

0.15 SD), 0.17 for plants (± 0.12) and 0.16 for butterflies (± 0.17). 

 

Figure 2.2: Correlations between data from reduced survey effort (1 to 9 plots for plants; 1 to 3 repeats for birds and 

butterflies) and the maximum survey effort (10 plots for plants; 4 repeats for birds and butterflies). Reduced survey 

effort was simulated by randomly sub-setting the full data set 1000 times for each level of data reduction. 

Correlations between species richness from reduced survey effort and results from the full survey effort 

showed an overall pattern of asymptotic increase with increasing survey effort, especially for plants (Figure 

2). For species turnover and composition, we also found consistently high correlations between estimates 

from reduced survey effort and full survey effort. For example, when considering seven plant plots per 



DEVELOPING ROBUST FIELD SURVEY PROTOCOLS 

29 

 

site, three repeats for birds, and three repeats for butterflies, the mean correlations with estimates for the 

full dataset were > 0.9, for species richness, turnover and composition (Figure 2.2).  

Power analysis with simulated data showed an exponential decrease of the minimum detectable effect with 

increasing sample size. The marginal increase in statistical power per additional survey site was lower when 

the number of sites was already high (Figure 2.3). Minimum detectable effects were smallest for birds (1 

species for 100 survey sites) and larger for butterflies and plants (approximately 3 species for 100 survey 

sites). 

Figure 2.3: Power analysis with simulated data. Minimum detectable effect (MDE) is plotted as a function of the 

number of survey sites. MDE was defined as the absolute change in species richness along the observed heterogeneity 

gradient in arable fields that could be detected in a linear model with given sample size. 

Discussion 

Given the fast changes happening in human-dominated landscapes, ecologists need to use efficient survey 

protocols to be able to detect effects on wildlife. Field research projects face logistical, time and monetary 

constraints (Tyre et al. 2003), which inherently limit the affordable survey intensity. Dense sampling 

schemes – such as those that use survey protocols which aim to cover at least three percent of the area of 

a landscape with at least five repeats (Bried et al. 2011) – are rarely feasible. Typically, only small portions 

of the landscape can be surveyed (Stohlgren et al. 1997). A common approach therefore is to rely on a 

stratified random sampling design and then extrapolate data across the landscape (Stohlgren et al. 1997; 

Rosenstock et al. 2002).  
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Here, we present a protocol to assess the effects of survey effort on the detection of biodiversity patterns 

based on a case study. We show that for our data survey efforts per site could be moderately reduced, 

because the corresponding increase in bias was relatively small and relative biodiversity patterns remained 

stable. Such a reduction, however, needs to happen in a sensible and balanced way in order to assure 

sufficient statistical power to detect environmental effects on species richness. Also, this conclusion is 

based on the assumption that detection probability does not vary spatially. 

Overall, our findings are broadly consistent with a range of previous works from different systems. For 

example, Stohlgren et al. (1997) tested reducing a larger set of plant sample replicates in different 

vegetation communities in the Rocky Mountains and found that already ten quadrats of one square meter 

per sampling unit provided sufficient information in order to detect fine-scale patterns of plant diversity. 

Similarly, other studies showed that in Australia and California, most animal species that were surveyed 

could be detected even if survey effort within a given sampling protocol was reduced to three repeat 

surveys (Field et al. 2005; Pellet 2008). Based on an assessment of birds, amphibians and invertebrates in 

Australia, Tyre et al. (2003) further suggested that with current survey methods, sampling from 100 sites 

and pooling data over three repeats yielded accurate results. This, too, is consistent with our findings – 

using 100 or more sites led to minimum detectable effects of changes in species richness in response to 

heterogeneity of three species for plants and butterflies, and one species for birds. Due to the coherences 

with findings from other studies, we assume our sampling protocol for landscape-scale surveys is 

applicable to other study systems as well. 

Our results suggest that it can be reasonable to reduce survey effort per site when aiming at broad patterns 

of biodiversity and when the detectability of investigated taxa is high. Moreover, even a low survey effort 

per site can yield high statistical power provided that the survey effort per site is balanced in a meaningful 

way with the number of sites surveyed. A key advantage of using many sites is that data then is much 

more likely to be representative of the study area as a whole, which is valid at least for occurrence patterns 

of organisms with relatively high abundance and detectability. Abundance greatly influences detectability, 

and both factors determine whether a species is actually recorded (Royle and Nichols 2003). Rare species 

and species with a low detectability are highly susceptible to false absences compared to common species 

or ones with a high detectability, which can lead to an underestimation of their distribution (MacKenzie 

and Royle 2005; Lahoz-Monfort et al. 2013). Therefore, higher levels of survey effort are often 

recommended for rare species (e.g. Bried and Pellet 2012). In summary, we demonstrated a useful 

sampling protocol for assessing broad diversity patterns of relatively abundant species in response to 

environmental gradients (Vellend et al. 2008). However, we caution that our method may be of limited use 

for rare or cryptic species. Eventually, the required survey effort depends on the study area and the 

investigated species (Bried et al. 2012). With our case study, we provide an example how to allocate 

project resources meaningfully to obtain a high statistical power. 
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Conclusions 

Developing field survey protocols is a challenging task for ecologists and demands thorough consideration 

of both theoretical and practical issues. Our results suggest that in Southern Transylvania, at least three 

temporal replicates on at least 100 study sites appeared to be sufficient to study landscape effects on 

diversity patterns of birds and butterflies following our sampling methods. To model plant diversity 

patterns, a combination of seven one square meter plots per one hectare site at approximately 100 sites 

appeared to be sufficient. 

Before implementing landscape-scale surveys, we recommend ecologists conduct pilot studies for several 

reasons: (1) to trial and customize different techniques and sampling schemes; (2) to identify what is the 

most efficient use of available resources; and (3) to estimate the statistical power of plausible alternative 

designs. Our findings suggest that under certain conditions, relative patterns of biodiversity can remain 

relatively stable, when survey effort is moderately reduced. This in turn, can help to allocate resources to 

sampling more sites and to more representatively survey large areas. The general procedure presented in 

this paper is transferrable to other study systems and may be used as a guideline to help develop 

reasonable survey designs. 
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Abstract 

Traditional agricultural landscapes represent mosaics of land use covers that often support high species 

diversity. Many Eastern European countries contain large areas of High Nature Value (HNV) farmland. 

However, these landscapes are likely to change under current EU regulations and global market pressure, 

with potentially negative consequences for biodiversity. The conservation value of Romania’s grasslands is 

widely recognized, but the potential conservation value of other parts of the landscape mosaic has not 

been assessed to date. For this reason, we sought to assess patterns of plant diversity across the entire 

landscape mosaic. We sampled vascular plants at 139 sites (comprising 8 plots of 1m2/ ha) in forest 

(n=23), grassland (n=57) and within the arable mosaic (n=59). To examine potential differences in species 

richness and composition between these land cover types, we used Analysis of Variance and Detrended 

Correspondence Analysis. We also modeled total species richness, richness of HNV indicator plants and 

richness of arable weeds in response to variables representing topography as well as structural and 

configurational heterogeneity. Species composition differed strongly between grassland, the arable mosaic 

and forests. Richness was highest in grasslands, but surprisingly, the arable mosaic and grassland 

contributed similarly to the cumulative number of recorded species. Models of species richness revealed a 

wide range of responses of plant groups to topographical conditions and to structural and configurational 

heterogeneity, which often differed between land use types. Plants were affected by conditions measured 

at both local (1 ha) and landscape (50 ha) scales. Noting the substantial, and hitherto under-recognised, 

contribution of the agricultural mosaic to regional-scale plant diversity, we recommend consideration of 

the entire landscape mosaic in future conservation schemes. 
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Introduction 

Many agricultural landscapes around the world are characterized by a mosaic of land covers (Forman 

1995). With their various patches of land-use types and structures, mosaic landscapes often host a wide 

range of species (Bennett et al. 2006). However, unprecedented changes in agricultural mosaic landscapes 

are causing major biodiversity loss worldwide (Tscharntke et al. 2005). Moreover, patterns of species 

richness and distribution in agricultural landscapes are affected by processes operating at multiple spatial 

scales, including both local and landscape-level variables (Vandvik and Birks 2002; Rundlöf et al. 2010; 

Costanza et al. 2011). Hence, effective management of biodiversity in agricultural landscapes requires an 

assessment of the drivers of species diversity across multiple spatial scales. 

In many Eastern European countries, such as Romania, traditional practices have created small-scale 

mosaic landscapes. For example, 72 % of farms in Romania are smaller than 1 ha (Fundatia Adept 2012), 

and individual fields are typically smaller than that. However, Romania’s farmland has been undergoing 

drastic changes since the collapse of communism in 1990 (Kuemmerle et al. 2009) and accession to the 

European Union (EU) in 2007. Ongoing land use changes comprise both intensification of land use in 

some areas, and land abandonment in others (Government of Romania 2010; Dahlström et al. 2013; 

Mikulcak et al. 2013). At present, twenty percent of Romanian farmland is considered to be High Nature 

Value (HNV) farmland, and ten percent is protected under the EU Birds and Habitats Directives (Natura 

2000) (European Environment Agency 2010). Despite official recognition of the ecological values of large 

areas of farmland, the future of Romania’s agricultural landscapes and their biodiversity is uncertain. 

Some of Romania’s most notable mosaic landscapes occur in the region of Southern Transylvania. A large 

part of Transylvania was recently designated one of the largest continuous (lowland) Natura 2000 sites in 

Europe (i.e. Târnavelor Plateau), partly in recognition of its outstanding grassland diversity (Jones et al. 

2010; Akeroyd and Page 2011). The region΄s biodiversity includes various taxa that are rare or endangered 

in other parts of Europe, such as the yellow-bellied toad (Bombina variegata) (Hartel and von Wehrden 

2013), Maculinea butterflies (Vodă et al. 2010) and several rare species of woodpeckers (Dorresteijn et al. 

2013). Moreover, Transylvanian dry grasslands hold the world record for vascular plant species richness at 

the scales of 0.1 m2 and 10 m2 (Wilson et al. 2012). However, land use change is likely in Transylvania, and 

would pose major threats to its biodiversity. Modifications of land use will most likely consist of 

increasing cropland area, increasing the use of agrochemicals, structural homogenization, and conversion 

of traditional hay meadows to pastures, thus mirroring the patterns already apparent in Western Europe 

(McLaughlin and Mineau 1995; Benton et al. 2003; Billeter et al. 2008; Ernoult and Alard 2011).  

In this study we focus on vascular plants and their distribution throughout the entire landscape mosaic in 

Southern Transylvania. Plants respond relatively slowly to environmental changes (Helm et al. 2006), but 

in agricultural landscapes, specialized species are highly prone to rapid decline (Davies et al. 2004; Clavel et 

al. 2010). Plant communities in agricultural landscapes are at risk of homogenization in composition 

because of nutrient inputs, which many species, and especially grassland specialists, are sensitive to. For 
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Transylvania, a specific set of sensitive grassland specialists has been proposed to indicate High Nature 

Value (HNV) grassland (Akeroyd and Bădărău 2012). Furthermore, arable weeds are of particular interest. 

Many such weeds have persisted in Transylvania to date, but are under worldwide decline, and may react 

quickly to changes in the environment, both at local and landscape scales (Gabriel et al. 2005; Armengot et 

al. 2012; Storkey et al. 2012).  

We sought to understand the responses of vascular plant diversity to key landscape features. To that end, 

we used a snapshot natural experiment (Diamond 1986; Lindenmayer et al. 2008) that spanned a wide 

range of environmental conditions with respect to heterogeneity and woody vegetation cover across local 

and landscape scales. We sampled vegetation and environmental conditions throughout the landscape 

mosaic and asked: (i) how current land use was associated with vascular plant diversity and species 

composition; and (ii) how landscape structure was related to total richness, richness of HNV indicator 

plants and richness of arable weeds. 

Methods 

Study area 

Our study area covered approximately 7,000 km2 in the lowlands of Southern Transylvania, Romania. The 

area consists of undulating terrain with altitudes from 300 to 700 m above sea level, and its climate is 

subcontinental-temperate. The area comprises a mosaic of land use types, including arable fields (40 % 

according to CORINE land cover), secondary grasslands and ancient dry steppe-like grasslands (30 %) 

and deciduous forests (30 %) (Dengler et al. 2012). The natural vegetation consists of oak-hornbeam 

forests (Quercus petraea-Carpinus betulus;  Bohn et al. 2004). 

Site selection 

We followed the notion of a natural experiment (Diamond 1986), with randomised site selection in pre-

defined strata at two levels: (i) village catchments and (ii) survey sites within village catchments. We 

delineated the study area into village catchments using a cost-distance algorithm that allocated each pixel 

to the village with the lowest travel cost to this pixel (slope-penalized distance, implemented in ArcGIS 

10.1). We randomly selected a subset of 30 village catchments within three different strata cross-combined 

by a gradient of terrain ruggedness (low, medium, high; defined by quantiles) and protection status 

according to EU Birds and Habitats Directives (Site of Community Importance (SCI), Special Protection 

Area (SPA) and unprotected; Table S3.1). Within each village catchment, we assigned land to three 

different land use types using the CORINE land cover map (EEA 2010), namely forest, grassland or 

arable land. By “arable land”, we refer to the mosaic of arable land in its entirety, including semi-natural 

vegetation occurring within the mosaic, such as field margins, road verges, hedges and old fields. 

Throughout grassland and arable land (collectively termed “farmland”), we identified gradients of 

heterogeneity and woody vegetation cover. We quantified heterogeneity as the standard deviation of 

panchromatic SPOT 5 data (© CNES 2007, Distribution Spot Image SA) within a 1 ha moving window. 
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We calculated the percentage of woody vegetation within a 1 ha moving window by supervised 

classifications of the panchromatic channels of SPOT 5, using a support vector machine algorithm 

(Knorn et al. 2009). We used the upper, middle and lower thirds of these gradients to randomly select 

cross-replicated circular 1 ha survey sites – 59 within arable land and 57 within grassland (Table S3.2). An 

additional 23 sites (also measuring 1 ha) were randomly selected in forest without further stratification. 

Vegetation surveys 

We conducted vegetation surveys between 26 May and 26 August 2012. We sampled eight plots 

measuring 1 m x 1 m within each site, placed at a random distance from the center, and distributed every 

45 degrees. We alternated between random distances > 40m and < 40m from the center to cover the 

inner and the outer 0.5 ha of the site equally. In each plot, we identified vascular plants to species level and 

recorded their percent cover. 

Environmental parameters 

We considered variables that were potentially related to plant species richness within circles of one hectare 

(henceforth: local level) and circles of 50 hectare (henceforth: landscape level) around a given site. At the 

local level, we considered heterogeneity, altitude, woody vegetation cover, a heat index (after Parker 

(1991): cos (slope aspect -225) * tan (slope angle)), a terrain wetness index (after Fischer et al. 2010), and 

land cover type. At the landscape level, we considered terrain ruggedness, woody vegetation cover, edge 

density to account for configurational heterogeneity (Fahrig et al. 2011), and a Simpson index of 

heterogeneity to account for compositional heterogeneity. Variables were calculated using ArcGIS 10.1 

and Fragstats 4.1, and are described in more detail in Table 3.1. 

Statistical analyses 

The analyses consisted of three steps. First, we compared the means of alpha and beta richness (sensu 

Tuomisto 2010) between the different types of land use and different levels of protection status. Second, 

we investigated patterns in community composition. Third, we modelled richness of all plant species, 

richness of HNV indicator plants, and richness of arable weeds as a function of environmental predictors. 

To visualize the resulting diversity patterns at a regional scale, we predicted species richness across the 

entire study area. 

Patterns of alpha and beta richness  

For all analyses, we pooled individual plots (n = 8) within a given site (1 ha) to obtain a relative estimate of 

plant species richness at the local level. First, we compared species richness between the different land use 

types (arable, grassland, forest) and different levels of protection status (SCI, SPA and unprotected) using 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). Second, we illustrated additive beta richness (Lande 1996) using species 

accumulation curves, and calculated species turnover by additive partitioning of species richness (Veech et 



CHAPTER 3 

38 

 

al. 2002; Tuomisto 2010). We tested differences in beta richness between land use types using ANOVA 

and a post-hoc Tukey test of Honest Significant Difference (HSD). 

 

Table 3.1 Definition and method description of the explanatory variables used to model plant species richness 

Scale Variable  Definition and method 

local (1 ha) 
Heterogeneity  Heterogeneity measured as the standard deviation of 2.5 m 

panchromatic SPOT 5 dataa 

 

Altitude Altitude above sea level derived from ASTER DEMb 

Woody vegetation cover 
(woody 1ha) 

Proportion of woody vegetation cover based on supervised 
classification 10m SPOT 5 dataa 

Heat index  Potential for ground heating calculated after Parker (1991): 
Heat index = cos (slope aspect -225) * tan (slope angle) 

Terrain wetness index 
  

Measure of potential soil wetness, estimated as the 
topographic position in the landscape and the slopeb (after 
Fischer et al. 2010) 

Land cover  Land use classification as arable land, grassland or forest 
based on CLCc 

landscape 
(50 ha) 

Ruggedness  Terrain ruggedness, calculated as standard deviation of 
altitudeb 

Woody vegetation cover  
(woody 50ha) 
 

Proportion of woody vegetation cover based on classified 
10m SPOT 5 dataa 

Edge density 

 

Configurational heterogeneity of different land covers, 
based on CLCc,d 

Random 
effects 

Village catchment Classification of the landscape into social-ecological units 
according to a cost distance algorithm of proximity to the 
nearest village as reference point and the slope of the 
terrain as cost factor 

Level Observation level random effect 

 

Species composition analysis 

We conducted Detrended Correspondence Analysis (DCA) to describe species composition at the local 

level and to assess its relation to possible underlying environmental gradients. We first performed DCA 

including all survey sites. To more clearly capture patterns in species composition within farmland, we 

performed a second DCA excluding forest sites. For both DCAs, we used a permutation test with 1000 

permutations to correlate environmental variables with the ordination.   
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Species richness models 

We used generalized linear mixed effects models (GLMMs) to assess the effects of environmental 

variables on richness of (i) all plant species, (ii) HNV indicator plants, and (iii) arable weeds. In all cases, 

we specified village catchment and site (to account for overdispersion) as random effects. Only farmland 

sites (i.e. arable land and grassland) were used in this analysis, because forests differed fundamentally in 

structure and composition. Prior to the modelling procedure, we tested the predictor variables for 

collinearity. Based on this, we excluded the Simpson index of heterogeneity, because it was highly 

correlated with edge density. Furthermore, we log-transformed local heterogeneity, local and landscape 

woody vegetation cover and landscape edge density to (near-) normal distribution and standardized all 

continuous variables to zero mean and unit variance. We calibrated the models using a randomly selected 

subset of 75 % of the data. We included interactions of land use with all environmental variables, because 

we considered responses may differ substantially between arable land and grassland. We derived the final 

minimum adequate models using stepwise backward model selection (P ≤ 0.1). To validate the final 

models, we predicted species richness on the remaining 25 % of the dataset and compared the predicted 

species richness with observed species richness using Pearson correlations.  

Finally, to obtain a regional-scale overview of species richness patterns, we predicted total plant species 

richness throughout the farmland of the study area, based on the fixed effect estimates of the final model. 

For this purpose, we used a raster of data points with a grid size of 1 ha that lay within the calibration 

range of the environmental variables as measured in our field samples (± 5 %). We plotted the results in a 

cumulative richness density curve to visualize what proportion of the study area’s farmland supported 

species richness values above or below particular thresholds. All analyses were performed in R, using the 

packages vegan, lme4 and bbmle (R Core Team 2013). 

Results 

Diversity patterns 

In total, we identified 603 vascular plant species in 139 sites, of which 25 % occurred exclusively in 

pastures, 20 % exclusively in arable land and 7 % exclusively in forests (Figure 3.1a). Of all species, 30 % 

occurred in more than one land use type. We found a maximum of 50 species per 1 m × 1 m plot (mean 

± standard deviation: 14 ± 9) and a maximum of 84 species per 1 ha site (42 ± 21). Species richness 

differed significantly between the three land use types (ANOVA: F2, 136 = 81.47, P < 0.001), but not 

between Natura 2000 and unprotected sites (ANOVA: F2, 136 = 0.07, P = 0.93). A comparison of beta 

richness revealed significant differences between land use types (ANOVA: F2, 136 = 81.47, P < 0.001). 

Species accumulation curves illustrated that grasslands had the highest beta richness, closely followed by 

arable land (Figure 3.1b).  
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Figure 3.1. (a) Number of plant species that occurred exclusively in or were shared by the different landuse types, 

arable land (=A), grassland (=G), and forest (=F). (b) Species accumulation curves in the three different landuse types. 

Species composition 

DCA ordination with all land use types showed a clear separation of the three land use types (Figure 3.2a). 

It revealed woody vegetation at the local and the landscape scale as the strongest underlying 

environmental gradients and both correlated with the first axis (length of axis 1= 4.92, Figure 3.2a), which 

indicated more than one full species turnover. The second axis (length = 3.48) described gradients in 

topography and heterogeneity, represented by the terrain wetness index and heterogeneity at the local 

scale, and ruggedness and edge density at the landscape scale. The DCA ordination restricted to farmland 

sites showed a separation of grassland and arable sites, with only a small overlap of sites (Figure 3.2b).  

 

Figure 3.2. (a) Detrended correspondence analysis including all survey sites; (b) DCA with agricultural sites only. 

Significantly correlated environmental variables are superimposed correlated environmental superimposed (p < 0.05) 

(abbreviations: TWI_1 ha = local terrain wetness index; het_1 ha = local heterogeneity, ed_50_ha = landscape edge 

density; rugg_50 ha = landscape terrain ruggedness; woody_50 ha = landscape woody vegetation cover; woody_1 ha = 

local woody vegetation cover; SIDI_50 ha = landscape compositional heterogeneity; pd_50 ha = landscape 

configurational heterogeneity). 
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None of the measured environmental variables were significantly correlated with the first axis (length = 

3.51), which corresponded to approximately one full species turnover. The second axis of the DCA 

(length = 2.24) correlated with landscape variables, including both topography and configurational and 

compositional heterogeneity. 

Species richness models 

Independently of the land use type, local woody vegetation cover was positively related to total species 

richness (Figure 3.3a). Total plant species richness was higher in grassland than in arable land (Table 3.2). 

Terrain ruggedness at the landscape scale affected species richness positively in arable land, but negatively 

in grasslands. The terrain wetness index had a negative effect on species richness in arable land, but a 

slightly positive effect in grasslands (Table 3.2).  

 

 

Figure 3.3. Results of generalized linear mixed effect models for relative richness of total species, HNV indicator 

species, and arable weeds. Relationships are based on the final models summarized in Table 3.2. 
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Table 3.2. Results of generalized linear mixed models for total plants species richness, richness of grassland specialists, 
High Nature Value (HNV) indicator plants and arable weeds. Parameter estimates are shown, with significance levels 

indicated by: † P<0.1; *P<0.005; **P<0.01; ***P<0.001 

Predicting total species richness across the study area highlighted that the results from the training model 

correlated well with our field observation (total species richness: Pearson΄s r = 0.75; grassland specialists: r 

= 0.76; HNV plants: r = 0.69; arable weeds: r = 0.76). Predictions for total plant species richness 

throughout the farmland mosaic of our study area resulted in predicted values between 12 and 77 species 

per hectare (Figure 4). The distribution of predicted values illustrated the widespread occurrence of high 

species richness throughout the farmland mosaic, with approximately half of this mosaic supporting at 

least 50 species per hectare (Figure 3.5). 

Response Variable 

Explanatory Variable  

Total plant richness HNV plants Arable weeds 

Intercept  3.648 0.178 0.277 

Grasslands 0.453 *** 0.822 * - 2.292 *** 

Arable: altitude    

Arable: edge density  0.969 ***  

Arable: heat index    

Arable: heterogeneity    

Arable: ruggedness 0.215 ** 0.933 **  

Arable: terrain wetness index -0.136 ** -0.347 †  

Arable: woody1ha   -0.249 * 

Arable: (woody 1ha)^2  -0.722 *  

Arable: woody 50ha    

Grassland: altitude    

Grassland: edge density  -0.918 **  

Grassland: heat index    

Grassland: heterogeneity    

Grassland: ruggedness -0.234 ** -0.879 *  

Grassland: terrain wetness index 0.163 † 0.45 †  

Grassland: woody 1ha   -0.106 

Grassland: (woody 1ha)^2  0.931 **  

Grassland: woody 50ha    

Altitude    

Edge density    

Heat index    

Ruggedness    

Woody 1ha 0.077 † -0.146   

Woody 50ha    
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Figure 3.4. Map of predicted plant species richness for 1 ha pixels in agricultural land in the study area, based on the 

final generalized linear mixed model summarized in Table 3.2. Areas that are displayed in white were excluded from 

predictions, because they were either outside of the calibration range of our dataset or represented land cover types 

other than farmland. 

Discussion 

Besides notable exceptions (Wagner et al. 2000; Waldhardt et al. 2004; Simmering et al. 2006), this work is 

one of few studies on plant diversity patterns in Europe applying a sampling approach that covers a large 

extent of an agricultural landscape, and at the same time investigates environmental variables at different 

spatial scales. Our results illustrate the considerable contribution of arable land to total vascular plant 

diversity in a low-intensity traditional agricultural landscape. Our case study may well reflect a situation 

that is typical for other Eastern European countries whose agricultural landscapes are still structurally 

complex and rich in biodiversity (Young et al. 2007). Based on our findings, we argue that maintaining the 

extraordinary plant diversity of low-intensity farming landscapes calls for a conservation vision and for 

management plans that consider the entire farmland mosaic.  
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Figure 3.5. Density curves of predicted plant species richness in the farmland mosaic of the study area, separated for 

arable land (black dashed line) and grassland (grey dashed line). The two lines illustrate different distributions of 

species richness, which explains the two humps in the cumulative density curve (solid line). For example, point A 

indicates that 50 % of the landscape contains 50 or fewer plant species per hectare. 

To date, biodiversity conservation in Europe has often targeted specific sites or local “hotspots” of 

biodiversity, instead of considering species pools across entire landscapes (Tscharntke et al., 2012). In 

Romania, such hotspots are represented by extensively and traditionally managed grasslands (Jones et al. 

2010; Akeroyd and Page 2011; Dahlström et al. 2013). Some of these are among the world’s most species-

rich biotopes (Wilson et al. 2012), and often support a range of species that are rare or endangered 

especially in Western European countries (Cremene et al. 2005; Peter et al. 2009). Hence, it is not 

surprising that in our case study, we found 69 % of all observed plant species in grasslands. However, we 

also found 63 % of all species were present within the arable mosaic of our study area. Although site-level 

species richness was significantly lower in arable land than in grassland, arable land also supported a 

considerable amount of species. Furthermore, plant communities in arable land differed strongly from 

those in grasslands and forests. In combination, these findings suggest that grassland, small-scale arable 

land and forests all make important contributions to the landscape species pool. Hence, conservation 

management in farmland would be most effective if it considers both arable land and grassland as integral 

parts of the landscape (Matson and Vitousek 2006; Perfecto and Vandermeer 2010). 

Our study unraveled several key drivers of species richness, which occasionally differed between grassland 

and in arable land. In both land use types, total species richness responded positively to woody vegetation 

at the local scale. Woody vegetation may provide relatively undisturbed refuge areas, which provide niches 
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for several species (Ernoult and Alard 2011). Woody vegetation therefore is an important part of 

structural heterogeneity, which is often lost as a result of land use intensification.  

In grasslands, species richness was higher in locations with low ruggedness, higher terrain wetness and 

higher woody vegetation cover. This might indicate the importance of continuous areas of grasslands on 

species richness. Reasons why we may find lower species richness on rugged terrain might be that (i) 

rugged land is vulnerable to erosion if the grazing pressure is high; and (ii) rugged land is prone to land 

abandonment, because it is less accessible and less valuable for agriculture than flat areas. Typically, 

abandonment induces re-growth of woody vegetation. While the positive effect of a certain amount of 

shrub encroachment on species richness is known (and is consistent with our findings; see above), later 

successional stages that are dominated by woody vegetation do not support high grassland species 

diversity (Baur et al. 2006; Ruprecht et al. 2010). Consistently with this, our findings indicate the 

importance of land cover heterogeneity on species richness of HNV indicator plants. For woody 

vegetation and edge density, we found contrasting effects for HNV indicator plants between arable land 

and grassland. Specifically, greater heterogeneity appeared to be more beneficial in arable land than in 

grassland. This indicates the importance of maintaining structural elements within the arable mosaic while 

simultaneously keeping grasslands free from woody encroachment and fragmentation in order to maintain 

the richness of specialized and sensitive species (see also: Zulka et al. 2014).  

We presume that high plant diversity at the landscape scale in our study area results from agricultural 

practices that are still dominated by semi-subsistence farming and labor-intensive, traditional techniques, 

with low levels of agrochemical inputs (van Elsen 2000; Oppermann et al. 2012). In Southern 

Transylvania, arable land in particular contains many semi-natural elements, including woody vegetation, 

which create high heterogeneity and provide different niches for a variety of species. However, these 

traditional systems are being lost rapidly, and EU legislation is likely to inadvertently foster the 

abandonment of traditional systems and intensification of land use (Kleijn and Baldi 2005; Strijker 2005; 

Fischer et al. 2012). It is well known from Western Europe that modernization in the agricultural sector, 

including farm consolidation and agrochemical application, has caused a drastic declines of plant species 

richness in arable land, with flow-on effects of other taxa and areas (Feest et al. 2014). Application of 

nitrogen, for example, has been known for decades to affect plant communities, and its negative impacts 

on species richness are sometimes irreversible (Strengbom et al. 2001; Stevens et al. 2004). Given existing 

trends towards rural exodus, it is likely that traditionally used grasslands in Southern Transylvania will also 

decrease in extent (Government of Romania 2010). In the long term, both abandonment and 

intensification imply structural simplification of the landscape, and typically cause declines in species 

richness in many different taxa (Weibull et al. 2000; Benton et al. 2003; Diacon-Bolli et al. 2012; 

Sanderson et al. 2013).  

Preventing biodiversity loss is at the core of Romania’s national rural development plan (Government of 

Romania 2010). It is not only an important goal in its own right, but also necessary to secure the delivery 
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of important ecosystem services and maintain landscape multi-functionality (Tscharntke et al. 2012b). 

Moreover, protection of biodiversity in farmland is economically far more effective than expensive 

restoration management in hindsight, which is being applied in many more intensively used farmland areas 

in Western Europe (Kleijn et al. 2011). To counteract loss of species diversity in agricultural landscapes, 

the Common Agriculture Policy includes a series of agri-environment schemes, which provide 

opportunities to promote HNV farming practices, especially in semi-natural grasslands (Page et al. 2010). 

Existing agri-environment schemes, however, are largely derived from experiences in Western Europe, 

and their effectiveness in new EU member states is questionable (Gorton et al. 2009; Dahlström et al. 

2013).  

At the moment, 20 % of Romania΄s farmland is of High Nature Value (European Environment Agency 

2010), and 10 % is protected under Natura 2000 regulations. In our study area, a management plan for the 

Natura 2000 area “Tarnava Mare” is currently being developed, but to date, it remains unclear how much 

effective support there will be for small-scale farmers and other decision makers to use land in a way that 

promotes biodiversity. Our results indicate that management strategies are needed that account for a range 

of different and contrasting effects of environmental conditions on species richness and particular species 

groups. The diversity of plants across the landscape thus appears to result from there being a wide range 

of different conditions available that suit different plant species – suggesting that the mosaic character of 

the region as a whole is important. 

Conclusions  

Despite many initiatives to conserve biodiversity in agricultural landscapes, it is highly likely that existing 

policy settings, coupled with rural exodus, will cause land use changes in many parts of Eastern Europe. 

The negative effects of land use intensification, in particular, are known to be especially pronounced in 

species-rich, extensively managed agricultural landscapes (Kleijn et al. 2009), such as in Southern 

Transylvania. Our study showed that plants responded in a range of different ways to variables 

representing structural heterogeneity, as represented by woody vegetation cover at the local and the 

landscape scale, and to land use heterogeneity at the landscape scale. To effectively safeguard the 

extraordinary biodiversity of this and other biodiverse farming landscapes of Eastern Europe, we suggest 

it would be useful to broaden the focus of conservation strategies to encompass entire agricultural 

mosaics. Such strategies should be developed both within and outside protected areas, and need to 

consider different management measures for grassland and arable land.  
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Supplementary Material  

Table S3.1. Number of the 30 focal villages within different strata 

 Protection statusb 

  No SCI SPA 

TRIa 

Low  4 1 4 

Medium 3 4 3 

High 4 4 3 

a Terrain ruggedness index, calculated as standard deviation of altitude within one village catchment, based on the 

Advanced Spaceborne Thermal Emission and Reflection Radiometer (ASTER) Global Digital Elevation Model with 30 

m resolution Version 2 (GDEM V2) 

b Protection status is according to the EU Habitats and Birds Directives 

 

Table S3.2. Number of survey sites (n=116) cross-combined along the two gradients local heterogeneity and local 

woody vegetation cover 

   Heterogeneityb  

  low medium high 

  arable land grassland arable land grassland arable land grassland 

Woody 
vegetation 

covera 

Low 8 5 7 8 0 0 

Medium 6 7 8 7 7 8 

High 8 7 7 8 8 7 

a Proportion of woody vegetation cover based on supervised classification 10m SPOT 5 data, © CNES (2007), ISIS 

programme, Distribution Spot Image SA 

b Heterogeneity measured as the standard deviation of 2.5 m panchromatic SPOT 5 data, © CNES (2007), ISIS 

programme, Distribution Spot Image SA.  
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Table S3.3: Plants included in the three different groups of plants modeled separately (arable weeds, grassland 

specialists and HNV indicator plants) 

Grassland specialists HNV indicator plants Arable weeds 

Achillea millefolium Asperula cynanchica Adonis aestivalis 

Acinos arvensis Anthyllis vulneraria Amaranthus retroflexus 

Agrostis gigantea Campanula sibirica Apera spica-venti 

Agrostis stolonifera Coronilla varia Armoracia rusticana 

Ajuga genevensis 
Dorycnium pentaphyllum  
ssp. herbaceum 

Asclepias syriaca 

Ajuga laxmanii Dianthus carthusianorum Avena sativa 

Anthyllis vulneraria Galium verum Brassica oleracea 

Arrhenatherum elatius Inula ensifolia Consolida regalis 

Artemisia campestris Linum flavum Cucurbita pepo 

Asperula cynanchica Linum hirsutum Echinochloa crus-galli 

Asperula tinctoria Onobrychis viciifolia Eruca vesicaria 

Astragalus monspessulanus Polygala major Fallopia convolvulus 

Astragalus onobrychis Scabiosa ochroleuca Galeopsis ladanum 

Astrantia major Prunella grandiflora Lathyrus tuberosus 

Avenula pratensis Teucrium chamaedrys Oxalis corniculata 

Bellis perennis Thymus glabrescens  

Bothriochloa ischaemum Veronica austriaca  

Briza media Trifolium montanum 
 

Bromus erectus Viola hirta 
 

Bupleurum falcatum 
  

Campanula patula 
  

Campanula sibirica 
  

Carex humilis 
  

Carex pallescens 
  

Carex spicata 
  

Carex tomentosa 
  

Carlina vulgaris 
  

Centaurea jacea 
  

Centaurea biebersteinii ssp. biebersteinii 
  

Centaurea phrygia  
  

Cephalaria radiata 
  

Cerastium holosteoides 
  

Cerastium pumilum 
  

Chaerophyllum aromaticum 
  

Chamaespartium sagittale 
  

Chrysopogon gryllus 
  

Cirsium canum 
  

Cirsium pannonicum 
  

Colchium autumnale 
  

Crepis biennis 
  

Cynosurus cristatus 
  

Cynodon dactylon 
  

Dactylorhiza incarnata 
  

Danthonia alpina 
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Dianthus armeria 
  

Dianthus carthusianorum 
  

Dorycnium pentaphyllum ssp. herbaceum 
  

Elymus hispidus 
  

Erysimum odoratum 
  

Euphorbia cyparissias 
  

Euphrasia officinalis 
  

Festuca ovina 
  

Festuca pratensis 
  

Festuca rubra 
  

Festuca rupicola 
  

Festuca valesiaca 
  

Filipendula vulgaris 
  

Fragaria viridis 
  

Galium verum 
  

Gypsophila muralis 
  

Helianthemum nummularium 
  

Hieracium pilosella 
  

Hypochoeris radicata 
  

Juncus conglomeratus 
  

Juncus effusus  
  

Juncus inflexus 
  

Juncus tenuis 
  

Koeleria macrantha 
  

Lathyrus nissolia 
  

Lathyrus pratensis 
  

Leontodon crispus ssp. crispus 
  

Leontodon autumnalis 
  

Leontodon hispidus 
  

Linum austriacum 
  

Linum catharticum 
  

Linum flavum 
  

Linum hirsutum 
  

Lolium perenne 
  

Lotus corniculatus 
  

Luzula campestris 
  

Lychnis flos.cuculi 
  

Lythrum salicaria 
  

Medicago minima 
  

Melampyrum pratense 
  

Nardus stricta 
  

Oenanthe aquatica 
  

Onobrychis viciifolia 
  

Ononis arvensis 
  

Orchis coriophora 
  

Parnassia palustris 
  

Pastinaca sativa 
  

Phleum pratense 
  

Pimpinella major 
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Plantago lanceolata 
  

Plantago major 
  

Poa angustifolia 
  

Poa pratensis 
  

Polygala comosa 
  

Polygala major 
  

Polygala vulgaris 
  

Potentilla argentea 
  

Potentilla cinerea 
  

Potentilla erecta 
  

Potentilla recta 
  

Prunella laciniata 
  

Prunella vulgaris 
  

Ranunculus acris 
  

Ranunculus bulbosus 
  

Ranunculus polyanthemos 
  

Rhinanthus rumelicus 
  

Rhinanthus angustifolius ssp. angustifolius 
  

Rhinanthus minor 
  

Rumex acetosa 
  

Rumex acetosella 
  

Salvia glutinosa 
  

Salvia nemorosa 
  

Salvia pratensis 
  

Salvia transsylvanica 
  

Sanguisorba minor 
  

Scabiosa ochroleuca 
  

Serratula radiata 
  

Seseli annuum 
  

Seseli peucedanoides 
  

Silene nutans 
  

Silene vulgaris 
  

Stachys recta 
  

Stellaria graminea 
  

Stipa capillata 
  

Teucrium montanum 
  

Thalictrum lucidum 
  

Thymus glabrescens 
  

Thymus pannonicus 
  

Thymus pulegioides 
  

Tragopogon pratensis ssp. orientalis 
  

Trifolium alpestre 
  

Trifolium arvense 
  

Trifolium campestre 
  

Trifolium hybridum 
  

Trifolium montanum 
  

Trifolium pratense 
  

Trifolium repens 
  

Veronica arvensis 
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Veronica austriaca 
  

Veronica prostrata 
  

Veronica spicata 
  

Vinca herbacea 
  

Viola canina 
  

 

 

  



 

 

52 

  

 



 

 

53 

  

Chapter 4 

Low-intensity agricultural landscapes in Transylvania support 

high butterfly diversity: implications for conservation 

Jacqueline Loos, Ine Dorresteijn, Jan Hanspach, Pascal Fust, László Rakosy & Joern Fischer 

PLoS One 9(7), e103256. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0103256 

  

IV 



CHAPTER 4 

54 

 

Abstract 

European farmland biodiversity is declining due to land use changes towards agricultural intensification or 

abandonment. Some Eastern European farming systems have sustained traditional forms of use, resulting 

in high levels of biodiversity. However, global markets and international policies now imply rapid and 

major changes to these systems. To effectively protect farmland biodiversity, understanding landscape 

features which underpin species diversity is crucial. Focusing on butterflies, we addressed this question 

for a cultural-historic landscape in Southern Transylvania, Romania. Following a natural experiment, we 

randomly selected 120 survey sites in farmland, 60 each in grassland and arable land. We surveyed 

butterfly species richness and abundance by walking transects with four repeats in summer 2012. We 

analysed species composition using Detrended Correspondence Analysis. We modelled species richness, 

richness of functional groups, and abundance of selected species in response to topography, woody 

vegetation cover and heterogeneity at three spatial scales, using generalised linear mixed effects models. 

Species composition widely overlapped in grassland and arable land. Composition changed along 

gradients of heterogeneity at local and context scales, and of woody vegetation cover at context and 

landscape scales. The effect of local heterogeneity on species richness was positive in arable land, but 

negative in grassland. Plant species richness, and structural and topographic conditions at multiple scales 

explained species richness, richness of functional groups and species abundances. Our study revealed high 

conservation value of both grassland and arable land in low-intensity Eastern European farmland. Besides 

grassland, also heterogeneous arable land provides important habitat for butterflies. While butterfly 

diversity in arable land benefits from heterogeneity by small-scale structures, grasslands should be 

protected from fragmentation to provide sufficiently large areas for butterflies. These findings have 

important implications for EU agricultural and conservation policy. Most importantly, conservation 

management needs to consider entire landscapes, and implement appropriate measures at multiple spatial 

scales. 
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Introduction  

Almost half of Europe’s terrestrial surface consists of farmland, and many species, including rare and 

endangered ones, depend on farmland as habitat (Stoate et al. 2009; Kleijn et al. 2011). The loss of 

cultural-historic landscapes through intensification or abandonment of farming practices is causing 

declines of farmland biodiversity (Benton et al. 2003; Thomas et al. 2004; Cremene et al. 2005; Foley et al. 

2005; Stoate et al. 2009). To effectively design conservation strategies, knowledge is needed about which 

variables influence species richness and distribution at different spatial scales (Weibull et al. 2003; Kumar 

et al. 2009; Brückmann et al. 2010). 

In Western Europe, species loss in farmland has been associated with an increase of agricultural 

productivity (Maes and Van Dyck 2001; Weibull et al. 2003; Van Dyck et al. 2009), most likely caused by 

the use of agrochemicals (McLaughlin and Mineau 1995) and the loss and fragmentation of semi-natural 

patches, especially grasslands (Bergman et al. 2004; Brückmann et al. 2010). In Eastern Europe, socio-

economic conditions and land use have been rapidly changing since the breakdown of communism and 

accession of new member states to the European Union (EU) (Kluvánková-Oravská et al. 2009; 

Kuemmerle et al. 2009; Mikulcak et al. 2013). Current changes involve a dual threat to biodiversity, with a 

trend towards structural simplification on the one hand and abandonment of low-intensity practices on 

the other hand (Schmitt and Rákosy 2007; Young et al. 2007). The current situation in Eastern Europe 

thus differs in important ways from Western European countries (Pullin et al. 2009; Stoate et al. 2009; 

Tryjanowski et al. 2011), and a better understanding is needed of how organisms respond to landscape 

features within low-intensity farming areas of Eastern Europe.  

Heterogeneous landscapes typically harbour greater species richness than homogenous landscapes 

(Benton et al. 2003; Tscharntke et al. 2005; Ekroos et al. 2013), most likely because of their greater niche 

diversity, as well as spillover effects and habitat complementation (Dunning et al. 1992). Agricultural 

simplification and land abandonment typically lead to a loss of landscape connectivity, which may not 

only dissect the habitats for species, but also causes flow-on effects on the composition and configuration 

of the landscape as a whole (Persson et al. 2010; Fahrig et al. 2011).  

A particularly interesting cultural-historic region in Eastern Europe is Transylvania, which supports 

extraordinarily high levels of farmland biodiversity (Fischer et al. 2012; Page et al. 2012). Especially in its 

South, Transylvania is characterised by a small-scale mosaic of different low-intensity land-uses that 

provide many different, well-connected structures such as field margins and roadside vegetation. The 

historic management of the area has created heterogeneity at multiple spatial scales: within tens of metres 

(hereafter termed the local scale), in the immediate surroundings around any given location (the context 

scale), as well as over thousands of metres (the landscape scale) (Akeroyd and Page 2006; Hartel et al. 

2008). 

Here, we focus on butterflies as a taxonomic group that rapidly responds to environmental changes 

(Erhardt 1985) and is known to be sensitive to land use change worldwide (Thomas et al. 2004). In 
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Europe, many butterflies use anthropogenic landscape elements (van Swaay et al. 2006), but species with 

different traits are expected to respond differently to land use change (Krauss et al. 2003; Brückmann et 

al. 2010). For example, Öckinger & Smith (2006) found that the effects of landscape composition differed 

between species of different mobility classes, and Börschig et al. (2013) found that intensively used 

agricultural landscapes mostly support generalists. Yet, evidence on the responses of butterflies to 

gradients of spatial heterogeneity is sparse, and more thorough studies at multiple scales are needed 

(Öckinger et al. 2009; Ekroos et al. 2013). 

We sought to understand the responses of butterfly diversity to key landscape gradients in Southern 

Transylvania, using a snapshot natural experiment (Diamond 1986; Lindenmayer et al. 2008) that spanned 

the full range of environmental conditions with respect to heterogeneity and woody vegetation cover 

across multiple scales. Our overarching aim was to understand drivers of species richness and 

composition. Specifically, we asked (i) how landscape structures affect the composition of butterfly 

communities; (ii) which landscape structures explain butterfly species richness at various spatial scales; 

and (iii) which landscape structures affect abundance patterns of selected species. We discuss our findings 

in the context of possible landscape changes that may take place in Transylvania. 

Materials and methods 

Ethics Statement 

We obtained the necessary permit for surveying butterflies within the EU Natura 2000 network from 

Progresul Silvic, the organization officially entrusted with the custody of the protected area by the 

Romanian government. The survey procedure was approved beforehand by the ethics committee of 

Leuphana University Lueneburg. 

Data Availability Statement 

All data underlying the findings reported in this study are available from the Dryad Digital Repository 

(http://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.97s1k). 

Study area and experimental design 

The study area covered approximately 7,000 km2 in the lowlands of Southern Transylvania, Romania 

(Figure 4.1). We followed the notion of a natural experiment (Diamond 1986), with randomised site 

selection in pre-defined strata at two levels: study villages and survey sites within villages.  

To select study villages, we first allocated each raster pixel of the study area to different “village 

catchments”. These were calculated using a cost-distance algorithm in ARCGIS with the village centre as 

the reference point and the slope and the distance to the next village as the cost variables. Information 

about village locations was extracted from CORINE land cover data 2006 (http://www.eea.europa.eu), 

and slope was calculated from the digital elevation model ASTER (Advanced Spaceborne Thermal 

Emission and Reflection Radiometer). Topographically based village catchments were used instead of 
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administrative boundaries because administrative boundaries were only available at the commune level 

(typically 3-5 villages). However, we found that the resulting polygons accurently reflected historical land 

use responsibilities. Second, we stratified village catchments along a gradient of terrain ruggedness and 

according to their protection status under the EU Birds and Habitats Directives. Terrain ruggedness was 

calculated as the standard deviation of the altitude of the catchment, and we used quantiles to classify 

ruggedness as either low, medium or high. Protection status of the catchments was either unprotected, 

SCI (Site of Community Importance) or SPA (Special Protection Area). Third, we randomly chose 30 

villages, covering all combination of ruggedness and protection status (Table S3.1). 

 

Figure 4.1. Location of the study area with investigated village catchments in Transylvania, Romania. The small letters 

indicate the village catchments illustrated for predictions in Figure 4.4 (a= Cincu, b= Granari, c= Viscri).  

To select survey sites, we stratified the agricultural area within these 30 villages according to CORINE 

land cover as grassland or arable land and excluded other land cover classes. Within these strata, we 

spanned two gradients that we assumed sensitive to change in the future as a result of structural 

simplification, namely woody vegetation cover and heterogeneity. We estimated woody vegetation cover 
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in a circular one hectare area based on classified 10 m SPOT data (CNES, ISIS programme). To assess 

heterogeneity, we used the standard deviation of 2.5 m panchromatic SPOT data within a one hectare 

circle. We assigned each hectare of the agricultural landscape to a combination of three classes of woody 

vegetation cover by three classes of heterogeneity. We distinguished low (0-5 %), medium (>5-15 %) and 

high (>15 %) woody vegetation cover and used the lower, middle and upper third of percentiles to 

classify heterogeneity. Within these combinations, we randomly selected replicates for each cross-

combination (except for the combination of high heterogeneity and low woody vegetation cover, which 

did not exist (Table S3.2)). In total, we selected 120 circular 1 ha survey sites, with 60 in grassland and 60 

in arable land, and an average of four survey sites per village catchment. Notably, sites in arable land in 

this context were consciously placed not to represent only arable fields specifically, but rather to capture 

the whole range of conditions within the mosaic of arable land (Bennett et al. 2006), including field 

margins and fallow land. 

Data collection 

Butterfly surveys (response data) 

We assessed species richness and abundance of butterflies (Rhopalocera) and diurnal burnet moths 

(Zygaenidae) by walking four transects of 50 m length per survey site (Pollard and Yates 1993). We 

included burnet moths because they are comparable to butterflies in their ecology (Naumann et al. 1999; 

Öckinger and Smith 2006). These transect pointed north, east, south and west, and started 6 m from the 

centre of a given site. In a given transect walk, each butterfly observed within 2.5 m of each side of the 

transect and 5 m in front of the observer was identified and counted. Species that we could not identify in 

the field were treated as compound species: L. sinapis/ juvernica, C. alfacariensis/ hyale and Zygaena minos/ 

purpuralis. Adscita, Jordanita and Carcharodus occurred within the study region, and are represented by two, 

two and three species, respectively (Rakosy et al. 2003). However, these species are difficult to distinguish 

and therefore were only identified to the genus level. Surveys were repeated on four occasions between 

May and August 2012 by four different, trained observers. Surveys were conducted under suitable 

weather conditions (no rain, <90 % cloud cover, >17°C, no strong wind), between 9 am and 5 pm. 

Environmental data (explanatory variables) 

We followed a multi-scale approach and included explanatory variables that could potentially explain 

butterfly distribution at the local (1 ha), context (50 ha) and landscape scale (i.e. village catchments, 

ranging from 430 to 4963 ha). An overview of all variables included in the analysis is presented in Table 

4.1. 

At the local scale, we collected data on vascular plant species richness in eight randomized quadrants (1x1 

m). We used cumulative plant species richness per site as an explanatory variable. We also calculated 

indices for heatload (after (Parker 1991)) and terrain wetness as a measure of potential soil wetness, and 

included heterogeneity assessed by the spectral variance of SPOT data (see Table 4.1 for details).  
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Table 4.1. Definition of environmental variables used in the study at three different scales and method of obtaining 

those. Abbreviations are used in Figure 4.2 and Table 4.2. 

Scale Variable (abbreviation) Definition and method 

local  
(1 ha) 

Number of plant species  
(NoPlant) 

Vascular plant species richness assessed by eight randomly 
distributed quadrants of one by one meter 

Heterogeneity (het_1ha) Heterogeneity measured as the standard deviation of 2.5 m 
panchromatic SPOT picture (© CNES, ISIS programme) 

Woody vegetation cover 
(woody_1ha) 

Proportion of woody vegetation cover based on classified 10m 
SPOT satellite image (© CNES, ISIS programme) 

Heat index (heatload) Potential for ground heating calculated after Parker (1991): Heat 
index = cos (slope aspect -225) * tan (slope angle) 

Terrain Wetness Index 
(TWI) 

Measure of potential soil wetness, estimated as the position in the 
landscape and the slope from ASTER digital elevation model 
with 30m resolution. 

Land Cover (LU_type) Land use classification as arable land, grassland or forest based on 
CORINE land cover 

context  
(50 ha) 

Ruggedness (rugg_50ha) Terrain ruggedness, calculated as standard deviation of altitude 

Woody vegetation cover 
(woody_50ha) 

Proportion of woody vegetation cover based on classified 10m 
SPOT satellite image 

Configurational 
heterogeneity (ED_50ha) 

Configuration of different land covers, calculated as the edge 
density with FRAGSTATS v4.2 based on CORINE land cover 

landscape 
(village 
catchment) 

Amount of pasture 
(past_catch) 

Proportion of pasture, based on CORINE land cover 

Woody vegetation cover 
(woody_catch) 

Proportion of forest cover based on CORINE land cover 

Ruggedness (catch_rugg) Terrain ruggedness, calculated as the standard deviation of the 
altitude 

Compositional 
heterogeneity (SIDI) 

Composition of different land covers, calculated as Simpson 
index of diversity with FRAGSTATS v4.2 based on CORINE 
land cover 

Configurational 
heterogeneity (ED) 

Configuration of different land covers, calculated as edge density 
with FRAGSTATS v4.2 based on CORINE land cover 

Random 
effects 

Village catchment Classification of the landscape into social-ecological units 
according to a cost distance algorithm of proximity to the nearest 
village as reference point and the slope of the terrain as cost 
factor 

Level Observation level random effect 
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We calculated percent woody vegetation cover at local and context scales, and used CORINE land cover 

to calculate percent forest at the landscape scale. For the context and landscape scales, we calculated the 

terrain ruggedness as the standard deviation of altitude. We also quantified compositional or 

configurational heterogeneity of the different land covers grassland, arable land and forest as provided by 

CORINE land cover data. At the context scale, our chosen heterogeneity measures (Simpson index of 

land cover diversity, edge density) were correlated (r = 0.76). Hence, we included only edge density as an 

explanatory variable (following Kumar et al. 2009). At the landscape scale, we used both edge density and 

the Simpson index of diversity and added the amount of pasture and forest per village catchment, based 

on CORINE land cover data. Variables on compositional and configurational heterogeneity were 

calculated using FRAGSTATS v4.2 (McGarigal et al. 2012) and all other variables using ARCGIS 10.1 

(ESRI Inc., Redland, CA).  

Analysis 

We pooled all observed butterfly species and individuals from the four survey rounds for each survey site. 

First, we tested for differences in species richness and abundance between different levels of official 

protection by using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). Second, we conducted a detrended correspondence 

analysis (DCA) to describe species composition and its relation to environmental variables. We used a 

permutation test to fit and test the correlation of environmental variables with the ordination. 

Third, we used generalized linear mixed effects models (GLMMs) to assess effects of environmental 

variables on butterfly species richness. Beforehand, we tested the explanatory variables for collinearity (all 

r < 0.7; Table S4.2; (Dormann et al. 2013)). We log-transformed woody vegetation cover at local and 

context scales and heterogeneity at the local scale because these variables were highly skewed. All 

numerical explanatory variables were scaled to mean zero and unit variance. We included the variables 

listed in Table 4.1 to model species richness of butterflies. To test for a unimodal relationship in response 

to woody vegetation cover, we included a quadratic term of local woody vegetation cover. We 

furthermore expected that the effect of heterogeneity may differ between grassland and arable land and 

therefore included an interaction term between land cover type and heterogeneity. Grasslands are also 

interesting to look at separately because they are among the most species rich biotopes for butterflies in 

Europe (van Swaay et al. 2011). We assessed the variance inflation factor (VIF) of the generalized linear 

model (GLM) and tested for spatial auto-correlation in the residuals. We included the village catchment as 

a random effect and corrected for overdispersion by adding an observation level random effect. We 

simplified the model by stepwise backwards selection retaining all variables with p<0.1. For GLMMs, 

significance levels are only approximations, hence many statisticians suggest using a significance level of 

p<0.1 (Bolker et al. 2009).  

Likewise, we modelled species richness of functional groups. To this end, we distinguished between 

species of low mobility (Bink΄s mobility classes 1 and 2) and high mobility (Bink΄s mobility classes 7, 8 

and 9;(Bink 1992)). Highly mobile species were Colias crocea, Pieris brassicae, Vanessa atalanta and Vanessa 
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cardui. Low-mobility species were Brenthis daphne, Brenthis ino, Coenonympha glycerion, Cupido minimus, 

Euphydryas aurinia, Hamaeris lucina, Heteropterus morpheus, Lopinga achine, Melitaea britomartis, Melitaea diamina 

and Satyrium acaciae. As a third group we modelled the richness of grassland specialists, namely Euphydryas 

aurinia, Polyommatus coridon, Cyaniris semiargus, Lysandra bellargus, Phengaris arion, Cupido minimus and Erynnis 

tages (van Swaay et al. 2013).  

We also modelled the abundance of individual species considered to be declining in Western and 

Northern Europe, but that are widespread or even increasing in Eastern Europe (van Swaay and Warren 

1999; Konvicka et al. 2003; Franzén and Ranius 2004; van Swaay et al. 2013) . We only used species that 

were common enough in the study area to obtain reliable models, namely Maniola jurtina, Coenonympha 

pamphilus, Polyommatus icarus, Lycaena dispar and Glaucopsyche alexis. We performed all statistical analyses in R 

(R Core Team 2013), using the packages MASS, ade4, vegan, gdata and lme4. 

Results 

In total, we counted 19,878 individuals of 112 species of butterflies (Table S4.1). Site-level species 

richness varied between three and 45, and the number of individuals between seven and 452. Eighty-five 

percent of all individuals belonged to 12 species: Colias alfacariensis/hyale, Minois dryas, Aphantopus hyperantus, 

Pieris rapae, Everes argiades, Coenonympha glycerion, Leptidea sinapis/juvernica, Melanargia galathea, Coenonympha 

pamphilus, Maniola jurtina, Polyommatus icarus, and Plebeius argus. SCI, SPA and unprotected sites did not 

differ in species richness (F= 0.54, p=0.58) but SCI sites appeared to have a slightly lower abundance of 

individuals than unprotected sites (F=2.37, p=0.09). Arable land and grassland did not differ in species 

richness (F=1.32, p=0.25) nor abundance of individuals (F=1.51, p=0.22). 

Multivariate analysis showed substantial overlap in species composition between arable land and grassland 

(Figure 4.2), with less than one complete species turnover (length of first axis = 2.9). The first axis 

(Eigenvalue = 0.21) described a gradient from sites with a low terrain wetness index in homogenous 

landscapes to sites with a high terrain wetness index within highly heterogeneous landscapes. The second 

DCA axis (Eigenvalue = 0.18) described a gradient from low to high richness of vascular plants, 

ruggedness, woody vegetation cover and context-level heterogeneity and landscape-level woody 

vegetation cover.  

Butterfly species richness was positively related to local plant species richness and local woody vegetation 

cover, but negatively to local heatload (Table 4.2). It increased in response to local heterogeneity in arable 

sites, but not in grasslands (Figure 4.3). Species richness furthermore increased with configurational 

heterogeneity and ruggedness at the context scale, but decreased with landscape woody vegetation cover. 

The models show suitable areas for species of conservation interest exist throughout village catchments, 

especially in large grassland areas and boundary areas of arable land (Figure 4.4). 
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Figure 4.2. DCA ordination plot of butterfly species, with significant environmental variables superimposed (p,0.05) 

(Abbreviations: NoPlant = Local plant species richness; TWI = Local terrain wetness index; rugg_50 ha = context 

terrain ruggedness; woody_50 - ha = context woody vegetation cover; ED_50 ha = context edge density; woody_catch 

= landscape woody vegetation cover; SIDI = landscape compositional heterogeneity; Table 4.1). 

 

Figure 4.3. Predicted effect of local heterogeneity on species richness in arable land versus grassland, based on the 

simplified generalized linear mixed model (Table 4.2). 

Species richness of mobile butterflies was highest in arable land, and responded positively at the 

landscape scale to both compositional heterogeneity and ruggedness. By contrast, richness of low-
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mobility species was negatively related to landscape configurational heterogeneity, but responded 

positively to local-scale plant species richness and context heterogeneity (for additional details, see Table 

4.2). Richness of specialist species was higher in grassland, in landscapes with high terrain ruggedness and 

at sites with high plant species richness.  

For individual species, both L. dispar and G. alexis were more abundant in arable land, and were positively 

related to local plant species richness. L. dispar also responded positively to local woody vegetation cover, 

but negatively to local heatload, whereas G. alexis showed a positive response to context ruggedness and 

the amount of grassland in the landscape. The abundances of P. icarus, M. jurtina and C. pamphilus 

increased with heterogeneity in arable land, but not in grassland, and decreased with increasing heatload.  

Abundance of M. jurtina and C. pamphilus were positively related to local plant species richness, and 

negatively to landscape woody vegetation cover. P. icarus responded positively to the amount of grassland 

in the landscape. Abundance of C. pamphilus was unimodally related to local woody vegetation cover. 
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Figure 4.4. Maps of predicted butterfly distributions in three example villages. Left: Land cover map according to 

CORINE 2006; middle: predicted species richness for arable and grassland areas within each village catchment; right: 

predicted abundance of the Meadow Brown (Maniola jurtina). 
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Discussion  

We found a high diversity of butterflies in the cultural-historic landscape of Southern Transylvania. This 

is especially the case considering that we did not seek out sites expected a priori to harbour great diversity, 

but rather surveyed randomly selected sites within the agricultural matrix. An even greater diversity of 

butterflies, including rare and endangered species, would be expected to occur in dry grassland patches 

and traditionally managed hay-meadows, which occur within our study area but which we did not 

specifically target. Our findings suggest that some types of land use change could pose serious threats to 

butterfly diversity in Transylvania. Our findings can be summarised within four themes, which we discuss 

in the following: (i) both grassland and arable land have conservation value; (ii) low-intensity landscapes 

provide important resources for butterflies; (iii) heterogeneity has a different effect in arable land than in 

grassland; and (iv) it is important to consider multiple scales for effective butterfly conservation. 

Both grassland and arable land have conservation value  

Our findings revealed a high conservation value for butterflies of the small-scale farming system in the 

lowlands of Transylvania. Interestingly, butterfly species richness and abundance were similar in arable 

land and grassland. This is a surprising result and suggests a need to broaden the emphasis of 

conservation activities from grassland protection towards the maintenance of heterogeneous mosaic 

farmland, including cropland (Bennett et al. 2006). This is particularly important in the context of 

criticisms that the recent reform of the European Union’s Common Agricultural Policy, for example, falls 

far short of what is needed in terms of biodiversity conservation (Pe'er et al. 2014). Throughout Europe, 

grasslands are considered most important for butterfly conservation (e.g. Brückmann et al. 2010; van 

Swaay et al. 2011). Arable land, on the other hand, has received far less attention. In Western Europe, 

arable land has been found to support lower species richness and more homogenous butterfly 

communities than grassland (Weibull and Ostman 2003; Weibull et al. 2003). Our results indicate that this 

situation may be different in Eastern Europe, and that certain types of arable land can in fact support 

similar levels of butterfly diversity as grasslands. A possible explanation for the similar species richness in 

arable land and grassland in Transylvania may be spillover effects (Dunning et al. 1992), which may be 

more likely in small-scale mosaics of land covers. The mosaic character of the landscape also could 

explain the strong overlap in butterfly communities between arable land and grassland.  

Low-intensity landscapes provide important resources for butterflies  

The fine-grained mosaic nature of arable land and the low-intensity nature of grassland in Southern 

Transylvania emphasize that low-intensity land use practices have major benefits for butterfly 

conservation. Semi-natural elements occur throughout the landscape, and are a likely reason why species 

richness is high throughout different land covers (Ekroos et al. 2013). Furthermore, species richness of 

vascular plants can be high in field margins, which in turn may indicate high quality habitat for butterflies 

(Steffan-Dewenter and Tscharntke 2000). Consistent with the findings of Kumar, Simonson & Stohlgren 

(2009), we found plant species richness strongly related to butterfly species richness. Currently, 
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Transylvania contains some of the world’s most species rich areas for plants (Wilson et al. 2012), which is 

partly linked to the low use of fertilizers (Jones 2009). Agricultural intensification, by contrast, would 

likely lead to increased use of fertilizers and hence reduced plant species richness (Zechmeister et al. 2003; 

Van Landuyt et al. 2008; Kleijn et al. 2009). Furthermore, intensification is typically associated with the 

use of fewer, high yielding crop varieties. Interestingly, many butterflies in Transylvania use the common 

crop Medicago sativa ssp. sativa (Alfalfa), a leguminous species that provides nectar and that we also 

observed to serve as a host plant for several butterfly species (e.g. Glaucopsyche alexis). Alfalfa is grown 

in small parcels, is primarily used as winter fodder for livestock, and may easily be lost as a result of 

intensification. However, high amounts of floral resources are critically important to maintain butterfly 

diversity. Similarly, woody vegetation offers important resources for butterflies, including shelter and 

space for thermoregulation (Dover et al. 1997). At present, Transylvania contains many scattered trees 

and hedgerows, and we found that butterfly species richness responded positively to these structures at 

the local scale. By contrast, a large amount of woody vegetation at the landscape scale may lead to 

decreased species richness, probably due to a lack of open habitat. 

Heterogeneity has a different effect in arable land than in grassland  

We considered heterogeneity and woody vegetation cover at the local scale as two potentially important 

gradients describing the structure of the landscape. Interestingly, our results showed that the effect of 

local heterogeneity on species richness depended on land cover. In arable land, species richness increased 

with heterogeneity, supporting our hypothesis that small-scale farming benefits biodiversity by providing 

a range of different resources for butterflies. Notably, our land use class of “arable land” reflected the 

highly heterogeneous nature of traditional farmland, and included cropped areas as well as fallows and 

uncultivated field margins. These non-cropped areas are likely to be particularly important to maintain 

butterfly diversity in arable land. By contrast, in grassland, high heterogeneity was associated with reduced 

butterfly diversity. A possible explanation for this pattern is that heterogeneity of grassland may 

correspond to a higher degree of fragmentation of butterfly habitat, with likely negative consequences for 

species diversity (Krauss et al. 2004). Our study thus confirms that heterogeneity per se is not universally 

beneficial for species richness (see also (Ekroos et al. 2008)), although most work to date has focused on 

its positive effects (e.g. (Kerr et al. 2001)).  

The importance of considering multiple scales 

To date, results from studies investigating multiple scales have been disparate and difficult to generalize 

(Flick et al. 2012). We included three spatial scales in our study which we considered relevant for butterfly 

diversity and distribution. Our study revealed that all investigated scales affected butterfly community 

composition. Previous studies found local factors affecting butterfly species composition, with local 

heterogeneity in land cover being a good predictor for species composition in Canada (Kerr et al. 2001; 

Weibull and Ostman 2003). Butterfly species composition in Transylvania also showed a significant 

correlation with local factors, but was explained by heterogeneity and woody vegetation cover only at the 
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two larger scales. Butterfly species richness also responded to variables at all different spatial scales, 

especially at the local scale, but also at the two larger scales (see also (Weibull et al. 2003)). This suggests 

that local habitat conditions are particularly important, yet these cannot be considered in isolation from 

the surrounding landscape (Steffan-Dewenter et al. 2002; Öckinger and Smith 2006).  

Our models also showed that the different functional groups of butterflies were affected by variables 

from different spatial scales. For example, landscape heterogeneity appeared to benefit mobile species but 

not low-mobility species. Furthermore, we found that woody vegetation cover was related to species 

richness. Land abandonment induces natural succession, whereas intensification leads to loss of scattered 

woody vegetation, and both have negative effects on butterfly richness in the long term (Baur et al. 2006). 

Both processes decrease structural heterogeneity, which is important for viable butterfly populations in 

agricultural landscapes. In our study, only Coenonympha pamphilus showed a unimodal relationship to local 

woody vegetation cover. For such low-mobile species, presence of woody vegetation is crucial for wind 

shield and thermoregulation. C. pamphilus is abundant in Transylvania, however its population state in 

other European countries is declining (Conrad et al. 2007). Habitat heterogeneity from different spatial 

scales, including the presence of woody vegetation, should be further investigated as possible key 

elements in landscapes to halt biodiversity loss in farmland. 

Conclusion 

Collapse of communism and accession of Romania to the European Union have accelerated land use 

change in the rural areas of Transylvania, in particular towards land abandonment and agricultural 

intensification. The two key gradients considered in this study, namely woody vegetation cover and 

heterogeneity, would fundamentally change as a result of these two land use change processes. Along the 

gradients of woody vegetation cover and heterogeneity, we were able to show that butterfly abundance 

and distribution were affected by a range of different variables operating at multiple spatial scales. Not 

only local conditions, but the composition and configuration of the landscape as a whole need to be 

considered for effective conservation management of butterflies in low-intensively managed farming 

landscapes such as in Transylvania. 

Our results showed that, unlike in Western Europe, species richness of butterflies was not only high in 

grassland, but also in arable land. This suggests that more emphasis needs to be placed on low-intensity 

farming practices and management of the landscape mosaic, and that arable land needs to be actively 

considered in butterfly conservation strategies. In our study area, butterfly richness would likely benefit 

from (1) the continuation of small-scale farming; (2) the production of a variety of crops, including 

legume species; and (3) the maintenance of broad field margins and uncultivated ruderal areas. New 

payment schemes under the Common Agricultural Policy have recently been criticised as grossly 

inadequate (Pe'er et al. 2014). Our findings suggest that even measures considered adequate in Western 

Europe may not be directly transferable to Transylvania – in low-intensity landscapes, it will be 

particularly important to consider the high nature value that entire agro-ecosystems provide, both inside 
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and outside of protected areas (see also (González-Estébanez et al. 2011)). Ultimately, the continued 

existence of historic-cultural landscapes such as those in Transylvania hinges on the successful transfer of 

its appreciation and historic management to future generations of farmers. Substantial efforts are 

therefore needed in environmental education and in developing alternative ways for local people to make 

a living, for example through the development of cultural and ecological tourism.  
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Supplementary Material  

Table S4.1. Species list of butterfly species observed in the transects  

Adscita sp 

Aglais urticae 

Antocharis cardamines 

Apatura ilia 

Apatura iris 

Aphantopus hyperantus 

Aporia crataegi 

Araschnia levana 

Argynnis adippe 

Argynnis aglaja 

Argynnis laodice 

Argynnis niobe 

Argynnis paphia 

Aricia agestis 

Aricia artaxerxes 

Boloria dia 

Boloria euphrosyne 

Boloria selene 

Brenthis daphne 

Brenthis hecate 

Brenthis ino 

Brinthesia circe 

Cacharodus sp 

Callophrys rubi 

Celastrina argiolus 

Coenonympha arcania 

Coenonympha glycerion 

Coenonympha pamphilus 

Colias alfacariensis/ hyale 

Colias crocea 

Cupido decoloratus 

Cupido minimus 

Cupido osiris 

Cyaniris semiargus 

Erebia medusa 

Erynnis tages 

Eumedonia eumedon 

Euphydryas aurinia 

Everes alcetas 

Everes argiades 

Glaucopsyche alexis 

Gonepteryx rhamni 

Hamearis lucina 

Hesperia comma 

Heteropterus morpheus 

Hipparchia fagi 

Inachis io 

Iphiclides podalirius 

Issoria lathonia 

Jordanita sp 

Lasiommata megera 

Leptidea morsei 

Leptidea sinapis/ juvernica 

Limenitis camilla 

Limenitis populi 

Lopinga achine 

Lycaena alciphron 

Lycaena dispar 

Lycaena phleas 

Lycaena thersamon 

Lycaena tityrus 

Lycaena virgaureae 

Lysandra bellargus 

Phengaris arion 

Maniola jurtina 

Melanargia galathea 

Meleagera daphnis 

Melitaea athalia 

Melitaea aurelia 

Melitaea britomartis 

Melitaea cinxia 

Melitaea diamina 

Melitaea didyma 

Melitaea phoebe 

Melitaea trivia 

Minois dryas 

Neptis sappho 

Nymphalis antiopa 

Ochlodes sylvanus 

Papilio machaon 

Pararge aegeria 

Pieris brassicae 

Pieris napi 

Pieris rapae 

Plebejus argus 

Plebejus argyrognomon 

Plebejus idas 

Polygonia c-album 

Polyommatus amandus 

Polyommatus coridon 

Polyommatus dorylas 

Polyommatus icarus 

Polyommatus thersites 

Pontia edusa 

Pseudophilotes vicrama 

Pyrgus armoricanus 

Pyrgus alveus 

Pyrgus malvae 

Rhagades pruni 

Satyrium acaciae 

Satyrium ilicis 

Thymelicus lineola 

Thymelicus sylvestris 

Vanessa atalanta 

Vanessa cardui 

Zygaena angelicae 

Zygaena carniolica 

Zygaena ephialtes 

Zygaena filipendulae 

Zygaena loti 

Zygaena minos/purpuralis 

Zygaena viciae 
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Abstract 

Using the MAXENT algorithm, we developed risk maps for eight invasive plant species in southern 

Transylvania, Romania, a region undergoing drastic land-use changes. Our findings show that invasion 

risk increased with landscape heterogeneity. Roads and agricultural areas were most prone to invasion, 

whereas forests were least at risk. 
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Introduction 

Species distribution models are a useful tool in biological invasion risk management (Jimenez-Valverde et 

al. 2011). They allow a rapid assessment of the distribution of alien species, which may serve to identify 

areas of high invasibility and to understand the mechanisms behind the establishment and spread of alien 

species (Zimmermann et al. 2011). 

We focused our study on southern Transylvania, in Central Romania, where temporary or permanent 

abandonment of agricultural land is common. Knowledge on the introduction history of invasive plant 

species and their current distribution in this region is largely missing, although several common alien plant 

species are among the world’s 100 worst invaders (DAISIE 2013; GISD 2013). To address this knowledge 

gap, we aimed to identify predictors of the distribution of eight highly invasive species. 

Methods 

Study area 

Our study area comprised an area of 7,440 km2 (Figure 5.1). It is a heterogeneous, hilly, rural landscape, at 

elevations from 230 to 1100 m, and characterized by a mosaic of different land cover types supporting 

high farmland biodiversity (Loos et al. 2014a). Small-scale semi-subsistence farming with little use of 

machinery or agrochemicals, as well as extensively used hay meadows and grasslands are typical for the 

region.  

 

Figure 5.1. Location of our study area in Romania. Inside the enlarged map of our study area the cities Mediaș and 

Sighișoara are outlined and black points represent the presence points of all eight study species. 
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The small-scale mosaic pattern of different land cover types prevails throughout the study area, although 

the North-West has a relatively higher percentage of arable land, the South has a relatively higher 

percentage of pastures, and the central part a higher percentage of forests (Hanspach et al. 2014). Like 

many other parts of Eastern Europe, Romania has experienced drastic socio-economic changes, with the 

collapse of the communist regime in 1989, and its accession to the European Union in 2007 (Kuemmerle 

et al. 2009). Among other changes, the communist regime and its collapse triggered mass emigration from 

some areas, resulting in widespread farmland abandonment (Figure 5.2). 

 

Figure 5.2. Population census data from 1990, 2000 and 2005 for a subsample of 22 communes across the study area. 

One commune typically includes four villages. In Romania the communist regime and its collapse in 1989 triggered 

mass emigration from these areas. 

Sampling 

In summer 2013, we mapped presences of eight prominent alien plant species across the study area using 

a handheld global positioning system (Table 5.1). Our sampling covered a large variety of landscape 

elements within 50 km of the town of Sighisoara (Figure 5.1). In each local valley, we undertook at least 

two extended survey walks that lasted between 30 and 180 minutes. We sampled along roads, but also 

tracked species off-road, by walking towards the top of the hills bordering a given valley. Furthermore, we 

took sample points whenever we observed an invasive species during our other field activities. For 

Robinia pseudoacacia we did not record planted trees, but only naturally dispersed individuals. We did not 

measure the distance to the next adult tree, but the minimum distance was approximately 100 m and for 

most recordings adult trees were not in sight. We also included vegetation sampling data from 2012, which 

was based on a randomized stratified design. The minimum distance between sampling points was 30 m. 

In combination, our sampling approach covered a wide range of environments across the study area. 

  



ALIENS IN TRANSYLVANIA 

 

77 

 

Table 5.1. Overview of study species and number of sampling points (N Am = North America). 

Species Family 
Common 
name 

Life 
strategy 

Origin Reproduction/dispersal 
Presence 
points 

Amaranthus 
retroflexus L. 

Amaranthaceae 
Redroot 
amaranth 

annual 
herb 

~1 m 

N Am 
monoecious, wind 
pollinated, dispersed by 
wind, water and animals 

45 

Asclepias 
syriaca L. 

Apocynaceae 
Common 
milkweed 

perennial 
herb 

~1-2 m 

N Am 

insect pollinated, seeds 
wind dispersed, and  
vegetative reproduction 
(rhizomes) 

65 

Conyza 
canadensis 
(L.) 
Cronquist 

Asteraceae 
Canadian 
horseweed 

annual 
herb 

~1 m 

N Am 
insect pollinated, self- and 
cross-fertilization, seeds 
wind dispersed 

35 

Erigeron 
annuus 

(L.) Pers. 

Asteraceae 
Annual 
fleabane 

annual 
herb 

~1 m 

N Am 

insect pollinated, self- and 
cross- fertilization, 
winged achenes dispersed 
by wind and animals 

475 

Fallopia 
japonica 
(Houtt.) 
Ronse 
Decr. 

Polygonaceae 
Japanese 
knotweed 

perennial 
herb 

~3 m 

Asia 

insect pollinated, 
dioecious, winged 
achenes dispersed by 
wind, water, animals, and 
reproduces vigorously by 
rhizomes 

69 

Robinia 
pseudoacacia 
L. 

Fabaceae 
Black 
locust 

deciduous 
tree 

~30 m 

N Am 

insect pollinated, seeds 
wind dispersed, 
reproduces vigorously by 
root suckering and stump 
sprouting 

264 

Solidago 
canadensis L. 

Asteraceae 
Canadian 
goldenrod 

perennial 
herb 

~2.5 m 

N Am 

insect pollinated out-
crossing, wind dispersed 
achene with pappus, and  
vegetative reproduction 
(rhizomes) 

298 

Xanthium 
strumarium 
L. 

Asteraceae 
Common 
cocklebur 

annual 
herb 

~1 m 

N Am 

wind-pollinated, 
monoecious, self- and 
cross- fertilization, 
apomixis, seeds dispersed 
by animals and water 

236 

Analysis 

We derived invasion risk maps for each species individually. To this end, we applied the Maximum 

Entropy algorithm (MAXENT), which is based on presence only data to map the likely current 

distribution for each species in our study area (Phillips et al. 2006; Elith et al. 2011; Merow et al. 2013). 
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Our approach to model the likely current distribution based on presence only data is in line with our 

assumption that the expansion of our species has not yet reached equilibrium, making the use of observed 

absences misleading (Jimenez-Valverde et al. 2011). Clamping was activated as well as random seed, and 

we made an internal validation with 50 replicates and 20 % random test percentage. Predictors 

encompassed information on the topography, land use and potential distribution corridors (Table 5.2). 

Slope and terrain ruggedness (the variation in altitude) did not improve any of the models. Our final 

models therefore included four predictors (road and village distance, heterogeneity, and land cover 

classes). Each of these predictors was re-sampled to a cell size of 30 x 30 m within ArcGIS, which thus 

equals the resolution of our risk maps. To calculate the potential areas suitable for each species a threshold 

rule was applied to convert continuous suitability surfaces into binary outputs. We selected the threshold 

“maximum training sensitivity plus specificity logistic threshold”, which focuses on the correct 

classification of presences and background points (Jimenez-Valverde and Lobo 2007). For each grid cell, 

we then calculated the mean probability of occurrence over all eight species. This resulted in a map of 

general invasion risk for the study area, referred to “the invasibility map” hereafter. 

Table 5.2. Predictors for the MAXENT model. All predictors have a 30 x 30 m resolution. (h.s. = habitat suitability). 

Predictor Description Relative importance in the MAXENT model 

Road distance minimum distance to the 
closest road 

18 to < 40 % (A. retroflexus, A. syriaca, C. canadensis) 
45 - 48 % (E. annuus, R. pseudoacacia, S. canadensis) 
>50 % - 56 % (F. japonica, X. strumarium) 
for all species h.s. high with decreasing distance 

Village distance minimum distance to the 
closest village 

15 % (S. canadensis) high h.s. at 3-4 km 
for remaining species values <10% 

Heterogeneity 
(CNES 2007, 
Distribution Spot 
Image SA) 

variation in the 
panchromatic channel of 
SPOT 5 satellite imagery 

>20 % - 35 % (A. syriaca, C. canadensis, E. annuus,  
F. japonica, S. canadensis, X. strumarium) 
>40 % - 46 % (A. retroflexus, R. pseudoacacia) 
for all species h.s. high with increasing heterogeneity 

Corine land cover 
classes 
(Corine 2006 Land 
Cover Map, EEA 
(2006) Corine land 
cover 2000 -- A 
seamless vector 
database 
(European 
Environment 
Agency, 
Copenhagen) 

(1) broad leaved forest 
(2) coniferous and mixed 
forest 
(3) water 
(4) inland marshes 
(5) natural areas (sparsely 
vegetated, bare rocks, 
natural grasslands) 
(6) transitional woodland-
shrub habitats 
(7) artificial surfaces 
(8) agriculture 
(9) pasture 
(10) Land principally 
occupied by agriculture 
with significant areas of 
natural vegetation 

15 % (X. strumarium high h.s. for class 8) 
22 % (A. retroflexus high h.s. for class 4) 
23 % (A. syriaca high h.s. for classes 8, 9) 
35 % (C. canadensis high h.s. for classes 8, 10) 
for remaining species values <15 % 
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Results 

Single distribution models of the eight study species all had high discrimination performances with AUC 

values ranging from 0.8 to 0.9 (Elith 2002). Standard deviation of the output grids showed no signs of 

autocorrelation. Road distance and heterogeneity were the most important predictors (Table 5.2). Corine 

land cover classes substantially improved the MAXENT model of three species, with agricultural areas, 

pastures and land principally occupied by agriculture with significant areas of natural vegetation, having 

the highest risk of invasion. Forest was at least risk of being invaded. With 31 % potential habitat, 

Erigeron annuus has the largest potential distribution and with 8 %, Asclepias syriaca had the lowest 

(Figure 5.3a, b). Risk maps of all species show a high invasibility of distribution corridors such as roads 

and rivers. The overall invasibility map therefore shows a network structure with the highest invasibility 

close to distribution corridors stretching across the whole study area (Figure 5.3c). However, the 

invasibility was highest in heterogeneous areas, which is where it also reached furthest away from roads. 

Discussion 

Our risk maps show that the eight invaders considered have great potential to further expand their 

distributions. All except for one study species are wind dispersed, which is an effective long distance 

dispersal method (Cain et al. 2000). Roads serve as invasion corridors, enabling the species establishment 

inside disturbed road margins (Birdsall et al. 2012). Environments at greatest risk of invasion away from 

roads appeared to be heterogeneous agricultural areas. Landscape heterogeneity is beneficial for native 

species in farming landscapes, because it offers a greater variety of habitats (Fischer and Lindenmayer 

2007). However, invasive species also appear to benefit from this variety. A positive correlation of native 

and invasive plant species richness in relation to landscape heterogeneity was also shown for the Rocky 

Mountain National Park in the USA (120-960 m radius scale; Kumar et al. 2006), for rural and urban areas 

in Germany (32 km2 scale; Deutschewitz et al. 2003), as well as for rural areas and woodlands in Catalonia 

(100 km2 scale; Bartomeus et al. 2012). Furthermore, heterogeneous landscapes offer more edge 

environments which are subject to higher levels of propagule pressure and disturbance, and therefore a 

higher abundance of invasive plant species (Vilà and Ibáñez 2011). Like many invasive species, our study 

species are adapted to disturbance through their short life cycles, rapid germination, persistent seed banks, 

or vegetative reproduction (Rejmánek and Richardson 1996; Kolar and Lodge 2001). We observed that 

areas with a high heterogeneity often coincide with areas that experienced the most widespread emigration 

following the collapse of communism. Socio-economic effects at regional or local scales are rarely 

considered in invasion science (Vilà and Pujadas 2001; Guo et al. 2012). This is a potentially important 

oversight. For example, farmland abandonment and land-use change can facilitate high abundances of 

alien plant species (Hobbs 2000; Cramer et al. 2008). Decades of cultivation may deprive native seed 

banks and altered soil conditions may no longer be suitable for native species (Cramer et al. 2008). 
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Figure 5.3. The likely current distribution for a Erigeron annuus and b Asclepias syriaca in our study area. c Shows the 

invasibility, calculated as the mean probability of occurrence over all eight study species. 
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In comparison to native species, species new to this region may possess traits that make them better 

colonizers of abandoned fields. They benefit from increased human mediated propagule pressure 

(propagule bias), are often stronger competitors (enemy release, novel weapons), and once established 

may further transform their environment, making it even less suitable for native species – thereby creating 

self-perpetuating alien monocultures (Catford et al. 2012). Our study area continues to undergo socio-

economic changes. With our main project (“Fostering sustainable development in Eastern Europe” 

http://peisajesustenabile.wordpress.com/) we aim to provide leverage points for enabling sustainable land 

use practices. Based on the results of this study we recommend to preserve the remaining intact forests, 

which seem to be least in risk of invasions and to further investigate the role of land abandonment and 

land use change in our study area. 
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Abstract 

Context 

Agricultural transformation and increased land use intensity often lead to simplified landscapes and 

biodiversity loss. For animals, one possible mechanism underpinning biodiversity loss in agricultural 

landscapes is the disruption of movements. The disruption of movements may explain, for example, why 

butterfly communities in agricultural landscapes are often dominated by generalist species with high 

mobility.  

Objectives 

Here, we investigated how the movement patterns of butterflies characterised by different levels of 

mobility changed along a gradient of agricultural land use intensity.  

Methods  

To this end, we studied 15 landscapes in low-intensity farmland in Central Romania, measuring 10 ha each 

and covering a gradient of landscape heterogeneity and woody vegetation cover. In these landscapes, we 

tracked movements of 563 individuals of nine butterfly species.  

Results  

Our findings showed that overall movement activities differed significantly between species, 

corresponding well with expert-derived estimates of species-specific mobility. Interestingly, species of low 

and high mobility responded in opposite ways to increasing levels of landscape heterogeneity. In relatively 

simple landscapes, the movement patterns of low and high mobility species were similar. By contrast, in 

complex landscapes, the flight paths of low-mobility species became shorter and more erratic, whereas the 

flight paths of high-mobility species became longer and straighter. An analysis of the land covers traversed 

showed that most species avoided arable land but favoured the more heterogeneous parts of a given 

landscape.  

Conclusions 

In combination, our results suggest that non-arable patches in agricultural landscapes are important for 

butterfly movements, especially for low-mobility species. 
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Introduction 

Human activities have altered the structure and composition of landscapes worldwide, especially through 

the conversion of natural habitat to agricultural land (Benton et al. 2003; Foley et al. 2005; Lindenmayer 

and Fischer 2006). In traditional, low-intensity agricultural areas, many species can persist (Fahrig et al. 

2011; Wright et al. 2012). However, farmland biodiversity in such areas has increasingly come under threat 

from land use intensification (Stoate et al. 2009). 

Low-intensity agricultural landscapes often consist of a mosaic of habitat patches (Bennett et al. 2006), in 

which different landscape structures facilitate or impede ecological flows such as animal movements 

(Taylor et al. 1993; Tscharntke et al. 2012b). The persistence of many species in mosaic landscapes 

depends on the capacity of species to move and disperse within a network of suitable patches (Nathan et 

al. 2008; Bergerot et al. 2012). In this context, butterflies are useful model organisms (Watt and Boggs 

2003) because of their relatively short life cycles, their quick responses to environmental change (Erhardt 

1985; Warren and Bourn 2011), and because they are relatively well-studied (Stevens et al. 2010). In 

general, the responses to landscape structures vary between butterfly species, depending on differences in 

ecological traits (Öckinger et al. 2009), including the innate capacity for movement (Stevens et al. 2010; 

Sekar 2012). Intensification of land use has shown effects on butterfly communities by causing an increase 

of ecological generalists and a decrease in ecological specialists and species with poor mobility (Ekroos et 

al. 2010; Börschig et al. 2013). To anticipate and manage the responses of butterflies to landscape change, 

it is important to understand the ecological mechanisms driving species decline (Bowne and Bowers 

2004), including disruptions to movements.  

Movements can be distinguished as routine movements versus dispersal movements. In butterflies, 

routine movements represent daily behavior, such as foraging, shelter-seeking, or territorial displays 

(Wickman and Wiklund 1983; Van Dyck and Baguette 2005). Such movements occur mainly within the 

same vegetation patch and are often characterized by higher sinuosity than directed flights (Kuefler et al. 

2010; Stevens et al. 2010). In contrast, dispersal movements include shifts from one vegetation patch to 

another, for colonization or to obtain complementary resources (Dunning et al. 1992; Hovestadt and 

Nieminen 2009). Dispersal can occur through directed movements, but also as a by-product of routine 

movements (Van Dyck and Baguette 2005; Delattre et al. 2013),  

While several studies have investigated dispersal (Stevens et al. 2010; Sekar 2012; Driscoll et al. 2014), a 

clear understanding of how landscape heterogeneity facilitates or impedes routine movements of butterfly 

species with different levels of mobility is still lacking (Dennis et al. 2013). Differing abilities of species to 

move between and across different kinds of closely located habitat patches may, in turn, depend on the 

size of the landscape grain and the perceptual range of different species (Baguette and Van Dyck 2007). 

Hence, movement is a response that differs between species (Komonen et al. 2004; Stevens et al. 2010; 

Sekar 2012), resulting from the interaction of species-specific movement capacity with landscape 

characteristics, such as habitat composition and configuration (Mennechez et al. 2003; Dover and Settele 
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2009). The movements of butterflies have been characterized by measures such as flight duration, the 

length of separate flights or step lengths (Kallioniemi et al. 2014), and the frequency of crossing 

boundaries between patch types (Ries and Debinski 2001; Conradt and Roper 2006; Schultz et al. 2012). 

However, empirical studies to date typically have considered very few species at the same time 

(Kallioniemi et al. 2014; Kuussaari et al. 2014), thus limiting their capacity to reach general conclusions. 

To systematically investigate the effects of landscape heterogeneity on the movements of multiple 

butterfly species, we conducted a detailed case study in Central Romania (Fischer et al. 2012). We 

investigated how butterflies adjusted their movement patterns in response to landscape simplification by 

tracking butterfly movements in landscapes strategically selected to cover a broad gradient in 

heterogeneity. We expected that species characterized by low mobility would adjust their movement 

patterns along the gradient of landscape heterogeneity in a different manner than highly mobile species. 

Specifically, the concept of landscape functional grain (Baguette and Van Dyck 2007) suggests that the 

flight paths of habitat specialists should be shorter and more erratic in resource-rich, heterogeneous 

landscapes than in resource-poor, simplified landscapes. If this is the case, it may explain at least partly 

why low-mobility species are selected against during the process of landscape simplification (Dormann et 

al. 2007). Our specific aims were (i) to compare the observed mobility of a set of species with a priori 

estimates based on expert opinion; (ii) to test whether landscape heterogeneity differentially affected 

movement patterns of butterflies with different levels of mobility; and (iii) to examine which landscape 

elements were preferentially selected for in the flight paths of different butterfly species.  

Methods 

Study area 

This study was conducted within farmland of Southern Transylvania, Romania (Figure 6.1a). Undulating 

terrain characterized this area (266-900 m ASL altitude), of which grassland (meadows and pastures) 

covered approximately 24 % and arable fields 37 %. Arable land was largely embedded within a fine-

grained mosaic including semi-natural vegetation, such as field margins and hay meadows (Akeroyd and 

Page 2006). 

Selection of butterfly species  

To make sure that we would track a set of species with different levels of innate mobility, we asked local 

experts to estimate the relative mobility of a wide range of butterfly species. To this end, we used the 

responses to a questionnaire completed by eight experienced Lepidopterists from Romania and Eastern 

Europe. Experts were asked to assign a rank between one and nine, representing low and high mobility, 

respectively, to 110 species occurring in the study area. Based on the responses, we averaged the mobility 

scores provided by the experts and grouped species into three classes of mobility (1-3: low; 4-6: medium; 

and 7-9: high). For each class, we then selected three species that we knew from a previous study to be 

relatively widespread and abundant in our study area (Loos et al. 2014a; Loos et al. 2014b). We considered 
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Pieris rapae, the species complex Colias hyale/alfacariensis, and Pontia edusa as mobile species; Pieris napi, 

Coenonympha pamphilus, and Melitaea phoebe as species of intermediate mobility; and Glaucopsyche alexis, 

Aphantopus hyperantus, and Minois dryas as species of low mobility. Colias alfacariensis and Colias hyale represent 

two different species that could be considered having a too high intraspecific variation in their movement 

behaviour to be treated as a species complex in analyses such as ours. However, none of the used 

movement variables in this study does indicate a higher intraspecific variation in this species complex than 

in other species (Fig. S6.3), even though all movement variables showed significantly different species-

specific variance (as stated in the Results). Finally, we ranked these nine species from one (i.e. lowest 

mobility) to nine (i.e. highest mobility), again drawing on the experts΄ assignments. 

 

 

Figure 6.1: a) Location of the study area within Romania; b) location of the 15 study sites; c) example of a ground-map 

in a highly heterogeneous site; and d) example of butterfly tracks within a low-heterogeneity site. Abbreviations of 

species names: Pieris rapae (rap), Colias hyale/alfacariensis (col), Pontia edusa (edu), Pieris napi (nap), Coenonympha 
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pamphilus (pam), Melitaea phoebe (pho), Glaucopsyche alexis (ale), Aphantopus hyperantus (hyp), Minois dryas 

(dry). 

Selection of landscapes 

We investigated 15 different landscapes which were represented by circles with an area of 10 hectares 

each. These landscapes were specifically selected to cover a broad gradient in woody vegetation cover and 

landscape heterogeneity. The minimum percentage of woody vegetation cover in a landscape was 0 % and 

the maximum was 53 % (median: 6 %). We defined landscape heterogeneity as the spectral variance (i.e. 

the standard deviation) of the panchromatic channel of SPOT 5 satellite imagery (©CNES 2007, 

Distribution Spot Image SA), henceforth called “spot heterogeneity” (for more details see Hanspach et al. 

2014). In the landscapes selected, the minimum value of spot heterogeneity was 0.14 and the maximum 

was 0.32 (median: 0.24), with higher values representing higher heterogeneity. Woody vegetation cover 

and spot heterogeneity were not correlated (Pearson΄s r = 0.05, p = 0.85). 

Field sampling 

Based on a previous study on butterfly species composition (Loos et al. 2014a), we knew that each of our 

focal landscapes was likely to support at least five of our target species. We conducted field work during 

five visits to each landscape, at regular interval of two weeks between 25 May and 5 August 2013. We 

collected data with pairs of two surveyors based on the following three steps.  

First, we conducted ground mapping of a given site, subdividing it into sections representing one of five 

general land uses, namely arable land, grassland, woody vegetation (e.g. trees, hedgerows), uncultivated 

land, or anthropogenic infrastructure (e.g. roads, buildings). Ground mapping was repeated at each visit to 

account for changes in land-cover which occurred throughout the course of the season (e.g. through 

ploughing or mowing). At each visit, each land cover type was further sub-classified and described more 

precisely, for example by crop type, function (e.g. side strip, infrastructure), and status (e.g. mown or 

abandoned). Within each section, we estimated the height of the dominant vegetation as well as floral 

abundance and flower diversity. We transferred this information for each visit into ArcGIS 10.1 in order 

to create ground maps, which we used as a reference for the subsequent visit and later in the analyses 

(Figure 6.1b).  

Second, we searched for the target butterfly species between 9.00 am and 5.00 pm and tracked individuals. 

We started searching from the center and continued in a systematic way to cover the entire study site. We 

organized our search routes in a way to enter forested patches later during the day, as we expected 

butterflies to move in or into the shaded areas when the temperature in open sections would be higher. 

When a suitable butterfly was found, we caught it, determined its sex, estimated its age by wing wear, 

marked it with a permanent marker to avoid re-capture of the same individual, transferred it to a plastic jar 

and placed it in a cooler box for five minutes. We then released the butterfly and tracked its flight path by 

following it with a handheld GPS device (Garmin etrex 20), keeping a minimum distance of 2 m (Figure 
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6.1c). We stopped individual tracking after 30 minutes, or alternatively when the butterfly was lost or 

when it flew out of the study site. For each track, we also recorded weather conditions and temperature.  

Third, we recorded butterfly behavioural activities as sitting, basking, feeding on nectar, egg-laying, flying, 

or interacting with other individuals during the tracking period, every time the butterfly changed 

behaviour. To summarize each flight path thus recorded, we quantified six variables that described 

butterfly movement patterns: (i) flight duration (i.e. total time of all flying movements of the individual 

butterfly), (ii) the number of boundary crossings between sections, (iii) the distance between start and end 

of the observation (henceforth “air distance”), and (iv) total track length. Based on this, we calculated (v) 

mean speed and (vi) track sinuosity (ratio of track length to air distance).  

Environmental variables 

We assessed several environmental variables to quantify the heterogeneity and land use intensity of each 

site. Based on our ground maps, for each individual visit, we quantified landscape heterogeneity by 

calculating patch density based on the number of distinct landscape elements per site. Also based on the 

results of our on-ground mapping, we extracted edge density and the Shannon index of diversity as 

measures of landscape heterogeneity, using the software Fragstats 4.2 (McGarigal et al. 2012). In addition, 

we calculated the proportions of the different land cover types, classified as arable land, grassland, 

uncultivated patches, woody vegetation and human infrastructure. Finally, we imported the individual 

GPS-tracks into GIS and buffered each individual track with a distance of 20 m (to each side of the track). 

Within these buffers, we again noted the proportions of different land covers and again calculated patch 

density, edge density, and percent land cover. 

Analyses 

We first assessed the degree of congruence between expert evaluations of mobility and our measurements 

of mobility by first ranking all species according to the six observed movement variables (i.e. flight 

duration, boundary crossings, air distance, track length, mean speed, and sinuosity) and averaging the rank 

for these six movement variables for each species to derive an observed species-specific mobility rank. We 

correlated our observed mobility rank with the estimated mobility ranks provided by experts with 

Spearman correlations.  

Second, we explored the quantitative differences in mobility between species by comparing linear mixed-

effect models for each loge-transformed movement variable as a response. To this end, we performed two 

models for each mobility variable with species identity as a fixed factor and site as a random [blocking] 

variable using the nlme package in the R statistical environment (Pinheiro et al. 2014). One model 

included an individual variance estimate for each species, whereas the other assumed equal variances 

between species. We then compared the performance of these two models with likelihood ratio tests to 

test for evidence of uneven variance in mobility between species. Having selected the better performing 
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model, we then conducted Tukey΄s Honestly Significant Difference post-hoc tests to quantify which 

species differed from one another in terms of their average mobility.  

Third, we analyzed the relationship between butterfly mobility and landscape attributes using two separate 

analytical approaches. To obtain an overview of movement patterns in response to landscape structure, we 

simplified our data using two ordinations: (1) we fed all six movement variables described above into one 

Principal Component Analysis (PCA; henceforth “movement PCA”); and (2) we fed six selected 

environmental variables (patch density, edge density, Shannon index of diversity, percent arable land, 

percent forest, and spot heterogeneity) into another PCA (henceforth “environment PCA”). We 

normalized and scaled all heterogeneity and movement variables beforehand. We used the first axis of the 

movement PCA as a response variable in a generalized linear mixed model using the lmer function in the 

library nlme, including as fixed effects (i) the species-specific mobility rank, (ii) the first two axes of the 

environment PCA, (iii) the interaction between the mobility rank and the two environment variables, and 

(iv) temperature. We included two sets of random effects into the model: (i) visit nested within site, and 

(ii) a factor derived from all possible combinations of the species identity and its sex (e.g. G. alexis male, G. 

alexis female, etc.). 

Finally, we investigated whether butterfly species preferentially selected certain land-cover types over 

others. For this purpose, we considered each individual flight path and its buffer as a presence point, and 

the whole site as the background data from which the individual chooses. Based on this, we calculated 

species-specific generalized linear mixed models with binomial error distribution. Fixed effects included 

percent land cover type for each buffered track versus percent land cover type for the entire ten hectare 

site. Species were included as random effects. All analyses were performed in R v.2.15.2 (R Core Team 

2013). 

Results 

In total, we obtained tracks for 563 individual butterflies (Table S6.1). All movement variables showed 

significantly different species-specific variance (likelihood ratio ≥ 106.55; p ≤ 0.0001) and significant 

differences in mean mobility between species (p< 0.001, Figure S6.1 and Table S6.2). The species-specific 

movement ranking based on observed mobility showed a high congruence with the independent expert 

opinions (Spearman΄s ρ = 0.9; Figure S6.2). 

Regarding butterfly movement, the first two components of the movement PCA explained 67.1 % of the 

variance (Figure 6.2a). The first axis showed strong negative correlations with the movement variables air 

distance (Pearson΄s r = -0.92), track length (r = -0.88), number of boundary crossings (r = -0.73), and 

flight duration (r = -0.67), and a weak positive correlation with sinuosity (r = 0.38). A correlation test of 

the number of crossing boundaries of individuals and the number of sections present in a site revealed no 

correlation pattern (Pearson’s r = 0.13), which is why we only intrinsically accounted for the variation of 

the number of boundaries between sites by combining the environment PCA with the movement PCA. In 

the environment PCA, we accounted for the different number of sections present in a site through the 
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variables patch density and edge density. When comparing the two PCAs, it is apparent that sites with a 

larger number of sections had higher numbers in crossing boundaries than sites with fewer sections. 

Crossing boundaries correlated with sinuosity and the first axes of the PCA (Fig. 2a), which we later on 

used in our modelling approach. The second axis was strongly and positively correlated with flight speed 

(r = 0.94). Regarding landscape attributes, the first two components of the environment PCA explained 

72.1 % of the variance (Figure 6.2b). The first axis correlated negatively with the landscape heterogeneity 

measures edge density (r = -0.94), patch density (r = -0.90), Shannon index of landscape diversity (r = -

0.73), and spot heterogeneity (r = -0.36). The second axis described a gradient of land use intensity, being 

negatively correlated with cover of woody vegetation (r = -0.75) and positively correlated with percent 

cover with arable land (r =0.60).  

Our landscape model revealed that the first axis of the movement PCA was significantly explained by the 

mobility rank, temperature, and an interaction between mobility rank and the second axis of the 

environment PCA (Table 1). Hence, movement patterns were differently influenced by increasing cover of 

intensively managed arable land in the landscape depending on the mobility of the species. Increasing 

proportions of arable land per site corresponded with longer and straighter movements for species with 

low mobility, but with shorter and more erratic movements in mobile species (Figure 6.3). 

Figure 6.2. a) Movement PCA of all butterfly tracks, including the observed movement variables speed, air distance, track 

length, sinuosity, duration of flight (“flydur”), and number of boundary crossings (“cross”); b) environment PCA of all study 

sites and repeats, including the variables woody vegetation per site (“woody_site”), amount of arable land per site 

(“percarab_site”), heterogeneity variables measured by variance of panchromatic SPOT data (“spot_site”), Shannon index of 

landscape heterogeneity (“SHDI_site”), edge density (“ED”), and patch density (“pd”). The numbers in brackets in x- and 

y-axes display the explained variance of the PCA axis. 
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Figure 6.3: Result of the landscape model, in which the first axis of the movement PCA (Figure 6.2a), which represents 

movement activity of the individual butterfly, was explained by an interaction of species΄ mobility class and the second 

axis of the environment PCA (Figure 6.2b), which represented a gradient of land use intensity. The shade of the plotted 

regression line increases with mobility of the species, i.e. the darkest line refers to the most mobile species. The open 

circles are the empirical observation from the nine focal butterfly species. 

Table 6.1: Results of the landscape model testing the effects of species mobility class and the two axes of the 

environmental PCA (env. PCA) on butterfly movement activity. The random effect “SpecSex” represented a factor 

combining the butterfly species and the sex of the individual (one level for each species-sex combination). Displayed 

are standard deviation (SD), estimates, standard errors and significance levels: *** p < 0.001; p < ** 0.01; p < * 0.05. 

 SD Estimates SE 

Random effects    
Visit/ site 0.155   
SpecSex 0.302   
Site 0.229   
Residual 1.531   
Fixed effects    
Intercept  2.915*** 0.564 
Mobility class  -0.197*** 0.038 
1st axis env. PCA  -0.001 0.098 
2nd axis env. PCA  -0.279 0.147 
Mobility Class*1st axis env. PCA  -0.003 0.015 
Mobility Class*2nd axis env. PCA  0.053* 0.023 
Temperature  -0.069*** 0.069 

All butterfly species, except for the two highly mobile species Colias spp. and P. rapae, covered significantly 

lower areas of arable land in their flight paths compared to the available amount of arable land within the 

10 ha site (Table 2). In addition, G. alexis, M. dryas, A. hyperantus, P. napi, and M. phoebe used significantly 

larger amounts of grassland relative to the whole study site. These species were characterized by low and 

medium mobility respectively. M. dryas and P. napi used significantly more uncultivated patches than would 

be expected at random based on the proportion of uncultivated patches in the entire 10 ha study sites, and 
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G. alexis used more infrastructure. P. napi avoided infrastructure but used significantly more woody 

vegetation than randomly available, as did A. hyperantus. All species except G. alexis preferably moved 

across areas with higher landscape heterogeneity compared to the heterogeneity characterizing the entire 

site (Table 2). 

 

Table 6.2. Effects of specific landscape elements on butterfly flight paths. Abbreviations of species names: Pieris rapae 

(rap), Colias hyale/alfacariensis (col), Pontia edusa (edu), Pieris napi (nap), Coenonympha pamphilus (pam), Melitaea 

phoebe (pho), Glaucopsyche alexis (ale), Aphantopus hyperantus (hyp), Minois dryas (dry). The values are estimates 

based on species-specific generalized linear mixed models. Significant positive values indicate preference and negative 

values avoidance of a specific landscape element. Displayed are estimates and significance values: *** p < 0.001; p < ** 

0.01; p < * 0.05.  

 Species 
 

Arable  
(intercept) 

Grassland  Unculti-vated Infra-structure Woody Heterogeneity 
(ED) 

Ale -3.864 ** 0.031 * 0.022 0.185 * 0.034 0.003 

Col -0.407 0.004 0.036 -0.057 -0.026 0.002 * 

Dry -7.325 *** 0.064 *** 0.075 ** 0.005 0.029 0.006 ** 

Edu -1.673 * 0.015 0.004 -0.032 -0.032 0.002 * 

Hyp -7.500 *** 0.061 *** 0.079 0.251 0.083 *** 0.003 * 

Nap -18.379 *** 0.071 * 0.204 ** -0.691 ** 0.174 *** 0.022 *** 

Pam -2.195 ** 0.014 0.014 0.022 0.002  0.002 * 

Pho -3.492 *** 0.032 ** 0.026 -0.076 0.016 0.004 ** 

Rap -0.739 0.008 -0.023 -0.272 -0.023 0.002 * 

Discussion 

To our knowledge, this is one of few studies in agricultural landscapes that have assessed butterfly 

movement responses in relation to landscape structure and land use intensity (see also Baguette et al. 

2013). Unlike previous studies, we investigated multiple butterfly species across a strategically selected 

gradient of landscape heterogeneity. Our detailed measurements of flight paths showed that butterfly 

movements differed between species, and that species with differing mobility showed contrasting 

responses along the gradient of landscape heterogeneity. Our findings also confirmed that most species 

used proportionally less arable land than expected by random, and that heterogeneous, non-arable land 

was important for most species.  

Assessing butterfly mobility  

Our overall approach to assessing mobility acknowledged that overall “mobility” results from the interplay 

of many different movement characteristics. Because different movement variables are typically 

interlinked (Ries and Debinski 2001; Kallioniemi et al. 2014), we used a multivariate technique, and 

approaches similar to ours could also prove useful in future studies. 

Although some butterfly species that were classified as having low mobility by independent experts 

showed a higher observed mobility than expected, overall the observed and estimated proxies of mobility 

were remarkably consistent (cf. Stevens et al. 2010). Expert assessments of mobility often represent the 
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only available estimates of butterfly mobility, but most expert opinions are based on conditions in 

Western Europe (e.g. Bink 1992). The mobility of a species can vary substantially over its geographical 

range, depending for example on landscape structure (Merckx et al. 2003) and the amount of suitable 

habitat available (Duplouy et al. 2013; Schtickzelle et al. 2006; Wang et al. 2011). Considering the possible 

dependence of mobility on environmental parameters, drawing on local expertise could be important, and 

may help to improve a priori estimations of butterfly mobility. 

Landscape effects on butterfly movement patterns  

Our initial hypothesis was that the movement patterns of low-mobility species would change in a different 

way along a gradient of landscape heterogeneity than those of high-mobility species. This hypothesis was 

confirmed, but the effect of landscape heterogeneity on butterfly movement attributes was relatively weak. 

General landscape heterogeneity (as expressed by environment PC 1; see Figure 6.2a) did not seem to 

affect butterfly movement, but we did find a significant relationship between movement attributes and 

environment PC 2, which described a gradient from sites with a high amount of woody vegetation cover 

to sites with a high amount of arable land. In response to this gradient, we found that in complex 

landscapes, flight paths of low-mobility species were short and erratic, whereas those of high-mobility 

species were long and straight; in simplified landscapes, these differences in movement patterns between 

mobile and less mobile species were less pronounced. The concept of landscape functional grain provides 

a plausible explanation for this finding (Baguette and Van Dyck 2007). That is, complex landscapes with a 

high amount of woody vegetation are likely to contain suitable resources for low-mobility species, which 

tend to be habitat specialists (Ekroos et al. 2010; Stevens et al. 2012). In contrast, highly mobile generalists 

are more inclined to quickly fly straight through wooded and complex landscapes. In simple landscapes, 

however, low-mobility species may need to fly longer distances to find resources. Generalist species, in 

contrast, are often more mobile and can adapt and include arable land as a part of their habitat, which may 

explain why their flight pattern shifts towards shorter and more erratic movements as the amount of 

arable land increases. These results are consistent with Delattre et al. (2013), and confirm that mobile 

species react differently in their movement patterns to landscape simplification (Börschig et al. 2013).  

Movement patterns as a type of habitat filtering in arable land  

Crops, depending on their characteristics, can provide resources for butterflies (Ouin et al. 2003), but 

most crop fields are considered as unsuitable habitat or as barriers for movement for the species included 

in this study. Despite this, in the fine-scaled landscape mosaic structure in Transylvania, many butterflies 

were able to use arable land (especially alfalfa fields), even though low- and medium-mobility species 

showed a high tendency to preferentially use grassland patches. Most likely, butterflies frequently moved 

between land-use types in these landscapes because arable land and grassland patches are often 

interspersed at a fine spatial scale, and both land-use types included flowering resources. Agricultural 

intensification, however, could lead to homogenization of such landscape mosaics, reducing the 

availability of uncultivated patches and woody vegetation elements (Stoate et al. 2009). This, in turn, 
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would have negative impacts on low mobility species, especially if increasing land use intensity reaches a 

critical threshold that selects against sedentary species (Ekroos et al. 2010). 

Conclusions 

Fine-scaled landscape mosaics offer a variety of resources that benefit butterflies characterized by poor 

mobility, which still remain widespread in the Transylvanian lowlands. However, intensification of 

agriculture is likely to simplify landscape structure in the future. Species with low mobility are likely to be 

particularly vulnerable to landscape simplification, which could lead to the biotic homogenization of 

butterfly communities (Ekroos et al. 2010). To counteract such homogenization, we suggest that woody 

and grassy patches should be retained throughout the landscape, even if within-field intensification is 

unavoidable in some situations. Due to their greater ability to move longer distances, and potentially 

greater propensity to use arable land, mobile species are likely to be able to adapt more successfully to 

increasingly simplified landscapes. We believe that our approach of tracking butterflies provides a cost-

effective way to quantify how landscape structure affects movement activity, and a similar approach could 

also be useful in other study systems.  
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Abstract 

Biodiversity monitoring requires sound data collection over large temporal and spatial scales in order to 

inform policy and conservation management. Citizen science programmes, if designed appropriately, can 

make valuable contributions to data collection and analyses. Moreover, citizen science has potential for 

both environmental education and civic participation. Recommendations on effective citizen science are 

available in the literature, but most existing work has come from relatively rich, industrialized countries. 

By contrast, there is very little knowledge on citizen science projects in transitioning economic, social and 

cultural settings. This paper seeks to adjust this deficit by contributing insights from our attempt to initiate 

a new monitoring scheme in Romania. We draw on our experience of conducting workshops, training 

events and camps to strengthen citizen engagement in a butterfly monitoring scheme, and discussions 

with many stakeholders engaged in other monitoring programmes inside and outside of Europe. We 

highlight four general themes that are worth considering when initiating new citizen science projects in 

socio-economically challenging settings: (i) engaging citizens requires a combination of formal and 

informal support; (ii) a culture of volunteering requires education as well as building capacity and 

confidence; (iii) citizen science needs active integration of both national experts and local stakeholders; 

and (iv) successful monitoring schemes require effective leadership. We conclude that particular attention 

should be paid to the cultural legacies of the target area.   
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Citizen science: an opportunity for long-term ecological monitoring 

In light of global biodiversity decline, it is important to doc-ument the changing state of ecosystems in 

order to provide asolid evidence base for policy and management. Monitoring pro-grammes, if designed 

appropriately, can deliver valuable data andresults (Schmeller et al. 2009), but they require the long-

termimplementation of standardized survey designs (Legg & Nagy 2006; Yoccoz et al. 2001) – a demand 

that can rarely be met by con-ventional research projects and environmental agencies (Bell et al. 2008). 

One cost-effective solution to this problem is to implement citizen science projects. Such projects involve 

volunteers with different levels of skill and engagement in monitoring activities (Bonney et al. 2009; 

Schmeller et al. 2009), such as gathering empirical data over large spatial and temporal scales (Bonney et al. 

2014; Donald et al. 2007; Tulloch et al. 2013). The use of citizen science projects for monitoring purposes 

is, however, sometimes questioned due to its limited ability to contribute to scientific outcomes (Bell et al. 

2008; Genet & Sargent 2003). By necessity, sampling designs are often more simplistic than in 

professional monitoring schemes (Danielsen et al. 2009; Engel & Voshell 2002), and may generate lower 

quality data. Nonetheless, citizen science can make a valuable contribution to long-term biodiversity 

monitoring, given an appropriate design and data validation. Furthermore, involving laypeople in science 

projects may enhance civic engagement and activity (Leach et al. 2005), and thus has the potential to raise 

public awareness (Bell et al. 2008; Silvertown 2009), for example, of the loss of biodiversity. 

Successful volunteer-based monitoring schemes in industrialized countries have typically focused on 

charismatic species such as birds (Sullivan et al. 2009) or butterflies (Pollard & Yates 1993; van Swaay et al. 

2008). Although valuable information on the establishment and organization of monitoring schemes exists 

for relatively rich (typically “Western”) countries, the specific challenges of initiating monitoring schemes 

in less wealthy countries, or ones with turbulent political histories, have received little attention (Danielsen 

et al. 2003).  

Compared to “stable” Western economies, the process of implementing citizen science projects in 

transitioning countries should be expected to be different. This could be partly explained by a lack of 

money, time and taxonomic skills, but it is also due to mental, cultural and socio-economic differences 

arising from the overall context characterising transitioning countries. For example, the success of 

democracy is known to depend on changes inpublic mentality towards civic values (Sztompka 1993). 

However, in some Eastern European countries, such as Romania, recent studies point out that 

interpersonal trust and civic participation levels are very low (Mikulcak et al. 2015). In addition, people 

seem to favour more individualistic values, and social capital is often low (Badescu et al. 2004; Sztompka 

1993). Although the civil society is relatively developed, the support it receives from citizens has yet to 

grow (Badescu & Sum 2005) and is facing difficulties in transferring democratic values to the larger 

population (Badescu et al. 2004). Finally, corruption is known to seriously affect investment rates in public 

and community goods, thus reinforcing mistrust informal and even informal institutions (Mikulcak et al. 

2013). All these factors combined make it challenging to engage Romanian citizens, and probably also 
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citizens from some other transitioning contexts (Anthony & Moldovan 2008). Filling the knowledge gaps 

on how to approach citizen science projects in such settings is important, because the countries of interest 

are often characterized by high biodiversity, which is likely to be threatened by economic transition. 

Citizen science in challenging socio-cultural conditions: an example from 
Romania 

Here, we summarize insights from a recent project aiming to initiate a volunteer-based butterfly 

monitoring scheme in Romania, Eastern Europe (Loos & Kirkland 2014). Citizen science could be a 

valuable participatory process in rapidly changing countries such as Romania (Stringer et al. 2009), which 

have high biodiversity, but (unlike some Western countries) may lack financial resources to employ 

professionals to conduct large-scale monitoring. However, in such settings, citizen science may also face 

some unique challenges, because it usually draws on an empowered and active civic perspective (Leach et 

al. 2005), which could be missing in societies that have only recently became democratic. Thus, the 

success of citizen science projects may depend on the support available from civic society as well as the 

degree of civic participation and engagement. 

Romania has undergone a series of major changes in the past 30 years, including the collapse of 

communism in 1989. Despite recent improvements, Romania still has one of the weakest economies in 

the European Union (EU). The re-orientation of the post-communist country towards the EU has divided 

the society into “winners” and “losers” (Tucker et al. 2002). Many of the losers live in rural areas and 

continue to practice traditional semi-subsistence farming. The unstable conditions and the increased 

access to the free market may have encouraged utilitarian (Tucker et al. 2002) and opportunistic attitudes 

and excessive selfishness in society (Sztompka 1993), so that corruption, nepotism and low social capital 

are currently widespread (Newton 2001; Slangen et al. 2004). At the same time, Romania has high levels of 

cultural, ethnic and biological diversity and supports many endemic species (Ioras 2003), as well as species 

that are endangered or extinct in Western Europe. The conservation of Romania’s biodiversity is of high 

interest at the European level (Schmitt & Rákosy 2007), but Romania’s natural environment has come 

under intense pressure since its 2007 accession to the EU (Mikulcak et al. 2013). As in many other 

relatively poor countries, Romania has no official national biodiversity monitoring schemes.  

In the following, we reflect on the successes and failures of our endeavours to establish a volunteer-based 

butterfly monitoring scheme in Romania (2011–2014). To recruit volunteers and experts we organized 

several workshops, species identification training events and butterfly camps, and promoted butterfly 

monitoring at national annual meetings of lepidopterists in 2012 and 2013. Throughout this time, we had 

open discussions with participants as well as with coordinators of other monitoring schemes from 

countries inside and outside of Europe. Based on our experiences, we summarize four key considerations 

that we believe to be critical when establishing citizen science projects in transitioning social–ecological 

systems. 
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Engaging citizens requires a combination of formal and informal support  

Volunteers from countries with well-established economies often contribute their own financial resources 

to citizen-science activities (Dickinson et al. 2010). However, in poorer countries, people may not be able 

to afford materials and travel costs. Hence, financial support is needed to cover materials (such as field 

guides and butterfly nets) and travel costs. In the absence of government funding, external fundraising 

therefore becomes important. This, in turn, may require an official institution to be founded or involved, 

such as a legal association or a charity. Such an official body also can provide formal attendance 

certificates to participants of workshops or training events, which can be shown to employing institutions, 

thereby encouraging further collaboration and support.  

Despite the likely need for an official institution to be involved, identifying (or even founding) a suitable 

institution can be difficult in countries experiencing economic challenges. For example, in Romania, socio-

cultural legacies from the communist era have resulted in high levels of mistrust (Sztompka 1993), which 

hinders collaboration among established organizations. Setting up new institutions can also be problematic 

because of unclear bureaucratic structures and potential new actors being perceived as competition to 

established ones, even among non-governmental organizations. To gain trust, the process of setting up an 

official participatory network can benefit from building on informal social capital (Pichler & Wallace 

2007), and from involving local stakeholders in a way that is transparent to existing interest groups. 

A culture of volunteering requires education as well as building capacity and 
confidence 

Romania does not have a pronounced culture of volunteering (Badescu et al. 2004), partly because the 

notion of volunteering was abused during communism, when people were coerced to carry out activities 

for the community. However, our activities have suggested that it is possible to improve the negative 

image of volunteering: after a relatively short time and a few workshops and meetings, we observed an 

emerging interest to participate in our initiative, as well as in other environmental projects. The desire of 

volunteers to contribute to conservation initiatives was related to a perception that these provided 

opportunities for socializing, learning and improving knowledge. The latter aspect appeared to be of 

particular importance to younger volunteers seeking careers in biodiversity conservation.  

Ideally, monitoring should take place at random or stratified random sites (Snäll et al. 2011). However, at 

present, Romania lacks both lepidopterists and financial resources to pursue this ideal. Hence, the primary 

focus initially needed to be on recruiting and training more volunteers, increasing the number of 

monitoring transects, and enhancing general interest in butterfly conservation. Based on this foundation, 

future endeavours can then pursue more scientifically refined monitoring programmes. 

Citizen science needs active integration of both national experts and local 
stakeholders 

A successful volunteer-based monitoring scheme needs to overcome a slow starting phase by improving 

participation of and collaboration between experts and laypersons with little prior knowledge. Moreover, 
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in culturally diverse settings, we found it was important to organize activities in a way that overcame 

language and other cultural barriers. Indeed, our experience suggested that pursuing a common vision 

through a monitoring project helped to create a shared sense of belonging among participants, which in 

turn, was useful in overcoming social, historical and cultural differences. 

Notwithstanding the important role of citizens, national experts can play a crucial role in ensuring data 

quality (Bonney et al. 2009) and helping with training (van Swaay et al. 2008). In Romania, the high species 

richness of butterflies was intimidating to novices entering lepidopterology, but appropriate support from 

experts helped to build confidence. In this context, finding the means to incentivize experts to devote 

time to the scheme was vital. Moreover, the idea of “ordinary people” doing scientific work can be 

unfamiliar to established experts, and it may take some time to develop a shared understanding that citizen 

science can in fact be useful and practical. 

Successful monitoring schemes require effective leadership  

As well as supporting and coordinating volunteers, those running monitoring projects must also take the 

responsibility for data collection and management. This is unlikely to be done solely by volunteers, 

especially in settings where many people prefer to follow rather than take proactive roles. Many volunteers 

we spoke with expressed the desire that specialists or scientists should take a leadership role. Once a 

leader emerges, a sympathetic personality and non-hierarchical approach to leadership are likely to be 

beneficial (Bell et al. 2011), especially in cultures where private connections are over-valued as was the 

case in many former communist countries (Sztompka 1993). It may prove necessary to employ a skilled 

person who can provide ongoing leadership and support, and can act as a central, dependable contact 

person. 

The economic situation in Romania forces many people, including scientists, to commit their time almost 

entirely to paid activities. Furthermore, these pressures may force scientists and land managers to 

prioritize the production of short-term results rather than working on longer-term projects that require 

large amounts of time, work and personal investment – a trend that apparently also applied to natural 

resource management after privatization of land in the country in the early 1990s (Kuemmerleet al. 2009). 

As a response to unpredictable conditions, many people may take a short-term view and use up resources, 

letting the natural capital stock wear out rather than sustaining it (Hoff & Stiglitz 2004). This may be why, 

despite having shown a positive attitude towards our activities, many Romanian scientists were unable to 

attend our events. Eventually, good and reliable leadership can help citizen science to function as a 

system-stabilizing element by tackling various complex aspects that currently still hinder the prospering of 

a civil society (Berkes et al. 2003). 

Conclusion 

The collection of biodiversity data from citizen science projects requires substantial input by experts, 

reliable and responsible data management, effective coordination, sound leadership, and considerable 



USING CITIZEN SCIENCE FOR BUTTERFLY MONITORING 

103 

 

support for volunteers. Our activities in Romania showed that volunteer-based monitoring has the 

potential to foster civic engagement and raise environmental awareness. Based on our experience, in 

settings without an established culture of volunteering, the initial focus should be directed at training and 

at strengthening collaborations between stakeholders, with particular attention to informal exchange. As a 

next step, governmental or other significant support will then be required to scale up and formalize 

monitoring at larger scales. However, no single framework can fully address all societal and technical 

challenges occurring when fostering civil engagement (Irwin 1995). Hence we suggest paying particular 

attention to the cultural legacies of the region concerned.  
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Abstract 

In light of human population growth, global food security is an escalating concern. To meet increasing 

demand for food, leading scientists have called for “sustainable intensification”, defined as the process of 

enhancing agricultural yields with minimal environmental impact and without expanding the existing 

agricultural land base. We argue that this definition is inadequate to merit the term “sustainable”, because 

it lacks engagement with established principles that are central to sustainability. Sustainable intensification 

is likely to fail in improving food security if it continues to focus narrowly on food production ahead of 

other equally or more important variables that influence food security. Sustainable solutions for food 

security must be holistic and must address issues such as food accessibility. Wider consideration of issues 

related to equitable distribution of food and individual empowerment in the intensification decision 

process (distributive and procedural justice) is needed to put meaning back into the term “sustainable 

intensification”. 

 

In a nutshell:  

• In its current use, the term “sustainable intensification” is often weakly and narrowly defined, and lacks 

engagement with key principles of sustainability 

•Without specific regard for equitable distribution and individual empowerment (distributive and 

procedural justice), agricultural intensification cannot legitimately claim to be “sustainable” nor does 

agricultural intensification address issues of food security 

• Food security can be achieved only through a holistic agenda that looks beyond production, targets 

appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and considers regional conditions 
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Introduction 

With a rising human population (projected to exceed 9 billion people by 2050), global environmental 

change, and changing dietary patterns (with a greater emphasis on meat and dairy consumption), global 

food insecurity is an emerging threat (Godfray et al. 2010). Food security exists when “all people, at all 

times, have physical and economic access to sufficient, safe, and nutritious food that meets their dietary 

needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life” (FAO 1996). Several recent high-profile papers 

(eg Benton et al. 2011; Tilman et al. 2011; Mueller et al. 2012) and policy documents (eg FAO 2011; 

Foresight 2011) have proposed “sustainable intensification” as one potential measure to address food 

security. Sustainable intensification, as currently framed, seeks to achieve food security through an increase 

in production, while minimizing negative environmental impacts and avoiding the expansion of land used 

for cultivation (Godfray et al. 2010; Garnett and Godfray 2012). Although the proposed “win–win” 

scenario of more food for more people with less impact on the environment is attractive, a major concern 

is the missing balance between “sustainable” and “intensification” (Garnett and Godfray 2012). Despite 

using the term “sustainable”, few advocates of sustainable intensification thoroughly engage with the goals 

and processes associated with sustainability. Although the concept of sustainability has many facets and 

interpretations (Panel 1; Lélé 1991; Kuhlman and Farrington 2010), there is broad agreement that it 

encompasses not only environmental integrity but also human well-being. Given the fundamental 

importance of food for human well-being, ensuring food security is an inherent objective of sustainability. 

We argue that the current usage of the term “sustainable intensification” is potentially misleading because 

it inadequately addresses the central tenets of sustainability. In this paper, we: (1) highlight critical 

shortcomings in the definition of sustainable intensification that limit its ability to foster food security and 

sustainability, and (2) call for a more holistic characterization and assessment of sustainable intensification, 

including explicit regard for distributive and procedural justice. 

Shortcomings in the current framing of  sustainable intensification 

Inappropriate terminology 

As currently defined, sustainable intensification fails to address key aspects of sustainability. It is widely 

agreed that sustainability encompasses ecological, economic, and social concerns; considers intra- and 

intergenerational justice; and aims to maintain and improve human well-being from local to global scales 

(Panel 1; WCED 1987; Lélé 1991; Johnston et al. 2007). Yet the existing characterization of sustainable 

intensification primarily focuses on minimizing environmental impacts, and does not demonstrate how 

increased food production will improve human well-being – a crucial oversight given existing gaps 

between producing food for and providing food security to people (Chappell and LaValle 2011). This 

framing threatens to reduce the term “sustainable intensification” to a meaningless catch phrase that lacks 

theoretical rigor and is unable to provide practical guidance for achieving sustainability. Such careless use 

of the term “sustainable” could lead to misinterpretation or misuse in the context of environmentally 

destructive activities (Kates et al. 2005). 
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Panel 1. Definitions and history of sustainable development, sustainability, 

intensification, and sustainable intensification 

Sustainable development and sustainability are often used as synonyms (Wu 2013) and both have various 

interpretations. The most widely accepted definition of sustainable development considers it to be 

development that “meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations 

to meet their own needs” (WCED 1987). Although this broad conceptual definition has led to many 

different operational definitions, most mainstream interpretations agree on the need to balance human 

development with environmental integrity. Central to sustainability is the maintenance of resources over 

time (Kuhlman and Farrington 2010), in order to ensure that future generations have access to at least the 

same level of resources (intergenerational justice) as the current generation (Pearce 1988). Here, we 

consider sustainable development as the process of moving toward sustainability. 

Intensification of agriculture is the process of raising the yield output of land. Raising yields can be 

achieved by either expanding agricultural land or increasing the intensity of cropping in existing fields 

(Boserup 1965). Expanding land for agricultural purposes is undesirable in the context of biodiversity 

conservation. For this reason, increasing intensity of use within existing fields has been proposed as a 

more sustainable way of meeting rising demand for food. Conventionally, intensification has been 

achieved by shortening crop rotations and fallow times, using irrigation and agrochemicals, planting 

higher-yielding crop varieties, and introducing mechanization. These activities typically have negative 

environmental consequences. Alternatively, agro-ecological intensification focuses on “natural means” of 

increasing outputs, for example by incorporating legumes into fields or using agroforestry techniques. 

Originating from sub-Saharan agriculture in the 1990s, the term sustainable intensification was used to 

describe the aim of raising agricultural yields while also benefiting the environment and the economy 

(Pretty 1997). This original definition emphasized local knowledge and the development of adaptive 

agricultural methods suited to local conditions. The participation of smallholder farmers was considered 

crucial for the development and extension of more productive technologies (Pretty 1997). A wide range of 

bottom-up, integrated methods and technologies were used to conserve water and soils, and to manage 

nutrient flows and pests. In its original formulation, sustainable intensification focused on building 

adaptable farming systems that support the livelihoods of the rural poor. 

More recent framings of sustainable intensification have moved away from local approaches and instead 

focus on efficiency enhancement (Lang and Barling 2012), often at a global or national scale (eg Mueller et 

al. 2012). The main argument to promote sustainable intensification is the observation that a growing, 

wealthier human population is demanding more agricultural products. Current mainstream literature on 

sustainable intensification tends to focus on aggregate levels of food production rather than on patterns in 

the distribution and consumption of food. 
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Rather than a simple focus on minimizing environmental impacts, sustainability can be conceptualized in 

terms of intra- and intergenerational distributive justice – ensuring a socially just allocation of resources 

within and between different generations (Lélé 1991; Langhelle 2000). Moreover, sustainability requires 

fair and transparent decision-making processes that are adaptable to specific local conditions. Hence, 

procedural justice – the participatory governance by and empowerment of individuals, communities, and 

societies to decide how their needs are met – forms an additional pillar of sustainability (Agyeman and 

Evans 2004). 

Inadequate treatment of ecological sustainability  

In its current usage, sustainable intensification seeks to address ecological sustainability – that is, “the 

existence of the ecological conditions necessary to support human life at a specified level of well-being 

through future generations” (Lélé 1991) – primarily by minimizing the amount of land under agricultural 

production. By contrast, the consequences of intensifying agro-ecosystems have received less attention. 

For example, the targeted use of fertilizer has been proposed as part of a strategy for sustainable 

intensification (Tilman et al. 2011; Mueller et al. 2012), with the implicit assumption that yield gaps can be 

closed with little or no adverse impact on ecosystems. However, in some systems, even minimal fertilizer 

application could pose a severe threat to biodiversity (eg parts of Eastern Europe; Figure 8.1). Other 

aspects of intensification, including soil compaction, overuse of groundwater, or increasing application of 

broad-spectrum pesticides, could also degrade the multiple services and long-term ecological sustainability 

of low-intensity farming systems (Hector and Bagchi 2007; Maestre et al. 2012). While some recent work 

addresses these issues by specifically focusing on agro-ecological intensification (eg Bommarco et al. 

2013), a coherent framework to assess the long-term impacts of different types of intensification is 

presently lacking. 

Lack of attention to justice 

The current manner in which sustainable intensification is framed also fails to consider justice, a 

fundamental component of sustainability (Hopwood et al. 2005). Food insecurity does not primarily stem 

from a lack of food production, but from a lack of access to food caused by the disempowerment of the 

world’s poor (Sen 1982; Chappell and LaValle 2011; De Schutter 2012). In many cases, food security 

could be enhanced without intensification, through improvements to justice. Increasing demand for food 

(which sustainable intensification seeks to address) disproportionately represents the wants of those with 

the financial resources to influence food markets, but greatly underrepresents the needs of those who are 

the most food insecure (Khan 1985). Although agricultural intensification does not necessarily imply a 

specific method to achieve higher yields, some of the most obvious interventions – such as the use of 

irrigation, agrochemicals, and modern machinery – are investment intensive. Without explicit regard to 

justice, there is a risk that certain types of supposedly “sustainable” intensification could lead to the 

dispossession of (capital poor) smallholder farmers, who represent the “true safeguards of global food 

security” (Tscharntke et al. 2012a). For example, intensification can make previously marginal agricultural 
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land economically profitable, creating an incentive for landowners to evict subsistence tenant farmers and 

grow crops for sale on international markets (Shiva 1991). 

Lack of attention to regional conditions 

Global analyses of sustainable intensification have largely dismissed potential problems that intensification 

might cause regionally. Although useful in identifying the limits of global food production within the 

bounds of existing agricultural land, such analyses cannot generalize people’s needs, which vary between 

different cultures and regions. Moreover, global analyses obscure a range of services beyond the 

production of food that agricultural landscapes may provide (eg cultural ecosystem services). Clearly, yield 

gains are important for food security in some regions, such as parts of sub-Saharan Africa (Pretty et al. 

2011). Yet, in other regions, such as Eastern Europe (Figure 8.1), it is unclear how increasing yields would 

serve to offset hunger worldwide. If food security is the ultimate goal, regional approaches are needed that 

consider the multifunctionality of agricultural landscapes, and that focus on places where people are 

genuinely threatened by food insecurity. 

Figure 8.1. A landscape in Transylvania, Romania. In this region, intensification is possible because of the presence of 

yield gaps, but it would undermine the long-term provision of other ecosystem services such as carbon storage and the 

build-up of nutrient pools. Intensification very likely would not benefit those in need of greater food security.  
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Missing links to other elements of food security  

In its current mainstream use, sustainable intensification is poorly integrated with a broader set of 

documented strategies to improve food security. Many authors advocating sustainable intensification 

acknowledge the importance of other factors contributing to food insecurity, including gender inequality, 

food waste, poverty, and lack of power to access food (Godfray et al. 2010; Foley et al. 2011; Garnett and 

Godfray 2012; Mueller et al. 2012). However, there is a danger in assuming (implicitly or otherwise) that 

the multiple variables that influence food security are additive or independent, or that intensification is a 

useful goal, regardless of the state of these other confounding variables (Figure 8.2a; Hanspach et al. 

2013). 

Possible solutions 

Reductions in food waste and more equitable distribution of existing food are logical first steps to 

improve food security. In those locations where agricultural intensification is necessary, whether such 

intensification is “sustainable” needs to be judged against a framework that explicitly considers key 

principles of sustainability. 

Distributive justice and sustainable intensification 

From the perspective of distributive justice, a coherent approach to sustainable intensification requires (1) 

adequate and equitable access to food within the current generation; (2) acknowledgment that 

heterogeneous, multifunctional agro-ecosystems meet more needs than simply the provision of food; and 

(3) maintaining the multifunctionality of agro-ecosystems for future generations. 

Adequate and equitable access to food 

Distributive justice requires an explicit focus on the allocation of food, which in turn requires addressing 

issues of power and food distribution. Food security must satisfy the “needs” of all people (FAO et al. 

2012) but not necessarily all food “wants” – such as those related to the desire for a diet rich in animal 

proteins. Increased food production is not a guarantee of increased food security (Chappell and LaValle 

2011; Sumberg 2012). Current literature on sustainable intensification often notes distributional issues but 

rarely addresses them in depth (eg Mueller et al. 2012). Such cursory treatment of food distribution implies 

that changes in food production can be meaningfully separated from issues of power and justice when 

addressing food insecurity. Yet land-use changes are inextricably linked to the multiple social and political 

contexts within which they occur (Turner and Robbins 2008). In the context of food security, food 

production and food distribution cannot be meaningfully analyzed separately. We believe a more 

appropriate way to conceptualize food security is to recognize that there are a series of filters that 

determine the extent to which intensification is sustainable and contributes to greater food security. That 

is, unless it meets the demands of both distributive and procedural justice, increased food production 

cannot be described as sustainable (Figure 8.2b). 
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Figure 8.2. Contrasting ways to conceptualize the role of intensification for food security. (a) Conventional view of 

several variables influencing food security, implying that variables are independent and additive (additional variables 

may be considered important by some authors). (b) Alternative view, highlighting interactions and conditionality, with 

increased production increasing food security only if it passes through filters of distributive and procedural justice. 

According to this view, intensification can only be said to be sustainable if it successfully passes through these filters. 

Multiple functions of agro-ecosystems 

Beyond the allocation of food, distributive justice also needs to be considered for other socially valued 

goods and services associated with multifunctional agricultural landscapes. An increase in food production 

does not contribute to sustainability if it erodes other aspects of human well-being (Fish et al. 2013). One 

function of many traditional agricultural landscapes (other than the provision of food) is biodiversity 

conservation. Some landscapes characterized by low-intensity agriculture support high levels of 

biodiversity (Ranganathan et al. 2008). Conventional intensification in such landscapes not only negatively 

affects biodiversity in a given field but also has spillover effects on the wider landscape (Gibbs et al. 2009). 

Another function of agro-ecosystems relates to their potential cultural value. In some settings, the ongoing 

persistence of cultural landscapes may be desirable from an ecological as well as a sociocultural 

perspective. Often, cultural landscapes represent co-evolved social–ecological systems with high natural 

and cultural heritage values (Figure 8.1; Fischer et al. 2012). Careful assessment and a thorough 

understanding of such systems is needed to maintain the indirect, unmanaged, underappreciated, and 

undervalued ecosystem services (Swinton et al. 2007) that intensification may otherwise erode. 
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Persistence of agricultural landscapes for future generations  

Finally, distributive justice with a focus on future generations requires that agricultural landscapes are not 

irreparably damaged. To some extent, most agricultural landscapes are resilient to shocks and external 

inputs, from both social and ecological perspectives. That is, these landscapes are able to buffer and adapt 

to external influences up to a certain threshold level. However, exceeding such thresholds can cause major 

changes, known as regime shifts (Folke et al. 2004). While not inherently “good” or “bad”, regime shifts 

are likely to be undesirable in landscapes that are valued for the specific way in which humans and other 

organisms co-exist there. 

Regional analyses of the impacts of yield improvements are required that consider the ability of particular 

social–ecological systems to persist under more intensive land use. In some regions with high potential for 

intensification, even moderate intensification (eg through minor increases in nutrient input) would cause 

severe ecological degradation (Stevens et al. 2004; Payne et al. 2012; Ceulemans et al. 2013), thereby 

reducing the ability of those systems to provide certain functions to future generations. 

Procedural justice and sustainable intensification 

A clear focus on procedural justice regarding where and how to close yield gaps would help identify 

possible conflicts between intensified production, access to food, and other services from agro-ecosystems 

that contribute to human well-being. In a food systems context, procedural justice can be characterized in 

terms of food sovereignty, which Patel (2009) described as calling for “new political spaces to be filled 

with argument…a call for people to figure out for themselves what they want the right to food to mean in 

their communities, bearing in mind the community’s needs, climate, geography, food preferences, social 

mix, and history”, and “the building of a sustainable and widespread process of democracy”. Allowing 

people to understand and engage in their food choices very likely will improve the sustainability of food 

systems, because people would be empowered to take control of their own lives – a key objective of 

sustainability (Panel 2; Lyons et al. 2001).  

Crucially, concern for procedural justice would help to ameliorate conflicts that may otherwise arise during 

the course of agricultural intensification. Such strategies may include changes in land tenure, training for 

farmers, and better education for women. Smith and Haddad (2000) demonstrated a strong link between 

food security and procedural justice, and found that improved education for women reduced infant 

malnutrition to a greater extent than maximizing agricultural production.  
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Figure 8. 3. Garden of a MASIPAG rice cultivator in the Philippines. This garden contains 84 rice varieties and offers a 

seed bank for the farmers in the village. (Photo: L. Bachmann)  

Panel 2. The MASIPAG network in the Philippines 

The Farmer-Scientist Partnership for Development MASIPAG (Magsasaka at Siyentipiko para sa Pag-

unladng Agrikultura) is a network of Philippine rice farmers that illustrates synergies between agricultural 

intensification and a wider set of aspects that are important for sustainability. The network grew from a 

bottom-up approach that involved a wide range of farmers to improve their access to safe, sufficient and 

nutritious food, while maintaining a sound ecological state of farmland. The network provides farmers 

with training facilities and with access to a seed bank harboring a wide range of traditional, locally 

developed rice varieties (Figure 8.3). This gives farmers the freedom to control their own management 

decisions. By doing so, the network integrates intra- and intergenerational aspects of sustainability and 

successfully improves food security of the rural poor (Bachmann et al. 2009; Sievers-Glotzbach 2014).  

Conclusions 

Despite its appeal, sustainable intensification as it is currently framed – as a vaguely defined global vision – 

cannot be a meaningful solution for food security in its own right. It is not our intention to dismiss the 

notion of sustainable intensification; instead, we are calling for greater engagement with the wider 

literature on sustainability, food security, and food sovereignty. This suggests moving beyond top-down, 

global analyses framed from narrow, production-oriented perspectives, and requires revisiting earlier, 

regionally grounded, bottom-up approaches (Panel 1). Appropriate governance, access, and distribution 

issues are foundational preconditions for – not additional concerns of – food security, without which 
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other measures to reduce hunger will remain futile (Figure 8.2). Therefore, producing more food in an 

(ecologically and economically) efficient way should be just one of several measures that must be 

embedded within holistic, regional-scale approaches to food security. Strategies aimed at enhancing food 

security must move away from a one-sided view that emphasizes narrowly defined land-use efficiency. 

Instead, these strategies must take into account food systems in their entirety, from production to 

consumption, including the desires and needs of those who live within and depend upon the multiple 

functions provided by agro-ecosystems. We suggest that an explicit focus on the notions of distributive 

and procedural justice in the framing of sustainable intensification would help to better align the term with 

key principles of sustainability. 
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Abstract  

Traditional farming landscapes harbor high biodiversity worldwide. However, farmland biodiversity is 

increasingly threatened by agricultural intensification and land abandonment. We aimed to assess the 

drivers of biodiversity in a traditional farming landscape in order to gauge the likely effects of agricultural 

intensification and land abandonment on bird communities. We examined the responses of species 

composition, species richness, and richness within functional groups, to woody vegetation cover, land 

cover heterogeneity, and topography (each measured at local, context, and landscape scales). We 

conducted repeated point counts for breeding birds in a randomly selected set of 30 forest, 60 grassland, 

and 60 arable sites, which spanned stratified gradients in heterogeneity and woody vegetation cover. 

Species composition in forests differed from that in grassland and arable land. Species composition in 

grassland and arable land responded to gradients of woody vegetation cover at all three scales. Within 

grassland and arable land, total species richness, richness of farmland birds, and of forest specialists, 

asymptotically increased with local-scale woody vegetation cover. In contrast, richness of open-country 

species responded negatively to context-scale woody vegetation cover, and other farmland birds 

responded negatively to landscape-scale woody vegetation cover. Our results show that different groups 

of birds would be impacted differently by contrasting future land-use change scenarios. The regional bird 

community as a whole would benefit from the maintenance of gradients in woody vegetation cover across 

multiple scales.  
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Introduction 

Agricultural expansion and intensification have caused biodiversity decline worldwide (Tilman et al. 2001; 

Foley et al. 2005), with the widespread loss of landscape heterogeneity identified as one of the major 

drivers (Benton et al. 2003). Agricultural land holds a large part of the world’s biodiversity (Pimentel et al. 

1992) and occupies 40 % of Earth’s land surface (Foley et al. 2005). Growing recognition of the value of 

farmland biodiversity has sparked major national and international conservation initiatives, but 

nevertheless, farmland biodiversity continues to decline (Kleijn et al. 2011). In contrast, low-intensity land-

use systems, such as traditional farming landscapes, often harbor exceptional biodiversity and are 

therefore of great conservation significance (Tscharntke et al. 2005; Kleijn et al. 2009).  

Traditional farming landscapes occur in regions where farming practices have changed little over long 

periods of time, and are typically characterized by large amounts of semi-natural vegetation and high 

heterogeneity in land covers and structural elements (Plieninger et al. 2006). The value of traditional 

farming landscapes for biodiversity has been noted worldwide (Ranganathan et al. 2008; Takeuchi 2010; 

Robson and Berkes 2011; Liu et al. 2013), including in parts of Eastern Europe (Fischer et al. 2012). 

However, traditional farming landscapes have come under severe pressure from land-use intensification, 

and in economically marginal areas, from land abandonment (Lepers et al. 2005; Plieninger et al. 2006). 

Land-use intensification influences landscape structure via the loss of non-crop landscape elements 

(including semi-natural vegetation, shrub areas, and woodlands) and consequently, homogenization of the 

landscape (Benton et al. 2003). Land abandonment typically affects landscape structure by transforming 

agricultural land into shrubland, which may eventually turn into forest (Rudel et al. 2005; Kuemmerle et al. 

2008). To effectively conserve biodiversity in traditional farmland facing potential land-use changes thus 

requires, first of all, a solid understanding of how different species respond to woody vegetation cover and 

landscape heterogeneity. 

Here, we present a comprehensive, regional-scale case study on the drivers of bird diversity in a traditional 

farming landscape that is subject to land-use change. Our study investigated bird community responses to 

landscape structure in Southern Transylvania, Romania, and was specifically designed to cover the entire 

agricultural mosaic, spanning large gradients in heterogeneity and woody vegetation cover. Transylvania’s 

farmland has changed relatively little since pre-industrial times, and traditional semi-subsistence farming 

has maintained a species-rich mosaic of arable fields, grasslands, and forests (Wilkie 2001; Cremene et al. 

2005; Akeroyd and Page 2006). In recognition of its biodiversity, Europe’s largest lowland protected area 

within the Natura 2000 network has been established in Southern Transylvania to conserve its farmland 

biodiversity. Yet, the region is undergoing rapid socio-demographic and land-use changes, which may 

significantly impact biodiversity in the future (Mikulcak et al. 2013). Traditional farming has become 

economically unviable, causing land abandonment by the rural population in some cases, and agricultural 

land-use intensification in others (Hanspach et al. 2014). 
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We used a snapshot “natural experiment” that substituted space for time (Diamond 1986) to gauge the 

likely effects of future land-use change on Transylvania’s bird community. Farmland is already intensified 

in parts of Transylvania, especially in the broadest valleys, whereas in remote or rugged areas, farmland is 

increasingly being abandoned. We used this opportunity of impending land-use change to strategically 

select survey sites along the full existing gradients of tree and shrub cover (from open landscapes to 

forests) and landscape heterogeneity (from low to high heterogeneity). Specifically, we assessed the 

responses of (1) bird community composition, and (2) overall species richness and richness of species with 

different habitat specializations, to gradients in woody vegetation cover, landscape heterogeneity, and 

topography, each measured at three different spatial scales.  

Methods 

Study area  

The study area covered 7441 km2 in the foothills (230 m to 1100 m above sea level) of the Carpathian 

Mountains in Southern Transylvania, Romania (Figure A.1a). The region contained 28 % forest, 24 % 

pasture, and 37 % arable land. The remaining land cover included villages (typically < 1000 inhabitants), 

towns, water bodies, and permanent crops. Forests were dominated by hornbeam (Carpinus betulus), oak 

(Quercus sp.), and beech (Fagus sylvatica). Most agriculture occured at low intensities and small scales, with 

some exceptions, especially in the broader valleys. The major crops were maize, alfalfa and wheat. Pastures 

and hay meadows occurred on the slopes and were grazed by sheep, goats and cattle.  

The landscape had an overall heterogeneous character, because of small farm sizes (often < 1 ha), a 

patchwork of small fields and field boundaries, and the occurrence woody vegetation throughout fields 

and grasslands. Woody vegetation occurred in linear features such as lines of trees and streamside 

vegetation, but also in small patches of shrubs and trees, small forest stands, and scattered shrubs or trees. 

The most common trees in farmland were similar to those in forest, but fruit trees (e.g. Prunus sp.) and 

Robinia pseudoacacia were also common. Common farmland shrub species were Salix sp., Crataegus monogyna, 

Prunus sp., Corylus avellana, and Rosa sp. Almost half of the study area was contained within Natura 2000 

sites, including Sites of Community Importance (SCI, Habitats Directive) and Special Protection Areas 

(SPA, Birds Directive; Figure A.1b).  

Study design 

Our design followed the principles of a snapshot “natural experiment” in that we used randomly selected 

and replicated experimental units within pre-defined strata of ecologically relevant landscape gradients 

(Diamond 1986). We considered two spatial scales for stratification, namely village catchments (defined 

below) and survey sites. We selected 30 village catchments and within each selected five survey sites 

(Figure A.1c). Of a total of 150 sites, 30 were located in forest, 60 in grassland, and 60 in arable land. We 

collectively refer to grassland and arable land as “farmland”. 
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Figure A.1 Study area. (a) Romania with our study area highlighted, (b) our study area with selected village catchments 

highlighted, and (c) example of one of the village catchments showing different types of land cover and five survey sites 

 

Village catchments were chosen for stratification at the landscape scale because they constitute both 

ecologically and socially meaningful units (Angelstam et al. 2003). We delineated village catchments using a 

cost-distance algorithm implemented in ArcGIS, which allocated each pixel to the village with the lowest 

travel cost (indicated by slope) to this pixel. These topographically based village catchments closely 

reflected historical land use responsibilities, and were more suitable than official administrative 

boundaries, which were available only at the commune level (with communes typically comprised of 3-5 

villages). Of 448 village catchments, we randomly selected 30, stratified to cover full gradients in terrain 

ruggedness (standard deviation of the altitude; low, medium, high; defined by the upper, middle, and lower 

terciles) and protection level (SCI, SPA, no protection; see Table S3.1). 

Sites were also randomly selected. For this, we used the Corine Land Cover Digital map 2006 (CLC) to 

identify three main land uses, namely forest, grassland and arable land. Sites were circular areas of one ha 

(i.e. radius of 56 m). To ensure that the entire site was located within a single land-use cover, we buffered 

all edges between land-use covers and all roads by 60 m. These areas were then masked prior to the 

random selection of sites. Furthermore, we only selected sites within an area of 400 m from the closest 
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track to ensure that all five sites within a village could be surveyed within one morning. Notably, arable 

sites included fields as well as fallow land and field margins. The median distance between neighboring 

sites was 606 m (the minimum was 200 m). 

Grassland and arable sites were cross-stratified to cover full gradients in heterogeneity (low, medium, high; 

defined by terciles) and percent woody vegetation cover (low (0-5 %), medium (5-15 %), and high  

(15-60 %)). Within our sites, heterogeneity and woody vegetation cover were independent variables, and 

all possible cross-combinations were replicated, except for sites with low heterogeneity and high woody 

vegetation cover, which did not exist (see Table S3.2). Heterogeneity was measured as the standard 

deviation of 2.5 m monochromatic SPOT 5 satellite data (© CNES 2007, Distribution Spot Image SA). 

Percent woody vegetation cover was derived from a supervised classification of the 10 m panchromatic 

channels of SPOT 5 data (©CNES 2007, Distribution Spot Image SA) using a support vector machine 

algorithm (Knorn et al. 2009). The resulting high-resolution map of woody vegetation cover showed the 

vast majority of large shrubs, scattered trees, and linear features within the study area. 

Environmental variables 

We calculated environmental variables at three scales. The local scale covered the site (one ha), and 

approximately corresponded to the typical home range size of breeding passerines (Cramp 2000). The 

context scale covered an area of 50 ha (i.e. radius of 400 m), and was used because birds responded to 

landscape metrics at this scale elsewhere (Barbaro and Van Halder 2009). The landscape scale 

corresponded to the village catchment (mean ± SD: 2046 ± 1123 ha). 

Within each scale we chose at least one variable for each of the following features: woody vegetation 

cover, landscape heterogeneity, and topography (Table A.1). Local variables included the proportion of 

woody vegetation cover (range: 0-59 %), remotely sensed compositional heterogeneity, and a topographic 

wetness index. Local heterogeneity and woody vegetation cover were calculated as described above. The 

topographic wetness index was calculated as a function of slope and topographic position (Fischer et al. 

2010). 

Context variables included the proportion of woody vegetation cover (range: 0-57 %), Simpson’s diversity 

index of land cover (hereafter context land cover diversity), and terrain ruggedness. Simpson’s diversity 

index of land cover was calculated using FRAGSTATS 4.2 (McGarigal et al. 2012), based on a raster of all 

land uses included in the CLC map (i.e. including land uses not considered for site selection). Terrain 

ruggedness was calculated as the standard deviation of altitude (based on the Advanced Spaceborne 

Thermal Emission and Reflection Radiometer (ASTER) Global Digital Elevation Model Version 2 

(GDEM V2)).  

Landscape variables again included the proportion of woody vegetation cover (range: 9-74 %), landscape 

edge density, and Simpson’s diversity index of land cover, proportion of pasture cover, and terrain 

ruggedness. The proportion of woody vegetation at the landscape scale was primarily driven by the 
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amount of forest cover, and we therefore used percent forest cover as indicated by the CLC. Simpson’s 

diversity index of land cover and terrain ruggedness were calculated as described above. Edge density (in 

m ha-1) is a measure of configurational heterogeneity which standardizes edge per unit area; this meant it 

was comparable between village catchments of different sizes. Edge density was calculated using 

FRAGSTATS 4.2, based on all land-use types in the CLC map.  

Table A.1. Overview of environmental variables used for generalized linear modelling. 

Scale Variable Description 

Local  
(LC) 

Woody vegetation cover 
(WVC) 

Percent woody vegetation cover derived from a supervised 
classification of the panchromatic channels of SPOT 5 Satellite 
dataa 

 Heterogeneity (HET) Remotely sensed compositional heterogeneity indicated by the 
reflectance of land surfaces with a resolution of 2.5 m x 2.5 m 
measured using the monochromatic channel of SPOT 5 dataa.  

 Topographic wetness 
index (TWI) 

Measure of soil wetness, calculated as a function of slope and 
topographic positionb 

   

Context 
(CT) 

Woody vegetation cover 
(WVC) 

Percent woody vegetation cover derived from a supervised 
classification of the panchromatic channels of SPOT 5 dataa 

 Land cover diversity 
(LCD) 

Simpson’s diversity index of land cover, based on a raster of all 
land-use types derived from CLCc,d 

 Terrain Ruggedness (TR) Terrain ruggedness calculated as the standard deviation of the 
altitudeb 

   

Landscape 
(LS) 

Woody vegetation cover 
(WVC) 

Percent cover of forest derived from CLCc  

 Land cover diversity 
(LCD) 

Simpson’s diversity index of land cover, based on a raster of all 
land-use types derived from CLCc,d 

 Edge density (ED) Edge density of land cover (in m ha-1) based on a raster of land-
use types derived from CLCc,d  

 Pasture cover (PC) Percent cover of pasture derived from CLCc 

 Terrain Ruggedness (TR)  Terrain ruggedness calculated as the standard deviation of the 
altitudeb 

a©CNES 2007, Distribution Spot Image SA 

bBased on the Advanced Spaceborne Thermal Emission and Reflection Radiometer (ASTER) Global Digital Elevation 
Model Version 2 (GDEM V2) with a spatial resolution of 30 m x 30 m 

cCLC: Corine Land Cover Digital map 2006  

dCalculated using FRAGSTATS 4.2 (McGarigal et al. 2012)  
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Bird surveys  

Each site was surveyed three times during the breeding season by one of four experienced observers, 

using 10 minute point counts based on visual and auditory observations (Bibby 2000). Based on a pilot 

study, three surveys proved sufficient to representatively capture the species within a site (Loos et al. 

2014b). Only singing males were recorded and included in the analysis – that is, we excluded non-singing 

birds, corvids, raptors and aerial foragers. Surveys were carried out in suitable weather conditions between 

05:30 AM and 11:00 AM, between mid-April and mid-July 2012.  

Statistical analysis 

We analyzed the relationship between environmental variables and species presence, pooled across the 

three repeats, using multivariate methods and regression modelling. We first compared species richness 

using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), and assessed patterns of beta diversity using species accumulation 

curves (Thompson and Withers 2003), between the three main land-use types (forest, grassland, arable 

land).  

Second, we used detrended correspondence analysis (DCA) to compare bird community composition 

between the three land-use types, and visualized the relationship of species composition and 

environmental variables for farmland sites. DCAs were performed on bird species occurring in more than 

one site, and rare species were downweighted (Oksanen et al. 2013). Because forest communities strongly 

differed from farmland communities, further analyses were performed on farmland sites only.  

Third, we modeled total species richness and species richness of forest specialists, farmland birds (defined 

here as farmland birds using shrubs and trees) and open-country birds, as response variables within 

generalized linear mixed effects models with Poisson error distribution. The models included the 

environmental variables and the quadratic term of local woody vegetation cover as explanatory variables 

(fixed effects), and village catchment and site-level (to account for overdispersion) as nested random 

effects. We also included the interaction terms of local woody vegetation cover and local heterogeneity 

with land-use type (arable versus grassland), because the effects of heterogeneity and woody vegetation 

cover may differ between arable land and grassland.  

Prior to modeling, we log-transformed local and context woody vegetation cover and local heterogeneity; 

confirmed that variables were not strongly correlated (ρ < 0.6); and standardized all variables to zero mean 

and unit variance. The final models were obtained through a stepwise backward selection (p ≤ 0.01) with 

model comparisons using Chi-square statistics (Zuur 2009), and did not exhibit spatial autocorrelation in 

the residuals. To visualize the effect of local woody vegetation cover, we plotted predicted total species 

richness (considering only fixed effects) as a function of local woody vegetation cover between 0 and  

60 % cover (the observed range within the farmland sites) for arable and grassland sites separately. All 

analyses were implemented in the R-environment using the packages “vegan” and “lme4” (R Core Team 

2013). Habitat specialization was assigned to all bird species by two Romanian experts (CIM and AD), 
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based on Birds of the Western Palearctic (Cramp 2000) and specific literature from Romania (Linţia 1954, 

1955; Ciochia 1992). 

Results 

Bird diversity 

We identified 61 breeding bird species. Species richness was higher in forests (mean ± SE: 10.6 ± 0.53) 

than grasslands (5.5 ± 0.35) and arable land (5.5 ± 0.52; F2,147 = 28.18, p < 0.001). Despite having the 

highest alpha diversity, forests had lower beta diversity than arable and grassland sites (Figure A.2).  

 

Figure A.2 Bird species accumulation curves for forest, grassland and arable sites. Ninety-five percent confidence 

intervals are indicated by grey shading. 

 

Community composition 

Species composition in forest sites differed from grassland and arable sites, and forest sites were more 

homogenous in species composition than grassland and arable sites (Figure A.3a). Bird community 

composition strongly overlapped in grasslands and arable sites, but exhibited clear gradients (both axes 

approximately covered one species turnover; length of gradient first DCA axis = 5.34, second DCA axis = 

3.82; Figure A.3b, see Figure S1 for species scores of the ordination). The gradients of bird composition in 

farmland were related to environmental variables at all three scales. The first axis of community 

composition followed a gradient from high to low cover of local woody vegetation (Figure A.3b). The 

second axis described a gradient from sites with high woody vegetation cover at the landscape and context 

scales, and high context land cover diversity, to sites in less heterogeneous, pasture-dominated landscapes 

with low woody vegetation cover (Figure A.3b). 
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Figure A.3 Detrended correspondence analysis (DCA) of bird species composition in: (a) all three land-use types 

sampled, and (b) in farmland sites only, with significant environmental variables superimposed on the ordination plot. 

Abbreviations for the spatial scales: LC = local scale, CT = context scale, LS = landscape scale; and for environmental 

variables: WVC = woody vegetation cover, HET = Heterogeneity, TWI = Terrain Wetness Index, LCD = Land Cover 

Diversity, TR = Terrain Ruggedness, PC = Pasture Cover 

 

Species richness 

Species richness increased with increasing local woody vegetation cover, but reached an asymptote at high 

woody vegetation cover (Table A.2; Figure A.4). Furthermore, the positive effect of local woody 

vegetation cover on species richness was more pronounced in arable fields than in grasslands (Table A.2; 

Figure A.4). Richness of species groups with different habitat specialization showed different and 

sometimes opposite responses to the environmental variables (Table A.2). Richness of farmland birds and 

forest specialists (in farmland) peaked at intermediate levels of local woody vegetation cover. In contrast, 

richness of farmland birds decreased with increasing landscape woody vegetation cover, whereas the 

richness of forest specialists increased in response to this variable. Additionally, richness of forest 

specialists was positively related to local heterogeneity. Richness of open-country birds decreased with 

context ruggedness and woody vegetation cover (Table A.2).  
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Table A.2. Final generalized linear mixed effects models obtained through backward selection (threshold of p < 0.1) for 

total species richness and for species richness of groups with different habitat specialization in arable land and 

grasslands. The top row for each parameter represents the estimate ± SE. 

  Total richness 
Forest 
specialists 

Farmland 
birds 

Open-country 

birds 

 (Intercept)a 
1.64 ± 0.08 
p < 0.001 

0.42 ± 0.12 
p < 0.001 

0.76 ± 0.12 
p < 0.001 

 

Local Land-use: grassland 
0.13 ± 0.09 
p = 0.152 

 
0.48 ± 0.14 
p < 0.001 

 

  

 

Woody vegetation 
 cover  

0.60 ± 0.07 
p < 0.001 

1.13 ± 0.15 
p  < 0.001 

0.84 ± 0.13 
p < 0.001 

 

 
Woody vegetation  
cover2 

-0.13 ± 0.05 
p = 0.017 

-0.43 ± 0.11 
p < 0.001 

-0.31 ± 0.13 
p < 0.001 

 

 

Land-use Grassland 
*  
woody  
vegetation  
cover  

-0.29 ± 0.10 
p = 0.003 

 
-0.75 ± 0.17 
p < 0.001 

 

 
Heterogeneity  

 
 

0.24 ± 0.09 
p = 0.004 

  

Context Terrain ruggedness   
0.16 ± 0.08 
p = 0.035 

 
-0.19 ± 0.11 
p = 0.089 

 
Woody vegetation 
cover 

   
-0.22 ± 0.10 
p = 0.026 

Landscape  
Woody vegetation  
cover  

 
0.19 ± 0.08 
p = 0.020 

-0.20 ± 0.06 
p = 0.001 

 

Random 
effect 

Village catchmentb 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 Site-levelb 0.021 0.085 0.000 0.000 

aResults are given with arable land-use as baseline (i.e. the intercept shown is associated with the regression line for 
arable land) 
bThe rows “Village catchment” and “Site-level” show the variance associated with the random effects  

Discussion 

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first regional-scale study on birds in a transforming traditional 

farming landscape that is based on a stratified, randomized design with replicated survey sites spanning 

the entire agricultural mosaic. Our study shows the high conservation value of traditional farmland: 

although alpha diversity of birds was higher in forests than in farmland, the opposite was the case for beta 

diversity. That is, forest sites appeared relatively homogenous in bird community composition, whereas 
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farmland sites showed larger differences between sites. Within farmland, bird distribution patterns were 

primarily driven by gradients in woody vegetation cover, and to a lesser extent by gradients of landscape 

heterogeneity – rather than by differences in land-use per se (i.e. grassland versus arable land). In 

combination, our findings suggest that gradients in woody vegetation cover (and to a lesser extent in 

heterogeneity) need to be maintained at multiple scales to conserve regional bird diversity.  

 

Figure A.4 Predicted total bird species richness (solid lines) in response to woody vegetation cover in arable versus 

grassland sites based on a generalized linear mixed effects model. Open circles (arable sites) and triangles (grassland 

sites) represent observed species richness 

 

The most important driver of bird community composition in farmland was woody vegetation cover. As 

local woody vegetation cover decreased, farmland community composition changed from birds associated 

with forest and farmland birds (e.g. the Blue Tit, Parus major, and the Long-tailed Tit, Aegithalos caudatus), to 

a community mainly comprising open-country birds (e.g. the Whinchat, Saxicola rubetra, and the Quail, 

Coturnix coturnix (see Figure S1)). A similar change in community composition was observed along the 

gradient from high context-scale land cover diversity and woody vegetation cover to less heterogeneous, 

open pasture-dominated areas (see Figure S1). Gradients in woody vegetation cover are major drivers of 

bird community composition worldwide (Ranganathan et al. 2008; Hanspach et al. 2011), and within 

Europe, evidence continues to accumulate that both open farmland and farmland with woody vegetation 

need to be maintained and restored to conserve bird diversity in its entirety (Batary et al. 2011; Fischer et 

al. 2011).  
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Species richness followed similar patterns to community composition. Total species richness was 

positively related to local woody vegetation cover, although this relationship was less pronounced in 

grassland. This difference probably resulted from the greater prominence of several open-country 

specialists in grassland (e.g. Saxicola sp.), which avoid woody vegetation (Sanderson et al. 2013). Bird 

species richness has been observed to increase with high woody vegetation cover elsewhere in Europe 

(e.g. Sanderson et al. 2009), with most research focusing on edges and field margins (Herzon et al. 2008; 

Batáry et al. 2010; Wuczynski et al. 2011). The positive response to woody vegetation typically has been 

ascribed to a greater diversity of nesting, sheltering and feeding sites in areas with woody vegetation 

(Hinsley and Bellamy 2000). The strong effect of local woody vegetation cover in our study therefore may 

be related to the small home ranges (<1 to 4 ha, for most observed birds (Cramp 2000)) of breeding birds, 

with nesting and foraging site selection likely determined by fine-scale habitat characteristics. These 

findings suggest that retaining structures of woody vegetation at small scales could potentially ameliorate 

the negative effects of agricultural intensification on bird richness. 

Despite the strong effect of local woody vegetation cover on species richness, this effect was found to 

level off at high levels of woody vegetation, or become negative in grassland. Land abandonment, and its 

subsequent transformation to shrubland and eventually forests, is a major threat to farmland in Eastern 

Europe (Kuemmerle et al. 2008) and is expected to expand in the future (Renwick et al. 2013). This is 

concerning, because many farmland birds, such as the Red-backed Shrike (Lanius collurio), need both open 

areas for foraging and trees or shrubs for breeding, and thus require landscapes with scattered woody 

vegetation cover (Brambilla et al. 2010). Thus, although an increase in woody vegetation might initially 

enhance bird diversity, a major expansion of shrubland will likely have negative impacts on farmland bird 

richness, especially in grasslands.  

Context and landscape woody vegetation cover also had significant effects on the richness of birds with 

different habitat requirements. Unsurprisingly, open country-specialists were negatively affected by high 

woody vegetation cover at the context scale. These species often breed or forage in open landscapes, and 

dense cover of woody vegetation could also increase nest predation of ground nesting birds (Morris and 

Gilroy 2008). Forest specialists and farmland birds showed opposite patterns to landscape woody 

vegetation cover, with farmland birds responding negatively and forest specialists positively. Thus, besides 

a general decrease in species richness following local land abandonment, the abandonment of larger 

farmland areas would be associated with the replacement of open-country farmland birds and farmland 

birds by forest specialists. Such a change in bird community composition would also encompass the loss 

of several Species of European Conservation Concern. Thus, although extensification through land 

abandonment may be a desirable conservation strategy in some intensively managed landscapes (Gregory 

et al. 2005; Wretenberg et al. 2007), it could be detrimental to the bird fauna of traditional low-intensity 

farming landscapes (Suárez-Seoane et al. 2002; Laiolo et al. 2004; Verhulst et al. 2004; Sirami et al. 2008). 



APPENDIX 

130 

 

Heterogeneity has been proposed as a major factor underpinning farmland biodiversity (Benton et al. 

2003), and positive effects of land cover diversity and structural landscape features on bird assemblages 

have been widely reported (e.g. Atkinson et al. 2002; Piha et al. 2007; Sanderson et al. 2009; Wretenberg et 

al. 2010; Guerrero et al. 2012). The overall lack of an effect of heterogeneity in our study (except for the 

positive response of forest specialists to local heterogeneity) may therefore be surprising. However, unlike 

our study, most other studies to date have not decoupled the effects of woody vegetation cover and land 

cover heterogeneity. Our findings suggest that woody vegetation cover may be more important for bird 

species richness than other aspects of heterogeneity related to land cover. This possible explanation is 

consistent with Sanderson et al. (2009), who found a stronger positive response of bird richness and 

abundance to woody edge habitat than to compositional land cover heterogeneity in Poland.  

Open-country birds in particular (such as the Skylark, Alauda arvensis) often prefer simpler landscapes 

dominated by agriculture and may be expected to respond negatively to heterogeneity (e.g. Fischer et al. 

2011). Nevertheless, within agricultural landscapes, small field sizes, high crop diversity, and a high 

proportion of field margins provide better conditions for foraging, nesting, and shelter (Vickery et al. 

2001; Guerrero et al. 2012; Josefsson et al. 2013; Kuiper et al. 2013). The lack of a response to 

heterogeneity in this group might be related to the coarse resolution of the CLC map, used to derive 

context and landscape heterogeneity measures, which only distinguishes between the main land-use types 

but not individual arable fields. Alternatively, the reduced invertebrate prey due to simultaneous 

application of fertilizers and pesticides in intensified landscapes may partly explain the loss of open-

country farmland birds in the more homogenous intensified landscapes (Verhulst et al. 2004). In contrast, 

in our study area pesticide and fertilizer use is very limited even in the more intensified regions, and hence 

invertebrates may be rich throughout the landscape and dampen the effect of heterogeneity on open-

farmland specialists.  

In combination, our findings suggest that the key mechanism underpinning Transylvania’s bird 

community is the availability of gradients in woody vegetation cover and, to a lesser extent, land cover 

heterogeneity across multiple different scales. Notably, we captured responses of bird richness and 

composition only to those landscape features we could readily quantify, namely woody vegetation cover 

and heterogeneity. While these features are important, many other characteristics of Transylvanian 

farmland may also be relevant. These include a high variety of crops and crop rotation within small fields 

(Guerrero et al. 2012), traditional livestock rotation (Söderström et al. 2001), occurrence of fallow land 

and semi-natural vegetation (Devictor and Jiguet 2007; Sanderson et al. 2013), low pesticide and fertilizer 

use (Kleijn et al. 2009; Geiger et al. 2010), a wide variety of different field margins (Wuczynski et al. 2011), 

and land-use that is not optimized for a single performance or to produce maximum yield (Donald et al. 

2001). As observed in other regions (Doxa et al. 2010; Wretenberg et al. 2010; Sanderson et al. 2013), the 

loss of low-intensity mixed farmland from Transylvania very likely would have a negative impact on bird 

diversity.  
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Conservation implications 

Conservation actions in traditional farming landscapes are urgently needed because farmland bird 

populations are declining in Central and Eastern Europe (Reif et al. 2008; Voříšek et al. 2010). Although 

national conservation efforts improve population trends, decreasing trends are not being reversed 

(Koleček et al. 2014). Research on farmland biodiversity in these traditional farming landscapes is lagging 

behind research in Western Europe, which is problematic because the conservation challenges here may 

be different from those in more intensified landscapes (Baldi and Batary 2011; Tryjanowski et al. 2011). 

Our findings suggest that the key to conserve Transylvania’s bird diversity is to maintain broad gradients 

of woody vegetation cover across multiple spatial scales, and to a lesser extent, maintain small-scale 

compositional heterogeneity.  

In Transylvania, land abandonment is most likely to occur in the grasslands of more remote, forested, and 

steep areas. Preventing abandonment in these areas could be achieved by providing incentives to maintain 

rotational livestock grazing and to remove shrubs in order to maintain landscapes with little to 

intermediate woody vegetation cover. Intensification, on the other hand, is more likely to occur in arable 

land, especially in the broader, accessible valleys. Here, conservation strategies should prioritize the 

retention of woody vegetation cover at intermediate levels, for example by maintaining various types of 

field margins (Wuczynski et al. 2011), and encouraging high land-cover diversity through mixed farming. 

Furthermore, care should be taken in both grasslands and arable fields that larger tracts of open landscape 

with low woody vegetation cover remain available for open-country birds.  

In conclusion, there is no simple conservation recipe that can be implemented across traditional farmland, 

but rather, farmland bird communities will benefit most from policies targeted to either mitigate land 

abandonment or land-use intensification, depending on the specific location. Because traditional farming 

has become largely unviable, new strategies need to be identified that not only maintain farmland 

biodiversity but also benefit local people, thus preventing an exodus of the rural population and 

subsequent cessation of farming. In our study area, potential strategies could include the uptake of 

modern agro-ecological and organic farming methods instead of conventional land-use intensification 

(Hole et al. 2005; Gabriel et al. 2010), or the development of incentives for smallholder farmers to engage 

in (agro-)ecotourism (Young et al. 2010).  

Acknowledgements 

We thank A. Klein and R. Bigonneau for their tremendous efforts in the field. We are also grateful to 

many local people and stakeholders, including the Mihai Eminescu Trust and local government 

representatives. We thank P. Griffiths, J. Knorn and T. Kuemmerle for their help with creating the woody 

vegetation layer, J. Stein for help with the TWI layer, and D. Abson, P. Fust, and H. von Wehrden for 

analytical assistance. We thank Dale Nimmo for constructive suggestions on a previous draft of this 

manuscript. The project was funded by a Sofja Kovalevskaja Award by the Alexander von Humboldt 

Foundation to JF. 



 

 

132 

 

  



REFERENCES 

133 

 

References 

Agyeman J, Evans B (2004) 'Just sustainability': the emerging discourse of environmental justice in Britain? 
Geographical Journal 170:155-164. 

Akeroyd J, Bădărău S (2012) Indicator plants of the High Nature Value dry grasslands of southern 
Transylvania. Fundatia Adept, Saschiz. 

Akeroyd JR (2006) The historic countryside of the Saxon Villages of Southern Transylvania Fundatia 
Adept, Saschiz, Romania. 

Akeroyd JR, Page JN (2006) The Saxon villages of southern Transylvania: Conserving biodiversity in a 
historic landscape. In: Gafta D, Akeroyd JR (eds) Nature Conservation: Concepts and Practice. 
Springer Verlag, Heidelberg, Germany, pp 199-210. 

Akeroyd JR, Page N (2011) Conservation of High Nature Value (HNV) grassland in a farmed landscape in 
Transylvania, Romania. Contributii Botanice XLVI:57-71. 

Altieri MA (1999) The ecological role of biodiversity in agroecosystems. Agriculture, Ecosystems & 
Environment 74 (1-3):19-31. 

Ambrosio-Albala M, Delgado M Understanding rural areas dynamics from a complex perspective. An 
application of Prospective Structural Analysis. In: Proceedings of 12th EAAE Congress ‘People, 
Food and Environments: Global Trends and European Strategies’, Gent, Belgium, August, 2008. 

Anderson MJ, Crist TO, Chase JM, Vellend M, Inouye BD, Freestone AL, Sanders NJ, Cornell HV, 
Comita LS, Davies KF, Harrison SP, Kraft NJB, Stegen JC, Swenson NG (2011) Navigating the 
multiple meanings of beta diversity: a roadmap for the practicing ecologist. Ecology Letters 14 
(1):19-28. 

Angelstam P, Boresjö-Bronge L, Mikusiński G, Sporrong U, Wästfelt A (2003) Assessing Village 
Authenticity with Satellite Images: A Method to Identify Intact Cultural Landscapes in Europe. 
AMBIO: A Journal of the Human Environment 32 (8):594-604. 

Anthony B, Moldovan D (2008) Poised for engagement? Local communities and Măcin Mountains 
National Park, Romania. The International Journal of Biodiversity Science and Management 4 
(4):230-241. 

Antrop M (2004) Landscape change and the urbanization process in Europe. Landscape and Urban 
Planning 67 (1-4):9-26. 

Armengot L, Sans FX, Fischer C, Flohre A, Jose-Maria L, Tscharntke T, Thies C (2012) The beta-diversity 
of arable weed communities on organic and conventional cereal farms in two contrasting regions. 
Applied Vegetation Science 15 (4):571-579. 

Atkinson PW, Fuller RJ, Vickery JA (2002) Large-scale patterns of summer and winter bird distribution in 
relation to farmland type in England and Wales. Ecography 25 (4):466-480. 

Baasch A, Tischew S, Bruelheide H (2010) How much effort is required for proper monitoring? Assessing 
the effects of different survey scenarios in a dry acidic grassland. Journal of Vegetation Science 21 
(5):876-887. 

Bachmann L, Cruzada E, Wright S (2009) Food Security and Farmer Empowerment. A Study of the 
Impacts of Farmer-Led Sustainable Agriculture in the Philippines.  

Badescu G, Sum P (2005) Historical legacies, social capital and civil society: Comparing Romania on a 
regional level. Europe-Asia Studies 57 (1):117-133. 

Badescu G, Sum P, Uslaner EM (2004) Civil society development and democratic values in Romania and 
Moldova. East European Politics and Societies 18 (2):316-341. 



REFERENCES 

134 

 

Baguette M, Blanchet S, Legrand D, Stevens VM, Turlure C (2013) Individual dispersal, landscape 
connectivity and ecological networks. Biological Reviews of the Cambridge Philosophical Society 
88 (2):310-326. 

Baguette M, Van Dyck H (2007) Landscape connectivity and animal behavior: functional grain as a key 
determinant for dispersal. Landscape Ecology 22 (8):1117-1129. 

Bailey LL, Hines JE, Nichols JD, MacKenzie DI (2007) Sampling design trade-offs in occupancy studies 
with imperfect detection: Examples and software. Ecological Applications17 (1):281-290. 

Baldi A, Batary P (2011) Spatial heterogeneity and farmland birds: different perspectives in Western and 
Eastern Europe. Ibis 153 (4):875-876. 

Balmer O, Erhardt A (2000) Consequences of succession on extensively grazed grasslands for central 
European butterfly communities: rethinking conservation practices. Conservation Biology 14 
(3):746-757. 

Balvanera P, Pfisterer AB, Buchmann N, He JS, Nakashizuka T, Raffaelli D, Schmid B (2006) Quantifying 
the evidence for biodiversity effects on ecosystem functioning and services. Ecology Letters 9 
(10):1146-1156. 

Barbaro L, Van Halder I (2009) Linking bird, carabid beetle and butterfly life-history traits to habitat 
fragmentation in mosaic landscapes. Ecography 32 (2):321-333. 

Barnosky AD, Matzke N, Tomiya S, Wogan GOU, Swartz B, Quental TB, Marshall C, McGuire JL, 
Lindsey EL, Maguire KC, Mersey B, Ferrer EA (2011) Has the Earth's sixth mass extinction 
already arrived? Nature 471 (7336):51-57. 

Barthel S, Crumley CL, Svedin U (2013) Biocultural refugia: combating the erosion of diversity in 
landscapes of food production. Ecology and Society 18 (4):71. 

Bartomeus I, Sol D, Pino J, Vicente P, Font X (2012) Deconstructing the native-exotic richness 
relationship in plants. Global Ecology and Biogeography 21 (5):524-533. 

Batáry P, Fischer J, Baldi A, Crist TO, Tscharntke T (2011) Does habitat heterogeneity increase farmland 
biodiversity? Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 9 (3):152-153. 

Batáry P, Matthiesen T, Tscharntke T (2010) Landscape-moderated importance of hedges in conserving 
farmland bird diversity of organic vs. conventional croplands and grasslands. Biological 
Conservation 143 (9):2020-2027. 

Baudry J (1991) Ecological consequences of grazing, extensification and land abandonment: Role of 
interactions between environment, society and techniques. In: Baudry J, Bunce R (eds) Land 
abandonment and its role in conservation, vol 15. Options Méditerranéennes : Série A. Séminaires 
Méditerranéens, Zaragoza : CIHEAM, pp 13–19. 

Baur B, Cremene C, Groza G, Rakosy L, Schileyko AA, Baur A, Stoll P, Erhardt A (2006) Effects of 
abandonment of subalpine hay meadows on plant and invertebrate diversity in Transylvania, 
Romania. Biological Conservation 132 (2):261-273. 

Bell S, Marzano M, Cent J, Kobierska H, Podjed D, Vandzinskaite D, Reinert H, Armaitiene A, 
Grodzinska-Jurczak M, Mursic R (2008) What counts? Volunteers and their organisations in the 
recording and monitoring of biodiversity. Biodiversity Conservation 17 (14):3443-3454. 

Benayas JR, Martins A, Nicolau JM, Schulz JJ (2007) Abandonment of agricultural land: an overview of 
drivers and consequences. CAB reviews: perspectives in agriculture, veterinary science, nutrition 
and natural resources 2 (57):1-14. 

Bengtsson J, Nilsson SG, Franc A, Menozzi P (2000) Biodiversity, disturbances, ecosystem function and 
management of European forests. Forest Ecol Manag 132 (1):39-50. 

Bennett AF, Radford JQ, Haslem A (2006) Properties of land mosaics: Implications for nature 
conservation in agricultural environments. Biological Conservation 133 (2):250-264. 



REFERENCES 

135 

 

Benton T, Hartel T, Settele J, Warsaw Consensus S (2011) Food security: a role for Europe. Nature 480 
(7375):39-39. 

Benton TG, Vickery JA, Wilson JD (2003) Farmland biodiversity: is habitat heterogeneity the key? Trends 
in Ecology & Evolution 18 (4):182-188. 

Bergerot B, Tournant P, Moussus JP, Stevens V-M, Juillard R, Baguette M, Foltête J-C (2012) Coupling 
inter-patch movement models and landscape graph to assess functional connectivity. Population 
Ecology 55 (1):193-203. 

Bergman KO, Askling J, Ekberg O, Ignell H, Wahlman H, Milberg P (2004) Landscape effects on 
butterfly assemblages in an agricultural region. Ecography 27 (5):619-628. 

Berkes F, Colding J, Folke C (2003) Navigating social-ecological systems building resilience for complexity 
and change. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge; New York. 

Berkes F, Folke C, Colding J (2000) Linking social and ecological systems: management practices and 
social mechanisms for building resilience. Cambridge University Press. 

Bibby CJ (2000) Bird census techniques. 2nd edn. Academic Press, London. 

Bignal EM, McCracken DI (2000) The nature conservation value of European traditional farming systems. 
Environmental Reviews 8 (3):149-171. 

Billeter R, Liira J, Bailey D, Bugter R, Arens P, Augenstein I, Aviron S, Baudry J, Bukacek R, Burel F, 
Cerny M, De Blust G, De Cock R, Diekötter T, Dietz H, Dirksen J, Dormann C, Durka W, 
Frenzel M, Hamersky R, Hendrickx F, Herzog F, Klotz S, Koolstra B, Lausch A, Le Coeur D, 
Maelfait JP, Opdam P, Roubalova M, Schermann A, Schermann N, Schmidt T, Schweiger O, 
Smulders MJM, Speelmans M, Simova P, Verboom J, Van Wingerden WKRE, Zobel M, Edwards 
PJ (2008) Indicators for biodiversity in agricultural landscapes: a pan-European study. Journal of 
Applied Ecology 45 (1):141-150. 

Bink FA (1992) Ecologische Atlas van de Dagvlinders van Noordwest-Europa. Schuyt & Co, Haarlem. 

Birdsall JL, McCaughey W, Runyon JB (2012) Roads Impact the Distribution of Noxious Weeds More 
Than Restoration Treatments in a Lodgepole Pine Forest in Montana, USA. Restoration Ecology 
20 (4):517-523. 

Bohn U, Gollub G, Hettwer C, Neuhäuslová Z, Raus T, Schlüter H, Weber H, Hennekens S (eds) (2004) 
Map of the Natural Vegetation of Europe. Scale 1: 2 500 000. Interactive CD-ROM: Explanatory 
Text, Legend, Maps Bundesamt für Naturschutz, Bonn. 

Bolker BM (2008) Ecological models and data in R. Princeton University Press, Princeton. 

Bolker BM, Brooks ME, Clark CJ, Geange SW, Poulsen JR, Stevens MHH, White JSS (2009) Generalized 
linear mixed models: a practical guide for ecology and evolution. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 
24 (3):127-135. 

Bommarco R, Kleijn D, Potts SG (2013) Ecological intensification: harnessing ecosystem services for 
food security. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 28 (4):230–238. 

Bonney R, Cooper CB, Dickinson J, Kelling S, Phillips T, Rosenberg KV, Shirk J (2009) Citizen Science: 
A Developing Tool for Expanding Science Knowledge and Scientific Literacy. Bioscience 59 
(11):977-984. 

Börschig C, Klein A-M, von Wehrden H, Krauss J (2013) Traits of butterfly communities change from 
specialist to generalist characteristics with increasing land-use intensity. Basic and Applied 
Ecology 14 (7):547-554. 

Boserup E (1965) The conditions of agricultural growth : the economics of agrarian change under 
population pressure. George Allen & Unwin, London. 

Bouma J, Varallyay G, Batjes NH (1998) Principal land use changes anticipated in Europe. Agriculture, 
Ecosystems & Environment 67 (2-3):103-119. 



REFERENCES 

136 

 

Bowne DR, Bowers MA (2004) Interpatch movements in spatially structured populations: a literature 
review. Landscape Ecology 19 (1):1-20. 

Brambilla M, Casale F, Bergero V, Bogliani G, Crovetto GM, Falco R, Roati M, Negri I (2010) Glorious 
past, uncertain present, bad future? Assessing effects of land-use changes on habitat suitability for 
a threatened farmland bird species. Biological Conservation 143 (11):2770-2778. 

Bried JT, Hager BJ, Hunt PD, Fox JN, Jensen HJ, Vowels KM (2012) Bias of reduced-effort community 
surveys for adult Odonata of lentic waters. Insect Conservation and Diversity 5 (3):213-222. 

Bried JT, Langwig KE, Dewan AA, Gifford NA (2011) Habitat associations and survey effort for 
shrubland birds in an urban pine barrens preserve. Landscape and Urban Planning 99 (3-4):218-
225. 

Bried JT, Pellet J (2012) Optimal design of butterfly occupancy surveys and testing if occupancy converts 
to abundance for sparse populations. Journal of Insect Conservation 16 (4):489-499. 

Brückmann SV, Krauss J, Steffan-Dewenter I (2010) Butterfly and plant specialists suffer from reduced 
connectivity in fragmented landscapes. Journal of Applied Ecology 47:799-809. 

Butchart SHM, Walpole M, Collen B, van Strien A, Scharlemann JPW, Almond REA, Baillie JEM, 
Bomhard B, Brown C, Bruno J, Carpenter KE, Carr GM, Chanson J, Chenery AM, Csirke J, 
Davidson NC, Dentener F, Foster M, Galli A, Galloway JN, Genovesi P, Gregory RD, Hockings 
M, Kapos V, Lamarque JF, Leverington F, Loh J, McGeoch MA, McRae L, Minasyan A, Morcillo 
MH, Oldfield TEE, Pauly D, Quader S, Revenga C, Sauer JR, Skolnik B, Spear D, Stanwell-Smith 
D, Stuart SN, Symes A, Tierney M, Tyrrell TD, Vie JC, Watson R (2010) Global Biodiversity: 
Indicators of Recent Declines. Science 328 (5982):1164-1168. 

Cain ML, Milligan BG, Strand AE (2000) Long-distance seed dispersal in plant populations. American 
Journal of Botany 87 (9):1217-1227. 

Cardinale BJ, Duffy JE, Gonzalez A, Hooper DU, Perrings C, Venail P, Narwani A, Mace GM, Tilman D, 
Wardle DA (2012) Biodiversity loss and its impact on humanity. Nature 486 (7401):59-67. 

Catford JA, Daehler CC, Murphy HT, Sheppard AW, Hardesty BD, Westcott DA, Rejmánek M, 
Bellingham PJ, Pergl J, Horvitz CC (2012) The intermediate disturbance hypothesis and plant 
invasions: Implications for species richness and management. Perspectives in Plant Ecology, 
Evolution and Systematics 14 (3):231-241. 

Ceulemans T, Merckx R, Hens M, Honnay O (2013) Plant species loss from European semi-natural 
grasslands following nutrient enrichment - is it nitrogen or is it phosphorus? Global Ecology and 
Biogeography 22 (1):73-82. 

Chapin FS, Zavaleta ES, Eviner VT, Naylor RL, Vitousek PM, Reynolds HL, Hooper DU, Lavorel S, Sala 
OE, Hobbie SE, Mack MC, Diaz S (2000) Consequences of changing biodiversity. Nature 405 
(6783):234-242. 

Chappell MJ, LaValle LA (2011) Food security and biodiversity: can we have both? An agroecological 
analysis. Agriculture and Human Values 28 (1):3-26. 

Ciochia V (1992) Păsările clocitoare din România. Edit. Ştiinţifică, Bucureşti, 386 pp. 

Clavel J, Julliard R, Devictor V (2010) Worldwide decline of specialist species: toward a global functional 
homogenization? Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 9 (4):222-228. 

Conrad KF, Fox R, Woiwod IP (2007) Monitoring Biodiversity: Measuring Long-term changes in Insect 
Abundance. In: Stewart AJA, New TR, Lewis OT (eds) Insect Conservation Biology: Proceedings 
of the Royal Entomological Society's 23rd symposium. The Royal Entomological Society, Oxford, 
pp 203-225. 

Conradt L, Roper TJ (2006) Nonrandom movement behavior at habitat boundaries in two butterfly 
species: Implications for dispersal. Ecology 87 (1):125-132. 

Convention on Biological Diversity (2010) Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011–2020 and the Aichi 
Targets. Montreal, Canada. 



REFERENCES 

137 

 

Costanza JK, Moody A, Peet RK (2011) Multi-scale environmental heterogeneity as a predictor of plant 
species richness. Landscape Ecology 26 (6):851-864. 

Cramer VA, Hobbs RJ, Standish RJ (2008) What's new about old fields? Land abandonment and 
ecosystem assembly. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 23 (2):104-112. 

Cramp S (2000) The complete birds of the western palearctic. CD-ROM Edition. Oxford University 
Press. Oxford, UK. 

Cremene C, Groza G, Rakosy L, Schileyko AA, Baur A, Erhardt A, Baur B (2005) Alterations of steppe-
like grasslands in Eastern Europe: a threat to regional biodiversity hotspots. Conservation Biology 
19 (5):1606-1618. 

Crutzen PJ (2002) Geology of mankind. Nature 415 (6867):23-23. 

Dahlström A, Iuga A, Lennartsson T (2013) Managing biodiversity rich hay meadows in the EU: a 
comparison of Swedish and Romanian grasslands. Environmental Conservation:1-12. 

Danielsen F, Burgess ND, Balmford A, Donald PF, Funder M, Jones JPG, Alviola P, Balete DS, Blomley 
TOM, Brashares J, Child B, Enghoff M, FjeldsÅ JON, Holt S, HÜBertz H, Jensen AE, Jensen 
PM, Massao J, Mendoza MM, Ngaga Y, Poulsen MK, Rueda R, Sam M, Skielboe T, Stuart-Hill G, 
Topp-Jörgensen E, Yonten D (2009) Local Participation in Natural Resource Monitoring: a 
Characterization of Approaches. Conservation Biology 23 (1):31-42. 

DAISIE (2013) Delivering Alien Invasive Species Inventories for Europe (2013) 
http://www.europealiens.org/default.do Accessed 10 October 2013 

Davies KF, Margules CR, Lawrence JF (2004) A synergistic effect puts rare, specialized species at greater 
risk of extinction. Ecology 85 (1):265-271. 

De Groot RS, Wilson MA, Boumans RM (2002) A typology for the classification, description and 
valuation of ecosystem functions, goods and services. Ecological Economics 41 (3):393-408. 

De Schutter O (2012) Agroecology, a Tool for the Realization of the Right to Food. In: Lichtfouse E (ed) 
Agroecology and Strategies for Climate Change. Sustainable Agriculture Reviews. Springer, 
Dordrecht. 

Delattre T, Vernon P, Burel F (2013) An agri-environmental scheme enhances butterfly dispersal in 
European agricultural landscapes. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment 166 (2013):102-109. 

Dengler J, Becker T, Ruprecht E, Szabó A, Becker U, Beldean M, Bita-Nicolae C, Dolnik C, Goia I, 
Peyrat J (2012) Festuco-Brometea communities of the Transylvanian Plateau (Romania)–a 
preliminary overview on syntaxonomy, ecology, and biodiversity. Tuexenia 32:319-359. 

Dennis RLH, Dapporto L, Dover JW, Shreeve TG (2013) Corridors and barriers in biodiversity 
conservation: a novel resource-based habitat perspective for butterflies. Biodiversity and 
Conservation 22 (12):1-26. 

Deutschewitz K, Lausch A, Kuhn I, Klotz S (2003) Native and alien plant species richness in relation to 
spatial heterogeneity on a regional scale in Germany. Global Ecology and Biogeography 12 
(4):299-311. 

Devictor V, Jiguet F (2007) Community richness and stability in agricultural landscapes: the importance of 
surrounding habitats. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment 120 (2):179-184. 

Devictor V, Julliard R, Clavel J, Jiguet F, Lee A, Couvet D (2008) Functional biotic homogenization of 
bird communities in disturbed landscapes. Global Ecology and Biogeography 17 (2):252-261. 

Diacon-Bolli J, Daland T, Holderegger R, Bürgi M (2012) Heterogeneity fosters biodiversity: Linking 
history and ecology of dry calcareous grasslands. Journal of Applied Ecology 13:641-653. 

Diamond JM (1986) Overview: laboratory experiments, field experiments, and natural experiments. In: 
Diamond JM, Case TJ (eds) Community Ecology. Harper & Row, New York, pp 3-22. 

Donald P, Green R, Heath M (2001) Agricultural intensification and the collapse of Europe's farmland 
bird populations. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 268 (1462):25-29. 



REFERENCES 

138 

 

Dorazio RM, Royle JA (2005) Estimating size and composition of biological communities by modeling 
the occurrence of species. Journal of the American Statistical Association 100 (470):389-398. 

Dorazio RM, Royle JA, Söderström B, Glimskär A (2006) Estimating species richness and accumulation 
by modeling species occurrence and detectability. Ecology 87 (4):842-854. 

Dormann CF, Elith J, Bacher S, Buchmann C, Carl G, Carre G, Marquez JRG, Gruber B, Lafourcade B, 
Leitao PJ, Munkemuller T, McClean C, Osborne PE, Reineking B, Schroder B, Skidmore AK, 
Zurell D, Lautenbach S (2013) Collinearity: a review of methods to deal with it and a simulation 
study evaluating their performance. Ecography 36 (1):27-46. 

Dormann CF, Schweiger O, Augenstein I, Bailey D, Billeter R, De Blust G, DeFilippi R, Frenzel M, 

Hendrickx F, Herzog F (2007) Effects of landscape structure and land‐use intensity on similarity 
of plant and animal communities. Global Ecology and Biogeography 16 (6):774-787. 

Dorresteijn I, Hartel T, Hanspach J, von Wehrden H, Fischer J (2013) The Conservation Value of 
Traditional Rural Landscapes: The Case of Woodpeckers in Transylvania, Romania. PLoS One 8 
(6): 10.1371/journal.pone.0065236. 

Dover J, Settele J (2009) The influences of landscape structure on butterfly distribution and movement: a 
review. Journal of Insect Conservation 13 (1):3-27. 

Dover J, Sparks T, Greatorex-Davies J (1997) The importance of shelter for butterflies in open 
landscapes. Journal of Insect Conservation 1 (2):89-97. 

Dover JW, Warren MS, Shreeve TG (2011) 2010 and beyond for Lepidoptera. Journal of Insect 
Conservation 15 (1-2):1-3. 

Doxa A, Bas Y, Paracchini ML, Pointereau P, Terres J-M, Jiguet F (2010) Low-intensity agriculture 
increases farmland bird abundances in France. Journal of Applied Ecology 47 (6):1348-1356. 

Driscoll DA, Banks SC, Barton PS, Ikin K, Lentini P, Lindenmayer DB, Smith AL, Berry LE, Burns EL, 
Edworthy A, Evans MJ, Gibson R, Heinsohn R, Howland B, Kay G, Munro N, Scheele BC, 
Stirnemann I, Stojanovic D, Sweaney N, Villasennor NR, Westgate MJ (2014) The trajectory of 
dispersal research in conservation biology: Systematic review. PLoS One 9 (4): 
e9505310.1371/journal.pone.0095053. 

Dunning JB, Danielson BJ, Pulliam HR (1992) Ecological processes that affect populations in complex 
landscapes. Oikos 65 (1):169-175. 

Edelman M, Weis T, Baviskar A, Borras SM, Holt-Giménez E, Kandiyoti D, Wolford W (2014) 
Introduction: critical perspectives on food sovereignty. The Journal of Peasant Studies 41 (6):911-
931. 

EEA (2010) Dominant landscape types of Europe, based on Corine land cover 2006 (2010) European 
Environment Agency, Copenhagen.  

Ekroos J, Heliola J, Kuussaari M (2010) Homogenization of lepidopteran communities in intensively 
cultivated agricultural landscapes. Journal of Applied Ecology 47 (2):459-467. 

Ekroos J, Piha M, Tiainen J (2008) Role of organic and conventional field boundaries on boreal 
bumblebees and butterflies. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment 124 (3–4):155-159. 

Ekroos J, Rundlöf M, Smith HG (2013) Trait-dependent responses of flower-visiting insects to distance to 
semi-natural grasslands and landscape heterogeneity. Landscape Ecology 28 (7):1283-1292. 

Elith J (2002) Quantitative methods for modeling species habitat: comparative performance and an 
application to Australian plants. In: S F, M B (eds) Quantitative methods for conservation 
biology. Springer, New York, pp 39-58. 

Elith J, Phillips SJ, Hastie T, Dudik M, Chee YE, Yates CJ (2011) A statistical explanation of MaxEnt for 
ecologists. Diversity and Distributions 17 (1):43-57. 

Ellis EC, Ramankutty N (2008) Putting people in the map: anthropogenic biomes of the world. Frontiers 
in Ecology and the Environment 6 (8):439-447. 



REFERENCES 

139 

 

Engel SR, Voshell JR (2002) Volunteer biological monitoring: can it accurately assess the ecological 
condition of streams? American Entomologist 48 (3):164-177. 

Erhardt A (1985) Diurnal Lepidoptera - Sensitive indicators of cultivated and abandoned grassland. 
Journal of Applied Ecology 22 (3):849-861. 

Ernoult A, Alard D (2011) Species richness of hedgerow habitats in changing agricultural landscapes: are 
alpha and gamma diversity shaped by the same factors? Landscape Ecology 26 (5):683-696. 

European Environment Agency (2010) Approximate distribution of HNV farmland in EU-27 (2010) 
European Environment Agency, Copenhagen, Denmark. http://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-
maps/figures/approximatedistribution-of-hnv-farmland.  

Fahrig L, Baudry J, Brotons L, Burel FG, Crist TO, Fuller RJ, Sirami C, Siriwardena GM, Martin JL (2011) 
Functional landscape heterogeneity and animal biodiversity in agricultural landscapes. Ecology 
Letters 14 (2):101-112. 

FAO (1996) World Food Summit. The Rome Declaration on World Food Security and World Food 
Summit Plan of Action. FAO, Rome. 

FAO (2011) Save and grow: a policymaker's guide to the sustainable intensification of smallholder crop 
production. Rome. 

FAO, WFP, IFAD (2012) The State of Food Insecurtiy in the World 2012. Economic growth is 
neccessary but not sufficient to accelerate reduction of hunger and malnutrition. FAO, Rome. 

Feest A, van Swaay C, van Hinsberg A (2014) Nitrogen deposition and the reduction of butterfly 
biodiversity quality in the Netherlands. Ecological Indicators 39:115-119. 

Field SA, Tyre AJ, Possingham HP (2005) Optimizing allocation of monitoring effort under economic 
and observational constraints. Journal of Wildlife Management 69 (2):473-482. 

Fischer C, Flohre A, Clement LW, Batary P, Weisser WW, Tscharntke T, Thies C (2011) Mixed effects of 
landscape structure and farming practice on bird diversity. Agriculture, Ecosystems & 
Environment 141 (1-2):119-125. 

Fischer J, Hartel T, Kuemmerle T (2012) Conservation policy in traditional farming landscapes. 
Conservation Letters 5 (3):167-175. 

Fischer J, Lindenmayer DB (2007) Landscape modification and habitat fragmentation: a synthesis. Global 
Ecology and Biogeography 16 (3):265-280. 

Fischer J, Lindenmayer DB, Manning AD (2006) Biodiversity, ecosystem function, and resilience: ten 
guiding principles for commodity production landscapes. Frontiers in Ecology and the 
Environment 4 (2):80-86. 

Fischer J, Sherren K, Stott J, Zerger A, Warren G, Stein J (2010) Toward landscape-wide conservation 
outcomes in Australia's temperate grazing region. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 8 
(2):69-74. 

Fish R, Winter M, Lobley M (2013) Sustainable intensification and ecosystem services: new directions in 
agricultural governance. Policy Sciences:1-17. 

Fisher B, Turner RK, Morling P (2009) Defining and classifying ecosystem services for decision making. 
Ecological Economics 68 (3):643-653. 

Flick T, Feagan S, Fahrig L (2012) Effects of landscape structure on butterfly species richness and 
abundance in agricultural landscapes in eastern Ontario, Canada. Agriculture, Ecosystems & 
Environment 156:123-133. 

Foley JA, DeFries R, Asner GP, Barford C, Bonan G, Carpenter SR, Chapin FS, Coe MT, Daily GC, 
Gibbs HK, Helkowski JH, Holloway T, Howard EA, Kucharik CJ, Monfreda C, Patz JA, Prentice 
IC, Ramankutty N, Snyder PK (2005) Global consequences of land use. Science 309 (5734):570-
574. 



REFERENCES 

140 

 

Foley JA, Ramankutty N, Brauman KA, Cassidy ES, Gerber JS, Johnston M, Mueller ND, O'Connell C, 
Ray DK, West PC, Balzer C, Bennett EM, Carpenter SR, Hill J, Monfreda C, Polasky S, 
Rockstrom J, Sheehan J, Siebert S, Tilman D, Zaks DPM (2011) Solutions for a cultivated planet. 
Nature 478 (7369):337-342. 

Folke C (2006) Resilience: The emergence of a perspective for social-ecological systems analyses. Global 
Environmental Change-Human and Policy Dimensions 16 (3):253-267. 

Folke C, Carpenter S, Walker B, Scheffer M, Elmqvist T, Gunderson L, Holling C (2004) Regime shifts, 
resilience, and biodiversity in ecosystem management. Annual Review of Ecology, Evolution, and 
Systematics 35:557-581. 

Foresight (2011) The future of food and farming. Final project report. The Government Office for 
Science, London. 

Forman RT (1995) Land mosaics: the ecology of landscapes and regions. Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge. 

Franzén M, Ranius T (2004) Occurrence patterns of butterflies (Rhopalocera) in semi-natural pastures in 
southeastern Sweden. Journal for Nature Conservation 12 (2):121-135. 

Fraser EDG, Stringer LC (2009) Explaining agricultural collapse: Macro-forces, micro-crises and the 
emergence of land use vulnerability in southern Romania. Global Environ Chang 19 (1):45-53. 

Gabriel D, Sait SM, Hodgson JA, Schmutz U, Kunin WE, Benton TG (2010) Scale matters: the impact of 
organic farming on biodiversity at different spatial scales. Ecology Letters 13 (7):858-869. 

Gabriel D, Thies C, Tscharntke T (2005) Local diversity of arable weeds increases with landscape 
complexity. Perspectives in Plant Ecology Evolution and Systematics 7 (2):85-93. 

Garnett T, Godfray HCJ (2012) Sustainable intensification in agriculture: navigating a course through 
competing food system priorities. Food Climate Research Network and the Oxford Martin 
Programme on the Future of Food, University of Oxford, UK. 

Gaston KJ (2000) Global patterns in biodiversity. Nature 405 (6783):220-227. 

Geiger F, Bengtsson J, Berendse F, Weisser WW, Emmerson M, Morales MB, Ceryngier P, Liira J, 
Tscharntke T, Winqvist C, Eggers S, Bommarco R, Part T, Bretagnolle V, Plantegenest M, 
Clement LW, Dennis C, Palmer C, Onate JJ, Guerrero I, Hawro V, Aavik T, Thies C, Flohre A, 
Hanke S, Fischer C, Goedhart PW, Inchausti P (2010) Persistent negative effects of pesticides on 
biodiversity and biological control potential on European farmland. Basic and Applied Ecology 
11 (2):97-105. 

Genet KS, Sargent LG (2003) Evaluation of methods and data quality from a volunteer-based amphibian 
call survey. Wildlife Society Bulletin:703-714. 

Geohive (2009) Urban /rural division of countries for the year 2010 (2009) Population Division, UN. 
http://www.geohive.com/earth/pop_urban.aspx. Accessed 24.11.2014 

Gibbs KE, Mackey RL, Currie DJ (2009) Human land use, agriculture, pesticides and losses of imperiled 
species. Diversity and Distributions 15 (2):242-253. 

GISD (2013) Global Invasive Species Database (2013) http://www.issg.org/database/welcome/. 
Accessed 10 October 2013 

Godfray HCJ, Beddington JR, Crute IR, Haddad L, Lawrence D, Muir JF, Pretty J, Robinson S, Thomas 
SM, Toulmin C (2010) Food Security: The Challenge of Feeding 9 Billion People. Science 327 
(5967):812-818. 

González-Estébanez FJ, García-Tejero S, Mateo-Tomás P, Olea PP (2011) Effects of irrigation and 
landscape heterogeneity on butterfly diversity in Mediterranean farmlands. Agriculture, 
Ecosystems & Environment 144 (1):262-270. 



REFERENCES 

141 

 

Gorton M, Hubbard C, Hubbard L (2009) The Folly of European Union Policy Transfer: Why the 
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) Does Not Fit Central and Eastern Europe. Regional Studies 
43 (10):1305-1317. 

Government of Romania (2010) National Rural Development Programme 2007-2013. Bukarest. 

Gregory RD, Van Strien A, Vorisek P, Meyling AWG, Noble DG, Foppen RP, Gibbons DW (2005) 
Developing indicators for European birds. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: 
Biological Sciences 360 (1454):269-288. 

Guerrero I, Morales MB, Oñate JJ, Geiger F, Berendse F, Snoo Gd, Eggers S, Pärt T, Bengtsson J, 
Clement LW, Weisser WW, Olszewski A, Ceryngier P, Hawro V, Liira J, Aavik T, Fischer C, 
Flohre A, Thies C, Tscharntke T (2012) Response of ground-nesting farmland birds to 
agricultural intensification across Europe: Landscape and field level management factors. 
Biological Conservation 152 (0):74-80. 

Guillera-Arroita G, Lahoz-Monfort JJ (2012) Designing studies to detect differences in species occupancy: 
power analysis under imperfect detection. Methods in Ecology and Evolution 3 (5):860-869. 

Guillera-Arroita G, Morgan BJ, Ridout MS, Linkie M (2011) Species occupancy modeling for detection 
data collected along a transect. Journal of agricultural, biological, and environmental statistics 16 
(3):301-317. 

Guillera-Arroita G, Ridout MS, Morgan BJT (2010) Design of occupancy studies with imperfect detection. 
Methods in Ecology and Evolution 1 (2):131-139. 

Guo Q, Rejmánek M, Wen J (2012) Geographical, socioeconomic, and ecological determinants of exotic 
plant naturalization in the United States: insights and updates from improved data. NeoBiota 
12:41-55. 

Gustafson EJ, Gardner RH (1996) The effect of landscape heterogeneity on the probability of patch 
colonization. Ecology 77 (1):94-107. 

Haberl H, Gaube V, Díaz-Delgado R, Krauze K, Neuner A, Peterseil J, Plutzar C, Singh SJ, Vadineanu A 
(2009) Towards an integrated model of socioeconomic biodiversity drivers, pressures and 
impacts. A feasibility study based on three European long-term socio-ecological research 
platforms. Ecological Economics 68 (6):1797-1812. 

Hanski I, Kuussaari M, Nieminen M (1994) Metapopulation structure and migration in the butterfly 
Melitaea cinxia. Ecology 75 (3):747-762. 

Hanspach J, Abson DJ, Loos J, Tichit M, Chappell MJ, Fischer J (2013) Develop, then intensify. Science 
(New York, NY) 341 (6147):713-713. 

Hanspach J, Fischer J, Stott J, Stagoll K (2011) Conservation management of eastern Australian farmland 
birds in relation to landscape gradients. Journal of Applied Ecology 48 (3):523-531. 

Hanspach J, Hartel T, Milcu AI, Mikulcak F, Dorresteijn I, Loos J, von Wehrden H, Kuemmerle T, 
Abson D, Kovács-Hostyánszki A, Báldi A, Fischer J (2014) A holistic approach to studying social-
ecological systems and its application to southern Transylvania. Ecology and Society 19 (4). 

Hartel T, Fischer J, Campeanu C, Milcu AI, Hanspach J, Fazey I (2014) The importance of ecosystem 
services for rural inhabitants in a changing cultural landscape in Romania. Ecology and Society 19 
(2). 

Hartel T, Moga CI, Öllerer K, Sas I, Demeter L, Rusti D, Balog A (2008) A proposal towards the 
incorporation of spatial heterogeneity into animal distribution studies in Romanian landscapes. 
North-Western Journal of Zoology 4 (1):67-74. 

Hartel T, Schweiger O, Öllerer K, Cogălniceanu D, Arntzen JW (2010) Amphibian distribution in a 
traditionally managed rural landscape of Eastern Europe: Probing the effect of landscape 
composition. Biological Conservation 143 (5):1118-1124. 

Hartel T, von Wehrden H (2013) Farmed Areas Predict the Distribution of Amphibian Ponds in a 
Traditional Rural Landscape. PLoS One 8 (5):10.1371/journal.pone.0063649. 



REFERENCES 

142 

 

Hector A, Bagchi R (2007) Biodiversity and ecosystem multifunctionality. Nature 448 (7150):188-190. 

Helm A, Hanski I, Pärtel M (2006) Slow response of plant species richness to habitat loss and 
fragmentation. Ecology Letters 9 (1):72-77. 

Herzon I, Auninš A, Elts J, Preikša Z (2008) Intensity of agricultural land-use and farmland birds in the 
Baltic States. Agriculture, Ecosystems &amp; Environment 125 (1–4):93-100. 

Hinsley S, Bellamy P (2000) The influence of hedge structure, management and landscape context on the 
value of hedgerows to birds: a review. Journal of Environmental Management 60 (1):33-49. 

Hobbs RJ (2000) Land-use changes and invasions. In: HA M, RJ H (eds) Invasive Species in a Changing 
World. Island Press, Washington DC, pp 55-64. 

Hoff K, Stiglitz JE (2004) After the Big Bang? Obstacles to the Emergence of the Rule of Law in Post-
Communist Societies. The American Economic Review 94 (3):753-763. 

Hole D, Perkins A, Wilson J, Alexander I, Grice P, Evans A (2005) Does organic farming benefit 
biodiversity? Biological Conservation 122 (1):113-130. 

Holling CS (1973) Resilience and stability of ecological systems. Annual Review of Ecology and 
Systematics:1-23. 

Hooper D, Chapin Iii F, Ewel J, Hector A, Inchausti P, Lavorel S, Lawton J, Lodge D, Loreau M, Naeem 
S (2005) Effects of biodiversity on ecosystem functioning: a consensus of current knowledge. 
Ecological monographs 75 (1):3-35. 

Hopwood B, Mellor M, O'Brien G (2005) Sustainable development: mapping different approaches. 
Sustainable Development 13 (1):38-52. 

Hovestadt T, Nieminen M (2009) Costs and benefits of dispersal in butterflies. In: Settele J, Shreeve T, 
Konvicka M, Dyck Hv (eds) Ecology of Butterflies in Europe. Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, pp 97-106. 

Ioras F (2003) Trends in Romanian biodiversity conservation policy. Biodiversity & Conservation 12 (1):9-
23. 

Irwin A (1995) Citizen science: a study of people, expertise, and sustainable development. Psychology 
Press. 

Jimenez-Valverde A, Lobo JM (2007) Threshold criteria for conversion of probability of species presence 
to either-or presence-absence. Acta Oecologica 31 (3):361-369. 

Jimenez-Valverde A, Peterson AT, Soberon J, Overton JM, Aragon P, Lobo JM (2011) Use of niche 
models in invasive species risk assessments. Biological Invasions 13 (12):2785-2797. 

Johnston P, Everard M, Santillo D, Robert KH (2007) Reclaiming the definition of sustainability. 
Environmental Science and Pollution Research 14 (1):60-66. 

Jones A (2009) Wildflower species indicators for lowland grassland habitat conservation in Transylvania 
(Romania). Contributii Botanice 44:57-66. 

Jones A, Akeroyd J, Beldean M, Turtureanu D (2010) Characterization and conservation of xeric 
grasslands in the Târnava Mare area of Transylvania (Romania). Tuexenia 30:445-456. 

Jongman RHG (2002) Homogenisation and fragmentation of the European landscape: ecological 
consequences and solutions. Landscape and Urban Planning 58 (2-4):211-221. 

Josefsson J, Berg Å, Hiron M, Pärt T, Eggers S (2013) Grass buffer strips benefit invertebrate and 
breeding skylark numbers in a heterogeneous agricultural landscape. Agriculture, Ecosystems & 
Environment 181 (0):101-107. 

Kallioniemi E, Zannese A, Tinker JE, Franco AMA (2014) Inter- and intra-specific differences in butterfly 
behaviour at boundaries. Insect Conservation and Diversity 7 (3):232-240. 

Kates RW, Parris TM, Leiserowitz AA (2005) What is sustainable development? Goals, indicators, values, 
and practice. Environment 47 (3):8-21. 



REFERENCES 

143 

 

Kerr JT, Southwood TRE, Cihlar J (2001) Remotely sensed habitat diversity predicts butterfly species 
richness and community similarity in Canada. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 
of the United States of America 98 (20):11365-11370. 

Kéry M, Royle JA (2009) Inference About Species Richness and Community Structure Using Species-
Specific Occupancy Models in the National Swiss Breeding Bird Survey MHB. In: Thomson DL, 
Cooch EG, Conroy MJ (eds) Modeling Demographic Processes in Marked Populations, 
Environmental and Ecological Statistics 3. Springer, New York, pp 639-656. 

Kéry M, Schaub M (2012) Bayesian population analysis using WinBUGS a hierarchical perspective. 1st 
edn. Academic Press, Boston. 

Kessler M, Abrahamczyk S, Bos M, Buchori D, Putra DD, Gradstein SR, Hohn P, Kluge J, Orend F, 
Pitopang R, Saleh S, Schulze CH, Sporn SG, Steffan-Dewenter I, Tjitrosoedirdjo S, Tscharntke T 
(2009) Alpha and beta diversity of plants and animals along a tropical land-use gradient. 
Ecological Applications 19 (8):2142-2156. 

Khan QM (1985) A model of endowment-constrained demand for food in an agricultural economy with 
empirical applications to Bangladesh. World Development 13 (9):1055-1065. 

Kleijn D, Baldi A (2005) Effects of set‐aside land on farmland biodiversity: comments on Van Buskirk 
and Willi. Conservation Biology 19 (3):963-966. 

Kleijn D, Kohler F, Baldi A, Batary P, Concepcion ED, Clough Y, Diaz M, Gabriel D, Holzschuh A, 
Knop E, Kovacs A, Marshall EJP, Tscharntke T, Verhulst J (2009) On the relationship between 
farmland biodiversity and land-use intensity in Europe. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: 
Biological Sciences 276 (1658):903-909. 

Kleijn D, Rundlof M, Scheper J, Smith HG, Tscharntke T (2011) Does conservation on farmland 
contribute to halting the biodiversity decline? Trends in Ecology & Evolution 26 (9):474-481. 

Kleijn D, Sutherland WJ (2003) How effective are European agri-environment schemes in conserving and 
promoting biodiversity? Journal of Applied Ecology 40 (6):947-969. 

Klimek S, Richter A, Hofmann M, Isselstein J (2007) Plant species richness and composition in managed 
grasslands: The relative importance of field management and environmental factors. Biological 
Conservation 134 (4):559-570. 

Kluvánková-Oravská T, Chobotová V, Banaszak I, Slavikova L, Trifunovova S (2009) From government 
to governance for biodiversity: the perspective of central and Eastern European transition 
countries. Environmental Policy & Governance 19 (3):186-196. 

Knorn J, Rabe A, Radeloff VC, Kuemmerle T, Kozak J, Hostert P (2009) Land cover mapping of large 
areas using chain classification of neighboring Landsat satellite images. Remote Sens Environ 113 
(5):957-964. 

Kolar CS, Lodge DM (2001) Progress in invasion biology: predicting invaders. Trends in Ecology & 
Evolution 16 (4):199-204. 

Koleček J, Schleuning M, Burfield IJ, Báldi A, Böhning-Gaese K, Devictor V, Fernández-García JM, 
Hořák D, Van Turnhout CA, Hnatyna O (2014) Birds protected by national legislation show 
improved population trends in Eastern Europe. Biological Conservation 172:109-116. 

Komonen A, Grapputo A, Kaitala V, Kotiaho JS, Paivinen J (2004) The role of niche breadth, resource 
availability and range position on the life history of butterflies. Oikos 105 (1):41-54. 

Konvicka M, Maradova M, Benes J, Fric Z, Kepka P (2003) Uphill shifts in distribution of butterflies in 
the Czech Republic: effects of changing climate detected on a regional scale. Global Ecology and 
Biogeography 12 (5):403-410. 

Krauss J, Bommarco R, Guardiola M, Heikkinen RK, Helm A, Kuussaari M, Lindborg R, Ockinger E, 
Partel M, Pino J, Poyry J, Raatikainen KM, Sang A, Stefanescu C, Teder T, Zobel M, Steffan-
Dewenter I (2010) Habitat fragmentation causes immediate and time-delayed biodiversity loss at 
different trophic levels. Ecology Letters 13 (5):597-605. 



REFERENCES 

144 

 

Krauss J, Klein AM, Steffan-Dewenter I, Tscharntke T (2004) Effects of habitat area, isolation, and 
landscape diversity on plant species richness of calcareous grasslands. Biodiversity and 
Conservation 13 (8):1427-1439. 

Krauss J, Steffan-Dewenter I, Tscharntke T (2003) How does landscape context contribute to effects of 
habitat fragmentation on diversity and population density of butterflies? Journal of Biogeography 
30 (6):889-900. 

Kuefler D, Hudgens B, Haddad NM, Morris WF, Thurgate N (2010) The conflicting role of matrix 
habitats as conduits and barriers for dispersal. Ecology 91 (4):944-950. 

Kuemmerle T, Hostert P, Radeloff VC, van der Linden S, Perzanowski K, Kruhlov I (2008) Cross-border 
comparison of post-socialist farmland abandonment in the Carpathians. Ecosystems 11 (4):614-
628. 

Kuemmerle T, Muller D, Griffiths P, Rusu M (2009) Land use change in Southern Romania after the 
collapse of socialism. Regional Environmental Change 9 (1):1-12. 

Kuhlman T, Farrington J (2010) What is sustainability? Sustainability 2 (11):3436-3448. 

Kuiper MW, Ottens HJ, Cenin L, Schaffers AP, van Ruijven J, Koks BJ, Berendse F, de Snoo GR (2013) 
Field margins as foraging habitat for skylarks (Alauda arvensis) in the breeding season. 
Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment 170 (0):10-15. 

Kumar S, Simonson SE, Stohlgren TJ (2009) Effects of spatial heterogeneity on butterfly species richness 
in Rocky Mountain National Park, CO, USA. Biodiversity and Conservation 18 (3):739-763. 

Kumar S, Stohlgren TJ, Chong GW (2006) Spatial heterogeneity influences native and nonnative plant 
species richness. Ecology 87 (12):3186-3199. 

Kuussaari M, Saarinen M, Korpela EL, Pöyry J, Hyvönen T (2014) Higher mobility of butterflies than 
moths connected to habitat suitability and body size in a release experiment. Ecology and 
Evolution. 

Lafranchis T (2004) Butterflies of Europe. Diatheo, Paris. 

Lahoz-Monfort JJ, Guillera-Arroita G, Wintle BA (2013) Imperfect detection impacts the performance of 
species distribution models. Global Ecology and Biogeography 23 (4):504-515. 

Laiolo P, Dondero F, Ciliento E, Rolando A (2004) Consequences of pastoral abandonment for the 
structure and diversity of the alpine avifauna. Journal of Applied Ecology 41 (2):294-304. 

Lande R (1996) Statistics and partitioning of species diversity, and similarity among multiple communities. 
Oikos 76 (1):5-13. 

Lang T, Barling D (2012) Food security and food sustainability: reformulating the debate. Geogr J 
178:313-326. 

Langhelle O (2000) Sustainable development and social justice: Expanding the rawlsian framework of 
global justice. Environmental Values 9 (3):295-323. 

Leach M, Scoones I, Wynne B (2005) Science and citizens: globalization and the challenge of engagement. 
Claiming citizenship. Zed Books, London. 

Legg CJ, Nagy L (2006) Why most conservation monitoring is, but need not be, a waste of time. Journal 
of Environmental Management 78 (2):194-199. 

Lélé SM (1991) Sustainable Development - a Critical-Review. World Development 19 (6):607-621. 

Lepers E, Lambin EF, Janetos AC, DeFries R, Achard F, Ramankutty N, Scholes RJ (2005) A Synthesis of 
Information on Rapid Land-cover Change for the Period 1981–2000. BioScience 55 (2):115-124. 

Lindenmayer DB, Cunningham RB, MacGregor C, Crane M, Michael D, Fischer J, Montague-Drake R, 
Felton A, Manning A (2008) Temporal changes in vertebrates during landscape transformation: a 
large-scale “natural experiment”. Ecological Monographs 78 (4):567-590. 



REFERENCES 

145 

 

Lindenmayer DB, Fischer J (2006) Habitat Fragmentation and Landscape Change: An Ecological and 
Conservation Synthesis. Island Press, Washington D.C. 

Lindenmayer DB, Franklin JF (2002) Conserving forest biodiversity: a comprehensive multiscaled 
approach. Island Press. 

Linţia D (1954) Păsările din R.P.R., vol II. Ed. Acad. R.P.R., Bucureşti, 298 pp. 

Linţia D (1955) Păsările din R.P.R., vol III. Ed. Acad. R.P.R., Bucureşti, 487 pp. 

Liu Y, Duan M, Yu Z (2013) Agricultural landscapes and biodiversity in China. Agriculture, Ecosystems & 
Environment 166:46-54. 

Lobo JM, Jimenez-Valverde A, Hortal J (2010) The uncertain nature of absences and their importance in 
species distribution modelling. Ecography 33 (1):103-114. 

Loos J, Dorresteijn I, Fust P, Hanspach J, Rakosy L, Fischer J (2014a) Extensive agricultural landscapes in 
Transylvania support high butterfly diversity. Implications for Conservation. PLoS One 9 (7): 
10.1371/journal.pone.0103256. 

Loos J, Hanspach J, Von Wehrden H, Beldean M, Moga CI, Fischer J (2014b) Developing robust field 
survey protocols in landscape ecology: A case study on birds, plants and butterflies. Biodiversity 
and Conservation:10.1007/s10531-014-0786-3. 

Loos J, Kirkland P (2014) Establishing butterfly monitoring in Romania. Oedippus (29):32-37. 

Luca L (2009) O țară și două agriculturi România şi reforma Politicii Agricole Comune a UE, vol 4. Policy 
Memo. CRPE, Bucarest. 

Lyons M, Smuts C, Stephens A (2001) Participation, empowerment and sustainability: (How) do the links 
work? Urban Studies 38 (8):1233-1251. 

MacDonald D, Crabtree J, Wiesinger G, Dax T, Stamou N, Fleury P, Gutierrez Lazpita J, Gibon A (2000) 
Agricultural abandonment in mountain areas of Europe: environmental consequences and policy 
response. Journal of Environmental Management 59 (1):47-69. 

MacKenzie DI, Nichols JD, Lachman GB, Droege S, Royle JA, Langtimm CA (2002) Estimating site 
occupancy rates when detection probabilities are less than one. Ecology 83 (8):2248-2255. 

MacKenzie DI, Royle JA (2005) Designing occupancy studies: general advice and allocating survey effort. 
Journal of Applied Ecology 42 (6):1105-1114. 

Maes D, Van Dyck H (2001) Butterfly diversity loss in Flanders (north Belgium): Europe's worst case 
scenario? Biological Conservation 99 (3):263-276. 

Maestre FT, Quero JL, Gotelli NJ, Escudero A, Ochoa V, Delgado-Baquerizo M, García-Gómez M, 
Bowker MA, Soliveres S, Escolar C (2012) Plant species richness and ecosystem multifunctionality 
in global drylands. Science 335 (6065):214-218. 

Martín-López B, Montes C (2014) Restoring the human capacity for conserving biodiversity: a social–
ecological approach. Sustainability Science 11:1-8. 

Matson PA, Vitousek PM (2006) Agricultural intensification: Will land spared from farming be land 
spared for nature? Conservation Biology 20 (3):709-710. 

McGarigal K, Cushman S, Ene E (2012) FRAGSTATS v4: Spatial Pattern Analysis Program for 
Categorical and Continuous Maps. Computer software program produced by the authors at the 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst. Available at the following web site: 
http://www.umass.edu/landeco/research/fragstats/fragstats.html. 

McKinney ML, Lockwood JL (1999) Biotic homogenization: a few winners replacing many losers in the 
next mass extinction. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 14 (11):450-453. 

McLaughlin A, Mineau P (1995) The impact of agricultural practices on biodiversity. Agriculture, 
Ecosystems & Environment 55 (3):201-212. 



REFERENCES 

146 

 

Mennechez G, Schtickzelle N, Baguette M (2003) Metapopulation dynamics of the bog fritillary butterfly: 
comparison of demographic parameters and dispersal between a continuous and a highly 
fragmented landscape. Landscape Ecology 18 (3):279-291. 

Merow C, Smith MJ, Silander JA (2013) A practical guide to MaxEnt for modeling species' distributions: 
what it does, and why inputs and settings matter. Ecography 36 (10):1058-1069. 

Meyer S, Wesche K, Krause B, Leuschner C (2013) Dramatic losses of specialist arable plants in Central 
Germany since the 1950s/60s-a cross-regional analysis. Diversity and Distributions 19 (9):1175-
1187. 

Mikulcak F, Haider J, Abson DJ, Newig J, Fischer J (2015) Applying a capitals approach to understand 
rural development traps: A case study from post-socialist Romania. Land Use Policy 43:248-258. 

Mikulcak F, Newig J, Milcu AI, Hartel T, Fischer J (2013) Integrating rural development and biodiversity 
conservation in Central Romania. Environmental Conservation 40 (2):129-137. 

Milcu AI, Sherren K, Hanspach J, Abson D, Fischer J (2014) Navigating conflicting landscape aspirations: 
Application of a photo-based Q-method in Transylvania (Central Romania). Land Use Policy 
41:408-422. 

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005) Ecosystem and Human Well-Being: Current State and Trends. 
vol 1. Island Press, Washington DC. 

Morris AJ, Gilroy JJ (2008) Close to the edge: predation risks for two declining farmland passerines. Ibis 
150:168-177. 

Morris WF, Pfister CA, Tuljapurkar S, Haridas CV, Boggs CL, Boyce MS, Bruna EM, Church DR, 
Coulson T, Doak DF, Forsyth S, Gaillard JM, Horvitz CC, Kalisz S, Kendall BE, Knight TM, Lee 
CT, Menges ES (2008) Longevity can buffer plant and animal populations against changing 
climatic variability. Ecology 89 (1):19-25. 

Mouysset L, Doyen L, Jiguet F (2012) Different policy scenarios to promote various targets of 
biodiversity. Ecological Indicators 14 (1):209-221. 

Mueller ND, Gerber JS, Johnston M, Ray DK, Ramankutty N, Foley JA (2012) Closing yield gaps though 
nutrient and water management. Nature 490:254-257. 

Nathan R, Getz WM, Revilla E, Holyoak M, Kadmon R, Saltz D, Smouse PE (2008) A movement 
ecology paradigm for unifying organismal movement research. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 105 (49):19052-19059. 

Naumann CM, Tarmann GM, Tremewan WG (1999) The Western Palaearctic Zygaenidae (Lepidoptera). 
Apollo Books, Stenstrup. 

Navarro LM, Pereira HM (2012) Rewilding abandoned landscapes in Europe. Ecosystems 15 (6):900-912. 

Newton K (2001) Trust, social capital, civil society, and democracy. International Political Science Review 
22 (2):201-214. 

Noss RF (1990) Indicators for monitoring biodiversity: a hierarchical approach. Conservation Biology 4 
(4):355-364. 

Öckinger E, Franzen M, Rundlof M, Smith HG (2009) Mobility-dependent effects on species richness in 
fragmented landscapes. Basic and Applied Ecology 10 (6):573-578. 

Öckinger E, Smith HG (2006) Landscape composition and habitat area affects butterfly species richness 
in semi-natural grasslands. Oecologia 149:526-534. 

Oksanen J, Guillaume F, Kindt B, Kindt R, Legendre P, Minchin PR, O'Hara RB, Simpson GL, Solymos 
P, Stevens MHH, Wagner H ( 2013) vegan: Community Ecology Package. R package version 2.0-
9. 

Opdam P, Nassauer JI, Wang Z, Albert C, Bentrup G, Castella J-C, McAlpine C, Liu J, Sheppard S, 
Swaffield S (2013) Science for action at the local landscape scale. Landscape Ecology 28 (8):1439-
1445. 



REFERENCES 

147 

 

Oppermann R, Beaufoy G, Jones G (2012) High nature value farming in Europe. Verlag Regionalkultur 
Ubstadt-Weiher. 

Ouin A, Aviron S, Dover J, Burel F (2003) Complementation/supplementation of resources for 
butterflies in agricultural landscapes. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment 103 (3):473-479. 

Page N, Bălan A, Popa SHR, Rákosy L, Sutcliffe L (2012) România/ Romania. In: Oppermann R, 
Beaufoy GJ, G. (eds) High Nature Value Farming in Europe. Verlag Regionalkultur, Ubstadt-
Weiher, pp 346-358. 

Page N, Popa R, Akeroyd J, Stanciu C, Mehedin B, Beaufoy G, Larkham K, Sutcliffe L High Nature Value 
grasslands. Securing the ecosystem services of European farming post 2013. In: Page N, Popa R, 

Akeroyd J (eds), Sibiu, Romania, 2010. Fundaţia ADEPT Transilvania. 

Palang H, Printsmann A, Gyuro EK, Urbanc M, Skowronek E, Woloszyn W (2006) The forgotten rural 
landscapes of Central and Eastern Europe. Landscape Ecology 21 (3):347-357. 

Parker KC (1991) Topography, Substrate, and Vegetation Patterns in the Northern Sonoran Desert. 
Journal of Biogeography 18 (2):151-163. 

Patel RC (2009) What does food sovereignty look like? Journal of Peasant Studies 36:663-673. 

Payne RJ, Dise NB, Stevens CJ, Gowing DJ (2012) Impact of nitrogen deposition at the species level. P 
Natl Acad Sci USA 110 (3):984-987. 

Pe'er G, Dicks LV, Visconti P, Arlettaz R, Báldi A, Benton TG, Collins S, Dieterich M, Gregory RD, 
Hartig F, Henle K, Hobson PR, Kleijn D, Neumann RK, Robijns T, Schmidt J, Shwartz A, 
Sutherland WJ, Turbé A, Wulf F, Scott AV (2014) EU agricultural reform fails on biodiversity. 
Science 344 (6188):1090-1092. 

Pearce D (1988) Economics, equity and sustainable development. Futures 20 (6):598-605. 

Pellet J (2008) Seasonal variation in detectability of butterflies surveyed with Pollard walks. Journal of 
Insect Conservation 12 (2):155-162. 

Peres-Neto PR, Jackson DA (2001) How well do multivariate data sets match? The advantages of a 
Procrustean superimposition approach over the Mantel test. Oecologia 129 (2):169-178. 

Perfecto I, Vandermeer J (2010) The agroecological matrix as alternative to the land-sparing/agriculture 
intensification model. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of 
America 107 (13):5786-5791. 

Persson AS, Olsson O, Rundlöf M, Smith HG (2010) Land use intensity and landscape complexity-
Analysis of landscape characteristics in an agricultural region in Southern Sweden. Agriculture, 
Ecosystems & Environment 136 (1-2):169-176. 

Peter M, Gigon A, Edwards P, Lüscher A (2009) Changes over three decades in the floristic composition 
of nutrient-poor grasslands in the Swiss Alps. Biodiversity and Conservation 18 (3):547-567. 

Phillips SJ, Anderson RP, Schapire RE (2006) Maximum entropy modeling of species geographic 
distributions. Ecological Modelling 190 (3-4):231-259. 

Pickett STA, Cadenasso ML (1995) Landscape Ecology - Spatial Heterogeneity in Ecological-Systems. 
Science 269 (5222):331-334. 

Piha M, Tiainen J, Holopainen J, Vepsäläinen V (2007) Effects of land-use and landscape characteristics 
on avian diversity and abundance in a boreal agricultural landscape with organic and conventional 
farms. Biological Conservation 140 (1–2):50-61. 

Pimentel D, Stachow U, Takacs DA, Brubaker HW, Dumas AR, Meaney JJ, Onsi DE, Corzilius DB 
(1992) Conserving biological diversity in agricultural/forestry systems. BioScience 42 (5):354-362. 

Pinheiro J, Bates D, DebRoy S, Sarkar D, R Core Team (2014) nlme: Linear and Nonlinear Mixed Effects 
Models. R package version 31-117. 



REFERENCES 

148 

 

Plieninger T, Hochtl F, Spek T (2006) Traditional land-use and nature conservation in European rural 
landscapes. Environmental Science & Policy 9 (4):317-321. 

Pollard E, Yates TJ (1993) Monitoring butterflies for ecology and conservation: the British butterfly 
monitoring scheme. Conservation Biology Series, vol 1. Chapman & Hall, London. 

Poschlod P, Bakker J, Kahmen S (2005) Changing land use and its impact on biodiversity. Basic and 
Applied Ecology 6 (2):93-98. 

Pretty J, Toulmin C, Williams S (2011) Sustainable intensification in African agriculture. International 
Journal of Agricultural Sustainability 9 (1):5-24. 

Pretty JN (1997) The sustainable intensification of agriculture. Natural Resources Forum 21 (4):247-256. 

Pullin AS, Baldi A, Can OE, Dieterich M, Kati V, Livoreil B, Lovei G, Mihok B, Nevin O, Selva N, 
Sousa-Pinto I (2009) Conservation Focus on Europe: Major Conservation Policy Issues That 
Need to Be Informed by Conservation Science. Conservation Biology 23 (4):818-824. 

Queiroz C, Beilin R, Folke C, Lindborg R (2014) Farmland abandonment: threat or opportunity for 
biodiversity conservation? A global review. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 12 (5):288-
296. 

R Core Team (2013) R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. R Foundation for 
Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. 

Rader R, Birkhofer K, Schmucki R, Smith HG, Stjernman M, Lindborg R (2014) Organic farming and 
heterogeneous landscapes positively affect different measures of plant diversity. Journal of 
Applied Ecology 51 (6):1544–1553. 

Rakosy L (2005) U.E- şi legislaţie pentru protecţia lepidopterelor din România. Buletin de Informare 
Entomologică 16:89-96. 

Rakosy L, Goia M, Kovács Z (2003) Catalogul Lepidopterelor Romaniei/ Verzeichnis der Schmetterlinge 
Rumäniens. Romsver, Cluj-Napoca. 

Ramankutty N, Foley JA (1999) Estimating historical changes in global land cover: Croplands from 1700 
to 1992. Global Biogeochemical Cycles 13 (4):997-1027. 

Rands MRW, Adams WM, Bennun L, Butchart SHM, Clements A, Coomes D, Entwistle A, Hodge I, 
Kapos V, Scharlemann JPW, Sutherland WJ, Vira B (2010) Biodiversity Conservation: Challenges 
Beyond 2010. Science 329 (5997):1298-1303. 

Ranganathan J, Daniels RJR, Chandran MDS, Ehrlich PR, Daily GC (2008) Sustaining biodiversity in 
ancient tropical countryside. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United 
States of America 105 (46):17852-17854. 

Redon M, Berges L, Cordonnier T, Luque S (2014) Effects of increasing landscape heterogeneity on local 
plant species richness: how much is enough? Landscape Ecology 29 (5):773-787. 

Reed MS, Buenemann M, Atlhopheng J, Akhtar-Schuster M, Bachmann F, Bastin G, Bigas H, Chanda R, 
Dougill AJ, Essahli W, Evely AC, Fleskens L, Geeson N, Glass JH, Hessel R, Holden J, Ioris 
AAR, Kruger B, Liniger HP, Mphinyane W, Nainggolan D, Perkins J, Raymond CM, Ritsema CJ, 
Schwilch G, Sebego R, Seely M, Stringer LC, Thomas R, Twomlow S, Verzandvoort S (2011) 
Cross-Scale Monitoring and Assessment of Land Degradation and Sustainable Land Management: 
A Methodological Framework for Knowledge Management. Land Degradation & Development 
22 (2):261-271. 

Reif J, Voříšek P, Bejcek V, Petr J (2008) Agricultural intensification and farmland birds: new insights 
from a central European country. Ibis 150 (3):596-605. 

Rejmánek M, Richardson DM (1996) What attributes make some plant species more invasive? Ecology 77 
(6):1655-1661. 

Renwick A, Jansson T, Verburg PH, Revoredo-Giha C, Britz W, Gocht A, McCracken D (2013) Policy 
reform and agricultural land abandonment in the EU. Land Use Policy 30 (1):446-457. 



REFERENCES 

149 

 

Reynolds JH, Thompson WL, Russell B (2011) Planning for success: Identifying effective and efficient 
survey designs for monitoring. Biological Conservation 144 (5):1278-1284. 

Ricketts TH (2001) The matrix matters: Effective isolation in fragmented landscapes. American Naturalist 
158 (1):87-99. 

Ries L, Debinski DM (2001) Butterfly responses to habitat edges in the highly fragmented prairies of 
Central Iowa. Journal of Animal Ecology 70 (5):840-852. 

Robson JP, Berkes F (2011) Exploring some of the myths of land use change: Can rural to urban 
migration drive declines in biodiversity? Global Environmental Change 21 (3):844-854. 

Robu B, Ioan CC, Robu E, Maeoveanu M (2009) European Frame for Sustainable Agriculture in 
Romania: Policies and Strategies. Environmental Engineering and Management Journal 8 
(5):1171-1179. 

Rockström J, Steffen W, Noone K, Persson A, Chapin FS, III, Lambin E, Lenton TM, Scheffer M, Folke 
C, Schellnhuber HJ, Nykvist B, de Wit CA, Hughes T, van der Leeuw S, Rodhe H, Sorlin S, 
Snyder PK, Costanza R, Svedin U, Falkenmark M, Karlberg L, Corell RW, Fabry VJ, Hansen J, 
Walker B, Liverman D, Richardson K, Crutzen P, Foley J (2009) Planetary Boundaries: Exploring 
the Safe Operating Space for Humanity. Ecology and Society 14 (2). 

Rosenstock SS, Anderson DR, Giesen KM, Leukering T, Carter MF (2002) Landbird counting techniques: 
Current practices and an alternative. The Auk 119 (1):46-53. 

Royle JA, Nichols JD (2003) Estimating abundance from repeated presence-absence data or point counts. 
Ecology 84 (3):777-790. 

Rudel TK, Coomes OT, Moran E, Achard F, Angelsen A, Xu J, Lambin E (2005) Forest transitions: 
towards a global understanding of land use change. Global Environmental Change 15 (1):23-31. 

Rundlöf M, Bengtsson J, Smith HG (2008) Local and landscape effects of organic farming on butterfly 
species richness and abundance. Journal of Applied Ecology 45 (3):813-820. 

Rundlöf M, Edlund M, Smith HG (2010) Organic farming at local and landscape scales benefits plant 
diversity. Ecography 33 (3):514-522. 

Rundlöf M, Smith HG (2006) The effect of organic farming on butterfly diversity depends on landscape 
context. Journal of Applied Ecology 43 (6):1121-1127. 

Ruprecht E, Enyedi MZ, Eckstein RL, Donath TW (2010) Restorative removal of plant litter and 
vegetation 40 years after abandonment enhances re-emergence of steppe grassland vegetation. 
Biological Conservation 143 (2):449-456. 

Sala OE, Chapin FS, Armesto JJ, Berlow E, Bloomfield J, Dirzo R, Huber-Sanwald E, Huenneke LF, 
Jackson RB, Kinzig A, Leemans R, Lodge DM, Mooney HA, Oesterheld M, Poff NL, Sykes MT, 
Walker BH, Walker M, Wall DH (2000) Biodiversity - Global biodiversity scenarios for the year 
2100. Science 287 (5459):1770-1774. 

Sanderson FJ, Kloch A, Sachanowicz K, Donald PF (2009) Predicting the effects of agricultural change on 
farmland bird populations in Poland. Agriculture, Ecosystems &amp; Environment 129 (1–3):37-
42. 

Sanderson FJ, Kucharz M, Jobda M, Donald PF (2013) Impacts of agricultural intensification and 
abandonment on farmland birds in Poland following EU accession. Agriculture, Ecosystems & 
Environment 168 (0):16-24. 

Schmeller DS, Henry PY, Julliard R, Gruber B, Clobert J, Dziock F, Lengyel S, Nowicki P, Deri E, Budrys 

E (2009) Advantages of Volunteer‐Based Biodiversity Monitoring in Europe. Conserv Biol 23 
(2):307-316. 

Schmitt T, Rákosy L (2007) Changes of traditional agrarian landscapes and their conservation 
implications: a case study of butterflies in Romania. Diversity and Distributions 13 (6):855-862. 



REFERENCES 

150 

 

Schouten MAH, van der Heide CM, Heijman WJM, Opdam PFM (2012) A resilience-based policy 
evaluation framework: Application to European rural development policies. Ecological 
Economics 81 (0):165-175. 

Schultz CB, Franco AMA, Crone EE (2012) Response of butterflies to structural and resource boundaries. 
Journal of Animal Ecology 81 (3):724-734. 

Sekar S (2012) A meta‐analysis of the traits affecting dispersal ability in butterflies: can wingspan be used 
as a proxy? Journal of Animal Ecology 81 (1):174-184. 

Sen A (1982) Poverty and famines: an essay on entitlement and deprivation. Repr with corrections edn. 
Clarendon Press, Oxford. 

Sewell D, Guillera-Arroita G, Griffiths RA, Beebee TJ (2012) When Is a Species Declining? Optimizing 
Survey Effort to Detect Population Changes in Reptiles. PLoS One 7 (8): 
10.1371/journal.pone.0043387. 

Shiva V (1991) The violence of the green revolution : Third World agriculture, ecology, and politics. Zed 
Books;Third World Network, London; Penang. 

Sievers-Glotzbach S (2014) Reconciling intragenerational and intergenerational environmental justice in 
Philippine agriculture: The MASIPAG farmer network. Ethics, Policy & Environment. 

Silvertown J (2009) A new dawn for citizen science. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 24 (9):467-471. 

Simmering D, Waldhardt R, Otte A (2006) Quantifying determinants contributing to plant species 
richness in mosaic landscapes: a single- and multi-patch perspective. Landscape Ecology 21 
(8):1233-1251. 

Sirami C, Brotons L, Burfield I, Fonderflick J, Martin J-L (2008) Is land abandonment having an impact 
on biodiversity? A meta-analytical approach to bird distribution changes in the north-western 
Mediterranean. Biological Conservation 141 (2):450-459. 

Slangen LH, van Kooten GC, Suchánek P (2004) Institutions, social capital and agricultural change in 
central and eastern Europe. Journal of rural Studies 20 (2):245-256. 

Smith LC, Haddad LJ (2000) Explaining child malnutrition in developing countries: A cross-country 
analysis, vol 60. Intl Food Policy Res Inst. 

Söderström B, Pärt T, Linnarsson E (2001) Grazing effects on between-year variation of farmland bird 
communities. Ecological Applications 11 (4):1141-1150. 

Stauffer HB, Ralph CJ, Miller SL (2002) Incorporating Detection Uncertainty into Presence-Absence 
Surveys for Marbled Murrelet. In: Scott JM, Heglund PJ, Morrison ML et al. (eds) Predicting 
Species Occurrences. Issues of Accuracy and Scale. Island Press, Washington D.C., pp 357-368. 

Steffan-Dewenter I, Munzenberg U, Burger C, Thies C, Tscharntke T (2002) Scale-dependent effects of 
landscape context on three pollinator guilds. Ecology 83 (5):1421-1432. 

Steffan-Dewenter I, Tscharntke T (1997) Early succession of butterfly and plant communities on set-aside 
fields. Oecologia 109 (2):294-302. 

Steffan-Dewenter I, Tscharntke T (2000) Butterfly community structure in fragmented habitats. Ecology 
Letters 3 (5):449-456. 

Steffen W, Sanderson A, Tyson P, Jäger J, Matson P, Moore III B, Oldfield F, Richardson K, 
Schellnhuber H-J, Turner II BL, Wasson R (2004) Global change and the Earth system: a planet 
under pressure. IGBP Global Change Series. Springer-Verlag, Berlin. 

Stevens CJ, Dise NB, Mountford JO, Gowing DJ (2004) Impact of nitrogen deposition on the species 
richness of grasslands. Science 303 (5665):1876-1879. 

Stevens VM, Trochet A, Van Dyck H, Clobert J, Baguette M (2012) How is dispersal integrated in life 
histories: a quantitative analysis using butterflies. Ecology Letters 15 (1):74-86. 



REFERENCES 

151 

 

Stevens VM, Turlure C, Baguette M (2010) A meta-analysis of dispersal in butterflies. Biological Reviews 
85 (3):625-642. 

Stoate C, Baldi A, Beja P, Boatman ND, Herzon I, van Doorn A, de Snoo GR, Rakosy L, Ramwell C 
(2009) Ecological impacts of early 21st century agricultural change in Europe - A review. Journal 
of Environmental Management 91 (1):22-46. 

Stoate C, Boatman ND, Borralho RJ, Carvalho CR, de Snoo GR, Eden P (2001) Ecological impacts of 
arable intensification in Europe. Journal of Environmental Management 63 (4):337-365. 

Stohlgren TJ (2007) Measuring plant diversity: lessons from the field. Oxford University Press, New York. 

Stohlgren TJ, Chong GW, Kalkhan MA, Schell LD (1997) Rapid assessment of plant diversity patterns: A 
methodology for landscapes. Environmental Monitoring and Assessment 48 (1):25-43. 

Storkey J, Meyer S, Still KS, Leuschner C (2012) The impact of agricultural intensification and land-use 
change on the European arable flora. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 279 
(1732):1421-1429. 

Strengbom J, Nordin A, Nasholm T, Ericson L (2001) Slow recovery of boreal forest ecosystem following 
decreased nitrogen input. Functional Ecology 15 (4):451-457. 

Strijker D (2005) Marginal lands in Europe—causes of decline. Basic and Applied Ecology 6 (2):99-106. 

Stringer LC, Scrieciu SS, Reed MS (2009) Biodiversity, land degradation, and climate change: Participatory 
planning in Romania. Applied Geography 29 (1):77-90. 

Suarez-Seoane S, Osborne PE, Baudry J (2002) Responses of birds of different biogeographic origins and 
habitat requirements to agricultural land abandonment in northern Spain. Biological Conservation 
105 (3):333-344. 

Suárez-Seoane S, Osborne PE, Baudry J (2002) Responses of birds of different biogeographic origins and 
habitat requirements to agricultural land abandonment in northern Spain. Biological Conservation 
105 (3):333-344. 

Sumberg J (2012) Mind the (yield) gap(s). Food Security 4 (4):509-518. 

Sutcliffe LM, Paulini I, Jones G, Marggraf R, Page N (2013) Pastoral commons use in Romania and the 
role of the Common Agricultural Policy. International Journal of the Commons 7 (1):58-72. 

Sutcliffe LME, Batáry P, Kormann U, Báldi A, Dicks LV, Herzon I, Kleijn D, Tryjanowski P, Apostolova 
I, Arlettaz R, Aunins A, Aviron S, Baležentienė L, Fischer C, Halada L, Hartel T, Helm A, Hristov 
I, Jelaska SD, Kaligarič M, Kamp J, Klimek S, Koorberg P, Kostiuková J, Kovács-Hostyánszki A, 
Kuemmerle T, Leuschner C, Lindborg R, Loos J, Maccherini S, Marja R, Máthé O, Paulini I, 
Proença V, Rey-Benayas J, Sans FX, Seifert C, Stalenga J, Timaeus J, Török P, Swaay Cv, Viik E, 
Tscharntke T (in press) Harnessing the biodiversity value of Central and Eastern European 
farmland. Diversity and Distributions. 

Swinton SM, Lupi F, Robertson GP, Hamilton SK (2007) Ecosystem services and agriculture: Cultivating 
agricultural ecosystems for diverse benefits. Ecological Economics 64 (2):245-252. 

Sztompka P (1993) Civilizational incompetence: The trap of post-communist societies. Zeitschrift für 
Soziologie 22 (2):85-95. 

Takeuchi K (2010) Rebuilding the relationship between people and nature: the Satoyama Initiative. 
Ecological Research 25 (5):891-897. 

Taylor PD, Fahrig L, Henein K, Merriam G (1993) Connectivity is a vital element of landscape structure. 
Oikos 68 (3):571-573. 

Ter Braak CJF, Prentice IC (1988) A theory of gradient analysis. Advances in ecological research 18:271-
317. 

Thomas JA, Telfer MG, Roy DB, Preston CD, Greenwood JJD, Asher J, Fox R, Clarke RT, Lawton JH 
(2004) Comparative losses of British butterflies, birds, and plants and the global extinction crisis. 
Science 303 (5665):1879-1881. 



REFERENCES 

152 

 

Thompson GG, Withers PC (2003) Effect of species richness and relative abundance on the shape of the 
species accumulation curve. Austral Ecology 28 (4):355-360. 

Tilman D, Balzer C, Hill J, Befort BL (2011) Global food demand and the sustainable intensification of 
agriculture. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 
108 (50):20260-20264. 

Tilman D, Fargione J, Wolff B, D'Antonio C, Dobson A, Howarth R, Schindler D, Schlesinger WH, 
Simberloff D, Swackhamer D (2001) Forecasting agriculturally driven global environmental 
change. Science 292 (5515):281-284. 

Tryjanowski P, Hartel T, Baldi A, Szymanski P, Tobolka M, Herzon I, Golawski A, Konvicka M, 
Hromada M, Jerzak L, Kujawa K, Lenda M, Orlowski G, Panek M, Skorka P, Sparks TH, Tworek 
S, Wuczynski A, Zmihorski M (2011) Conservation of farmland birds faces different challenges in 
Western and Central-Eastern Europe. Acta Ornithologica 46 (1):1-12. 

Tscharntke T, Clough Y, Wanger TC, Jackson L, Motzke I, Perfecto I, Vandermeer J, Whitbread A 
(2012a) Global food security, biodiversity conservation and the future of agricultural 
intensification. Biological Conservation 151 (1):53-59. 

Tscharntke T, Klein AM, Kruess A, Steffan-Dewenter I, Thies C (2005) Landscape perspectives on 
agricultural intensification and biodiversity - ecosystem service management. Ecology Letters 8 
(8):857-874. 

Tscharntke T, Tylianakis JM, Rand TA, Didham RK, Fahrig L, Batary P, Bengtsson J, Clough Y, Crist 
TO, Dormann CF, Ewers RM, Frund J, Holt RD, Holzschuh A, Klein AM, Kleijn D, Kremen C, 
Landis DA, Laurance W, Lindenmayer D, Scherber C, Sodhi N, Steffan-Dewenter I, Thies C, van 
der Putten WH, Westphal C (2012b) Landscape moderation of biodiversity patterns and 
processes - eight hypotheses. Biological Reviews 87 (3):661-685. 

Tshikolovets VV (2003) Butterflies of Eastern Europe, Urals and Caucasus. An illustrated guide. Vadim V 
Tshikolovets, Kiev. 

Tuck SL, Winqvist C, Mota F, Ahnström J, Turnbull LA, Bengtsson J (2014) Land‐use intensity and the 

effects of organic farming on biodiversity: a hierarchical meta‐analysis. Journal of Applied 
Ecology 51 (3):746-755. 

Tucker JA, Pacek AC, Berinsky AJ (2002) Transitional Winners and Losers: Attitudes toward EU 
Membership in Post-Communist Countries. American Journal of Political Science 46 (3):557-571. 

Tuomisto H (2010) A consistent terminology for quantifying species diversity? Yes, it does exist. 
Oecologia 164 (4):853-860. 

Turner BL, Robbins P (2008) Land-change science and political ecology: similarities, differences, and 
implications for sustainability science. Annual Review of Environment and Resources 33:295-316. 

Tylianakis JM, Klein A-M, Tscharntke T (2005) Spatiotemporal variation in the diversity of Hymenoptera 
across a tropical habitat gradient. Ecology 86 (12):3296-3302. 

Tyre AJ, Tenhumberg B, Field SA, Niejalke D, Parris K, Possingham HP (2003) Improving precision and 
reducing bias in biological surveys: Estimating false-negative error rates. Ecological 
Applications13 (6):1790-1801. 

Van Dyck H, Baguette M (2005) Dispersal behaviour in fragmented landscapes: Routine or special 
movements? Basic and Applied Ecology 6 (6):535-545. 

Van Dyck H, Van Strien AJ, Maes D, Van Swaay CAM (2009) Declines in Common, Widespread 
Butterflies in a Landscape under Intense Human Use. Conservation Biology 23 (4):957-965. 

van Elsen T (2000) Species diversity as a task for organic agriculture in Europe. Agriculture, Ecosystems 
& Environment 77 (1):101-109. 



REFERENCES 

153 

 

Van Landuyt W, Vanhecke L, Hoste I, Hendrickx F, Bauwens D (2008) Changes in the distribution area 
of vascular plants in Flanders (northern Belgium): eutrophication as a major driving force. 
Biodiversity and Conservation 17 (12):3045-3060. 

Van Swaay C, Maes D, Collins S, Munguira ML, Sasic M, Settele J, Verovnik R, Warren M, Wiemers M, 
Wynhoff I, Cuttelod A (2011) Applying IUCN criteria to invertebrates: How red is the Red List 
of European butterflies? Biological Conservation 144 (1):470-478. 

Van Swaay CA, Nowicki P, Settele J, van Strien AJ (2008) Butterfly monitoring in Europe: methods, 
applications and perspectives. Biodivers Conserv 17 (14):3455-3469. 

Van Swaay C, Strien Av, Harpke A, Fontaine B, Stefanescu C, Roy D, Maes D, Kühn E, Õunap E, Regan 
E, Švitra G, Prokofev I, Heliölä J, Settele J, Pettersson L, Botham M, Musche M, Titeux N, 
Cornish N, Leopold P, Julliard R, Verovnik R, Öberg S, Popov S, Collins S, Goloshchapova S, 
Brereton T, Warren M (2013) The European Grassland Butterfly Indicator: 1990-2011. EEA 
Technical report. European Environment Agency, Copenhagen, Denmark. 

Van Swaay C, Warren M, Lois G (2006) Biotope use and trends of European butterflies (vol 10, pg 189, 
2006). Journal of Insect Conservation 10 (3):305-306. 

Van Swaay C, Warren MS (1999) Red data book of European butterflies (Rhopalocera). vol 99. Council of 
Europe. 

Vandvik V, Birks HJB (2002) Partitioning floristic variance in Norwegian upland grasslands into within-
site and between-site components: are the patterns determined by environment or by land-use? 
Plant Ecology 162 (2):233-245. 

Veech JA, Summerville KS, Crist TO, Gering JC (2002) The additive partitioning of species diversity: 
recent revival of an old idea. Oikos 99 (1):3-9. 

Vellend M, Lilley PL, Starzomski BM (2008) Using subsets of species in biodiversity surveys. Journal of 
Applied Ecology 45 (1):161-169. 

Verhulst J, Baldi A, Kleijn D (2004) Relationship between land-use intensity and species richness and 
abundance of birds in Hungary. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment 104 (3):465-473. 

Vickery J, Tallowin J, Feber R, Asteraki E, Atkinson P, Fuller R, Brown V (2001) The management of 
lowland neutral grasslands in Britain: effects of agricultural practices on birds and their food 
resources. Journal of Applied Ecology 38 (3):647-664. 

Vilà M, Ibáñez I (2011) Plant invasions in the landscape. Landscape Ecology 26 (4):461-472. 

Vilà M, Pujadas J (2001) Land-use and socio-economic correlates of plant invasions in European and 
North African countries. Biological Conservation 100 (3):397-401. 

Vitousek PM, Mooney HA, Lubchenco J, Melillo JM (1997) Human domination of Earth's ecosystems. 
Science 277 (5325):494-499. 

Vodă R, Timuș N, Paulini I, Popa R, Mihali C, Crișan A, Rákosy L (2010) Demographic parameters of 
two sympatric Maculinea species in a Romanian site (Lepidoptera: Lycaenidae). Entomologica 
Romanica 15:25-32. 

Voříšek P, Jiguet F, van Strien A, Škorpilová J, Klvaňová A, Gregory R (2010) Trends in abundance and 
biomass of widespread European farmland birds: how much have we lost. BOU Proceedings–
Lowland Farmland Birds III. 

Vrdoljak SM, Samways MJ (2014) Agricultural mosaics maintain significant flower and visiting insect 
biodiversity in a global hotspot. Biodiversity and Conservation 23 (1):133-148. 

Wagner HH, Wildi O, Ewald KC (2000) Additive partitioning of plant species diversity in an agricultural 
mosaic landscape. Landscape Ecology 15 (3):219-227. 

Waldhardt R, Simmering D, Otte A (2004) Estimation and prediction of plant species richness in a mosaic 
landscape. Landscape Ecology 19 (2):211-226. 



REFERENCES 

154 

 

Walker B, Hollin CS, Carpenter SR, Kinzig A (2004) Resilience, adaptability and transformability in social-
ecological systems. Ecology and Society 9 (2). 

Walker B, Salt D (2006) Resilience thinking: sustaining ecosystems and people in a changing world. Island 
Press. 

Warren MS, Bourn NAD (2011) Ten challenges for 2010 and beyond to conserve Lepidoptera in Europe. 
Journal of Insect Conservation 15 (1-2):321-326. 

Warren MS, Hill JK, Thomas JA, Asher J, Fox R, Huntley B, Roy DB, Telfer MG, Jeffcoate S, Harding P, 
Jeffcoate G, Willis SG, Greatorex-Davies JN, Moss D, Thomas CD (2001) Rapid responses of 
British butterflies to opposing forces of climate and habitat change. Nature 414 (6859):65-69. 

Watt WB, Boggs CL (2003) Synthesis: butterflies as model systems in ecology and evolution—present and 
future. In:  Butterflies—ecology and evolution taking flight. The University of Chicago Press, 
Chicago, pp 603-613. 

WCED (1987) Our Common Future. Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

Weibull AC, Bengtsson J, Nohlgren E (2000) Diversity of butterflies in the agricultural landscape: the role 
of farming system and landscape heterogeneity. Ecography 23 (6):743-750. 

Weibull AC, Ostman O (2003) Species composition in agroecosystems: The effect of landscape, habitat, 
and farm management. Basic and Applied Ecology 4 (4):349-361. 

Weibull AC, Ostman O, Granqvist A (2003) Species richness in agroecosystems: the effect of landscape, 
habitat and farm management. Biodiversity and Conservation 12 (7):1335-1355. 

Whittaker RH (1960) Vegetation of the Siskiyou mountains, Oregon and California. Ecological 
Monographs 30 (2):279-338  

Wickman P-O, Wiklund C (1983) Territorial defence and its seasonal decline in the speckled wood 
butterfly (Pararge aegeria). Animal Behaviour 31 (4):1206-1216. 

Wilkie K (2001) The Saxon villages of Transylvania, Romania: A future for mediaeval landscape. Report to 
the HRH The Prince of Wales and the Mihai Eminescu Trust, United Kingdom. 

Wilson JB, Peet RK, Dengler J, Partel M (2012) Plant species richness: the world records. Journal of 
Vegetation Science 23 (4):796-802. 

Wretenberg J, Lindstrom Å, Svensson S, Pärt T (2007) Linking agricultural policies to population trends 
of Swedish farmland birds in different agricultural regions. Journal of Applied Ecology 44 (5):933-
941. 

Wretenberg J, Pärt T, Berg Å (2010) Changes in local species richness of farmland birds in relation to 
land-use changes and landscape structure. Biological Conservation 143 (2):375-381. 

Wright HL, Lake IR, Dolman PM (2012) Agriculture—a key element for conservation in the developing 
world. Conservation Letters 5 (1):11-19. 

Wu JG (2013) Landscape sustainability science: ecosystem services and human well-being in changing 
landscapes. Landscape Ecology 28 (6):999-1023. 

Wuczynski A, Kujawa K, Dajdok Z, Grzesiak W (2011) Species richness and composition of bird 
communities in various field margins of Poland. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment 141 (1-
2):202-209. 

Yoccoz NG, Nichols JD, Boulinier T (2001) Monitoring of biological diversity in space and time. Trends 
in Ecology & Evolution 16 (8):446-453. 

Young J, Richards C, Fischer A, Halada L, Kull T, Kuzniar A, Tartes U, Uzunov Y, Watt A (2007) 
Conflicts between biodiversity conservation and human activities in the central and eastern 
European countries. Ambio 36 (7):545-550. 

Young J, Watt A, Nowicki P, Alard D, Clitherow J, Henle K, Johnson R, Laczko E, McCracken D, 
Matouch S, Niemela J, Richards C (2005) Towards sustainable land use: identifying and managing 



REFERENCES 

155 

 

the conflicts between human activities and biodiversity conservation in Europe. Biodiversity and 
Conservation 14 (7):1641-1661. 

Young JC, Marzano M, White RM, McCracken DI, Redpath SM, Carss DN, Quine CP, Watt AD (2010) 
The emergence of biodiversity conflicts from biodiversity impacts: characteristics and 
management strategies. Biodiversity and Conservation 19 (14):3973-3990. 

Zechmeister HG, Schmitzberger I, Steurer B, Peterseil J, Wrbka T (2003) The influence of land-use 
practices and economics on plant species richness in meadows. Biological Conservation 114 
(2):165-177. 

Zimmermann H, Von Wehrden H, Damascos MA, Bran D, Welk E, Renison D, Hensen I (2011) Habitat 
invasion risk assessment based on Landsat 5 data, exemplified by the shrub Rosa rubiginosa in 
southern Argentina. Austral Ecology 36 (7):870-880. 

Zipkin EF, Dewan A, Royle JA (2009) Impacts of forest fragmentation on species richness: a hierarchical 
approach to community modelling. Journal of Applied Ecology 46 (4):815-822. 

Zulka KP, Abensperg-Traun M, Milasowszky N, Bieringer G, Gereben-Krenn B-A, Holzinger W, Hölzler 
G, Rabitsch W, Reischütz A, Querner P, Sauberer N, Schmitzberger I, Willner W, Wrbka T, 
Zechmeister H (2014) Species richness in dry grassland patches of eastern Austria: A multi-taxon 
study on the role of local, landscape and habitat quality variables. Agriculture, Ecosystems & 
Environment 182 (0):25-36. 

Zuur AF (2009) Mixed effects models and extensions in ecology with R. Springer. 

 

 
 



 

 

156 

 

  



__________________________________________________________________________________ 

157 

 

Acknowledgements 

I owe my first acknowledgements to my supervisor and mentor Joern Fischer, who gave me the 

opportunity to work in probably one of the most interesting areas of Europe. Joern made sure my plans 

were feasible and helped me not to drown in details. I appreciate that even in stressful times he always 

took the time to discuss ideas and manuscript drafts with me.  

I thank the entire research group for inspiring and supporting me. You all widened my perspective during 

our team work and I am grateful for all the different phases we went through together. Henrik von 

Wehrden and Heike Zimmermann opened the world of R and GIS to me and encouraged me to conduct 

this PhD. Tibor Hartel introduced me to the former Saxon Transylvania, and his endless enthusiasm 

motivated me a lot during this work. Jan Hanspach and Dave Abson patiently provided analytical support 

and constructively scrutinzed the logic of my arguments. My wonderful colleagues Ine Dorresteijn, Andra 

Ioana Horcea-Milcu, Friederike Mikulcak, Marlene Röllig and Julia Leventon brightened up my days and 

were always open for discussions which helped me think about my work from different points of view.  

This research project could not have happened without tremendous help in the field from Rémi 

Bigonneau, Laurie Jackson, Kimberley Pope, Paul Kirkland, Georg Paulus, Annamarie Krieg, Lunja Marlie 

Ernst, Elek Telek, Moritz Grünberger, Kira Kaminski, Anne Nagel, Oliver Höppner, Doreen Hoffmann, 

Jörg Steiner, Laura Sutcliffe, Monica Beldean, Pavel Dan Turtureanu and Josef Pal Frink. Thank you all 

for your hard work despite the boiling heat in summer. Arpi Szapanyos, Izabela Hartel, Caroline 

Fernolend and Oliviu Marian deserve my thanks for logistic support. I am grateful to the farmers whose 

fields I accessed for the data collection, and to those who helped me when I got stuck in the mud.  

Working on butterflies in Eastern Europe enabled me to build a network of impressively helpful people. I 

appreciate the insightful discussions with Kuno Martini, Marta Ferensz, Agnes Kastal, Iulia Muntean, 

Andras Szabadfalvi, Martin Konvicka, Csaba Vizauer, Doru Rusti, Sergiu Mocan, Mihai Stanescu, Székely 

Levente, Martin Wiemers, Martin Warren, Chris van Swaay, Balint Marko, Irma Wynhoff, Guy Pe΄er, 

Miguel Munguira, Janne Helliöla, Elisabeth Kühn, Laszlo Rakosy, Ádám Kőrösi, Alexander Harpke, Josef 

Settele, Andreas Lang, Vlad Dinca, Lars Petterson, Andrei Crisan, Michael Pocock and Marc Botham. 

For collaboration on data analyses and mansucript preparations I would like to thank all my co-authors, in 

particular Johan Ekroos and Mikko Kuussaari whose lab I was able to visit thanks to a scholarship by 

DAAD. It was a pleasure to work with all of you! This PhD project was funded through a scholarship at 

Leuphana University, funded through a Sofja Kovalevskaja Award by the Alexander von Humboldt 

Foundation to Joern Fischer 

Last but not least I would like to express my deep gratitude and thanks to my family and friends, especially 

to Pascal Fust, Matthias Schröter, Natalie Martschuk, Uta Kersten and Maren Meyer-Gruenefeldt for their 

constant support in my private life.  



 

 

158 

 

   



__________________________________________________________________________________ 

159 

 

Declaration 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I hereby certify that the submitted dissertation entitled “Prospects for sustainable development: The 

future of plants and butterflies in Transylvania” has been written by me without using unauthorized aids. I 

did not use any aids and writings other than those indicated. All passages taken from other writings either 

verbatim or in substance have been marked by me accordingly.  

 

I hereby confirm that in carrying out my dissertation project I have not employed the services of a 

professional broker of dissertation projects, nor will I do so in the future.  

 

This dissertation, in its present or any other version, has not yet been submitted to any other university for 

review. I have not taken or registered to take another doctoral examination. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lüneburg, 12.12.2014       

_________________________________________ 

Jacqueline Loos 

 


