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1. Introduction 

Changes in biological diversity of natural ecosystems have in the second half of 20th century 
become a global problem due to intensive human activities. Therefore, higher attention has 
been paid to these problems. The year 1992 can be considered as the pivotal year in this field 
since in this year the Convention on Biological Diversity was approved on the United 
Nations Conference on Environment and Development in Rio de Janeiro. This document 
defines biological diversity - biodiversity as „the variety and variability among living 
organisms from all sources including inter alia, terrestrial, marine and other aquatic 
ecosystems and the ecological complexes of which they are part“. This definition covers three 
fundamental components of diversity: genetic, species, and ecosystem diversity (Duelli, 1997, 
as cited in Larsson, 2001; Merganič & Šmelko, 2004). However, also this widely accepted 
definition like many others fails to mention ecological processes, such as natural disturbances, 
and nutrient cycles, etc., that are crucial to maintaining biodiversity (Noss, 1990). The 
complexity of the understanding of the term biodiversity was well documented by Kaennel 
(1998). Therefore, Noss (1990) suggested that for the assessment of the overall status of 
biodiversity more useful than a definition would be its characterisation that identifies its major 
components at several levels of organisation. Franklin et al. (1981 as cited in Noss, 1990) 
recognised three primary attributes of ecosystems: composition, structure, and function. 

1.1 Species diversity 

Strictly speaking, species diversity is the number of different species in a particular area 
(species richness) weighted by some measure of abundance such as number of individuals 
or biomass. However, conservation biologists often use the term species diversity even 
when they are actually referring to species richness, i.e. to number of present species 
(Harrison et al., 2004). Noss (1990) defines species diversity as a composition that refers to 
the identity and variety of elements in a population, includes species lists and measures of 
species diversity and genetic diversity. 
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1.2 Structural diversity 

“Structural diversity refers to the physical organisation or pattern of a system, including the 
spatial patchwork of different physical conditions in a landscape, habitat mosaics, species 
assemblages of different plant and animal communities, and genetic composition of 
subpopulations” (Stokland et al., 2003). The main structural indicators that are used to describe 
the conditions for forest biodiversity include stand vertical structure, age class distribution and 
the amount of dead wood (Christensen et al., 2004). They represent an indirect approach „as 
they show, typically on a rather gross scale, how the house is built, but give no information on 
whether the inhabitants have moved in“ (Christensen et al., 2004). 

1.3 Functional diversity 

According to Noss (1990), function involves all ecological and evolutionary processes, 
including gene flow, disturbances, and nutrient cycling. “Functional diversity involves 
processes of temporal change, including disturbance events and subsequent succession, 
nutrient recycling, population dynamics within species, various forms of species 
interactions, and gene flow” (Stokland et al., 2003). 

2. Factors influencing plant diversity in forest ecosystems  

Within certain time and space, diversity is determined by the combination of abiotic 
constraints, biotic interactions, and disturbances (Frelich et al., 1998; Misir et al., 2007; 
Nagaraja et al., 2005; Spies & Turnier, 1999; Ucler et al., 2007). Abiotic factors, such as 
elevation, slope, aspect, soil texture, climate etc., specify the conditions of physical 
environment and thus the primary species distribution. The relations were already regarded 
and studied in 19th century (Hansen & Rotella, 1999). The parameters affecting the plant 
growth and nutrient availability, e.g. climate, are considered as primary factors (Terradas et 
al., 2004), while terrain characteristics, e.g. elevation, are regarded as indirect factors, 
because they do not influence the plant growth directly, but are correlated to primary 
factors (Pausas et al., 2003; Bhattarai et al., 2004).  

Primary climate and site conditions have influenced and determined biodiversity on a 
specific site in the long-term development of forest ecosystems (Stolina, 1996). Hence, the 
actual biodiversity is the result of the adaptation process of species. In the current conditions 
of climate change the species will have to respond to faster changes. Although the effect of 
climate change will vary from site to site, it is likely that its impacts on ecosystems will be 
adverse, as species will have to deal with a variety of new competitors, and biotic factors 
(diseases, predators), to which they have no natural defense so far (IUCN, 2001).  

Indirect factors are often used in the analyses, when the information about the primary 
factors is not available (Pausas & Saez, 2000). Most often, the relationship between the 
diversity and elevation is examined (Bachman et al., 2004; Bhattarai & Vetaas, 2003; Grytnes 
& Vetaas, 2002), while the influence of other topography characteristics is tested only 
seldom (Johnson, 1986; Palmer et al., 2000). Although modern ecologists focus mainly on 
other influencing factors, e.g. natural disturbances, the influence of abiotic conditions on 
species diversity has recently begun to gain attention of researchers (Austin et al., 1996; 
Burns, 1995; Hansen & Rotella, 1999; Ohmann & Spies, 1998; Rosenzweig, 1995). However, 
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most of these works analyse the environmental factors only with regard to the number of 
tree species representing just one part of species diversity. 

Abiotic factors, such as elevation, slope, aspect, terrain type etc., create together a unique 
complex of environmental conditions specifying forest communities (Spies & Turner, 1999). 
The relation between elevation and species diversity is generally accepted and was 
documented by several authors, not only for tree species but also regarding the diversity of 
plants and animals (Rosenzweig, 1995). Very often hump-shaped curves with maximum 
species diversity at mid-elevations were reported (Bhattarai & Vetaas, 2003; Bachman et al., 
2004; Ozcelik et al., 2008). In Merganič et al. (2004), elevation was also found to have a 
significant influence on tree species diversity, but at mid-elevations the lowest values of tree 
species diversity were observed. This performance can most probably be explained by the 
fact that in the Slovak Republic at about 600 m above sea level, beech has its optimum 
growing conditions, which causes that at these altitudes beech is so vital and competitive 
that other species become rare. Johnson (1986) and Ozcelik et al. (2008) detected the 
significant correlation between tree species diversity and aspect.  

2.1 Forest management 

In Europe forests have played an important role since their establishment after the last ice 
age that ended 12,000 years ago. In the human thoughts, the forest was an unknown and 
untouched place with secrets and dangers. It provided a man with a shelter, fuel wood, and 
cosntruction material (Reinchholf, 1999). A man started to have a stronger influence on a 
forest ecosystem around the year 4,000 B.C. The impact was first low; he cut trees to obtain 
space for settlements and for grazing of his animals. With the increasing demands on space, 
forest ecosystems were more and more utilised, which led to the significant decrease of 
forest area in the whole Europe. In 16th century, the first attempts to grow introduced tree 
species, namely Castanea sativa, occurred. However, the most significant changes of forest 
ecosystems started in 19th century with the beginning of a so-called “spruce and pine 
mania”. In this period, the majority of forestland was afforested with spruce, even in 
completely unsuitable conditions. The main reason of this boom was to maximise wood 
production. Nowadays, it is known that such an approach has had a negative impact on 
stand stability, as well as on forest biodiversity. The look of the forests today particularly in 
the densely inhabited areas is related to management intensity and methods (Hédl & 
Kopecký, 2006). The absence of suitable management is another cause of decreasing forest 
biodiversity (Hédl, 2006). 

Although currently biodiversity has become a key component of Central European forests, 
there is only a limited number of studies, which examine the influence of forest 
management on biodiversity of e.g. plants (Prevosto, 2011). In addition, the results are often 
contradictory. On one side, some works present that forest management has a negative 
effect on biodiversity (Gilliam & Roberts, 1995; Sepp & Liira, 2009). Other works (e.g. 
Battles, 2001; Newmaster, 2007; Ramovs & Roberts, 2005; Ravindranath, 2006; Wang & 
Chen, 2010) show that a well-chosen management can influence biodiversity positively. The 
compatibility of suitable management activities with biodiversity conservation is critical to 
ensure wood harvesting and other ecologically valuable aspects in forested land (Eriksson & 
Hammer, 2006). Sustainable forest management represents how high biodiversity can be 
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achieved together with high wood production. This type of management maintains forests 
and forest soil in order to secure biodiversity, productivity, regeneration capacity, vitality, 
and abilities to fulfil all ecological, economic, and social functions today and in future on 
any spatial scale (local, regional, national) without the drawback on other ecosystems 
(Poleno, 1997). Sustainability means the ability to provide current and future generations 
with permanent and optimal wood yield and other forest ecosystem products (Smola, 2008). 

3. Diversity assessment 

Due to the complexity of biodiversity and of forest ecosystems, complete assessments of 
biodiversity are not practically achievable (Humphrey & Watts, 2004) because of the 
impossibility to monitor all taxa or features (Lindenmayer, 1999). Therefore, means to 
reduce complexity are necessary (Christensen et al., 2004). In this context, reliable indicators 
or short-cut measures of biodiversity are searched for (Ferris & Humphrey, 1999; Jonsson & 
Jonsell, 1999; Noss, 1999; Simberloff, 1998 as cited in Humphrey & Watts, 2004). From the 
long-term perspective, the basic criterion for any biodiversity assessment system is that it is 
based on an enduring set of compositional, structural and functional characteristics (Allen et 
al., 2003). In addition, a complete long-term biodiversity strategy must take into account 
both interactions between the different geographical levels and the fact that different 
elements of biodiversity are dependent on different geographical scales, in different time 
perspectives (Larsson, 2001).  

3.1 Species diversity 

Species diversity can be evaluated by a great number of different methods (e.g. see Krebs, 
1989; Ludwig & Reynolds, 1988). All of the proposed methods are usually based on at least 
one of the following three characteristics (Bruciamacchie, 1996): 

 species richness – the oldest and the simplest understanding of species diversity 
expressed as a number of species in the community (Krebs, 1989); 

 species evenness – a measure of the equality in species composition in a community; 
 species heterogeneity – a characteristic encompassing both species abundance and 

evenness. 

The most popular methods for measurement and quantification of species diversity are 
species diversity indices. During the historical development, the indices have been split into 
three categories: indices of species richness, species evenness and species diversity (Krebs, 
1989; Ludwig & Reynolds, 1988). The indices of each group explain only one of the above-
mentioned components of species diversity (Merganič & Šmelko, 2004).  

3.1.1 Species richness 

The term species richness was introduced by McIntosh (1967) to describe the number of 
species in the community (Krebs, 1989). Surely, the number of species S in the community is 
the basic measure of species richness, defined by Hill (1973) as diversity number of 0th 
order, i.e. N0. The basic measurement problem of N0 is that it is often not possible to 
enumerate all species in a population (Krebs, 1989). In addition, S depends on the sample 
size and the time spent searching, due to which its use as a comparative index is limited 
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(Yapp, 1979). Hence, a number of other indices independent of the sample size have been 
proposed to measure species richness. These indices are usually based on the relationship 
between S and the total number of individuals observed (Ludwig & Reynolds, 1988). Two 
such well-known indices are R1 and R2 proposed by Margalef (1958) and Menhinick (1964), 
respectively. Hubálek (2000), who examined the behaviour of 24 measures of species 
diversity in a data from bird censuses, assigned to the category of species richness-like 
indices also the index α (Fischer et al., 1943; Pielou, 1969), Q (Kempton & Taylor, 1976, 1978), 
and R500 (Sanders, 1968; Hurlbert, 1971). 

3.1.2 Species evenness  

Lloyd & Ghelardi (1964) were the first who came with idea to measure the evenness 
component of diversity separately (Krebs, 1989). The principle of the evenness measures is 
to quantify the unequal representation of species against a hypothetical community in 
which all species are equally common. Ludwig & Reynolds (1988) present five evenness 
indices E1 (Pielou, 1975, 1977), E2 (Sheldon, 1969), E3 (Heip, 1974), E4 (Hill, 1973), and E5 
(Alatalo, 1981), each of which may be expressed as a ratio of Hill´s numbers. The most 
common index E1, also known as J‘ suggested by Pielou (1975, 1977) expresses H‘ relative to 
maximum value of H‘ (= log S). Index E2 is an exponentiated form of E1. Based on the 
analysis of Hubálek (2000), McIntosh`s diversity D (McIntosh, 1967; Pielou, 1969), 
McIntosh`s evenness DE (Pielou, 1969), index J of Pielou (1969) and G of Molinari (1989), are 
also evenness measures. 

3.1.3 Species heterogeneity 

This concept of diversity was introduced by Simpson (1949) and combines species richness 
and evenness. The term heterogeneity was first applied to this concept by Good (1953). 
Many ecologists consider this concept to be synonymous with diversity (Hurlbert, 1971, as 
cited in Krebs, 1989). According to Peet (1974, as cited in Ludwig & Reynolds, 1988), an infinite 
number of diversity indices exist. Simpson proposed the first heterogeneity index Ǚ, which 
gives the probability that two individuals picked at random from the community belong to the 
same species. This means that if the calculated probability is high, the diversity of the 
community is low (Ludwig & Reynolds, 1988). To convert this probability to a diversity 
measure, the complement of Simpson´s original measure, i.e. 1-Ǚ, is used (Krebs, 1989).  

Probably the most widely used heterogeneity index is the Shannon index H‘ (or Shannon-
Wiener function), which is based on information theory (Shannon & Weaver, 1949). It is a 
measure of the average degree of “uncertainty” in predicting to what species an individual 
chosen at random from a community will belong (Ludwig & Reynolds, 1988). Hence, if H´ = 
0, the community consists of only one species, whereas H´ is maximum (= log(S)) if all 
species present in the community are represented by the same number of individuals. 
Shannon index places most weight on the rare species in the sample, while Simpson index 
on the common species (Krebs, 1989). 

From other heterogeneity measures we mention Brillouin Index H (Brillouin, 1956), which 
was first proposed by Margalef (1958) as a measure of diversity. This index is preferred 
being applied to data in a finite collection rather than H´. However, if the number of 
individuals is large, H and H´ are nearly identical (Krebs, 1989). The indices N1 and N2 
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from Hill`s family of diversity numbers (Hill, 1973), which characterise the number of 
“abundant”, and “very abundant” species, respectively, also belong to diversity measures. 
The McIntosh index is based on the representation of a sample in an S-dimensional 
hyperspace, where each dimension refers to the abundancy of a particular species 
(Bruciamacchie, 1996). According to the evaluation performed by Hubálek (2000), NMS 
“number of moves per specimen” proposed by (Fager, 1972), H´adj, which is an adjusted H´ 
by the d(H) correction (Hutcheson, 1970), and R100 (Sanders, 1968; Hurlbert, 1971) can also 
be regarded as heterogeneity indices.  

 
Legend: 

 Fagus sylvatica,  Picea abies,  Abies alba 
Species richness: 3, Species evenness: Low, Species heterogeneity: Low. 

Fig. 1. Assessment of tree species diversity. 

3.2 Structural diversity 

Structural diversity is defined as the composition of biotic and abiotic components in forest 
ecosystems (Lexer et al., 2000), specific arrangement of the components in the system 
(Gadow, 1999) or as their positioning and mixture (Heupler, 1982 as cited in Lübbers, 1999). 
According to Zenner (1999) the structure can be characterised horizontally, i.e. the spatial 
distribution of the individuals, and vertically in their height differentiation. Gadow & Hui 
(1999) define the structure as spatial distribution, mixture and differentiation of the trees in 
a forest ecosystem.  

There exist a number of different methods to describe the structure and its components. 
The classical stand description is based on qualitative description of stand closure, 
mixture, density, etc. Graphical methods presenting diameter distribution, stand height 
distribution curves, tree maps, etc. are also useful. However, both verbal and graphical 
methods may not be sufficient to reveal subtle differences (Kint et al., 2000). Therefore, a 
number of quantitative methods have been proposed that should overcome these 
shortages. Partial reviews can be found in Pielou (1977), Gleichmar & Gerold (1998), Kint 
et al. (2000), Füldner (1995), Lübbers (1999), Gadow & Hui (1999), Neumann & Starlinger 
(2001), Pommerening (2002) etc. 
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3.2.1 Horizontal diversity 

The indices characterising forest horizontal structure usually compare a hypothetical spatial 
distribution with the real situation (Neumann & Starlinger, 2001). Probably the most well-
known index is the aggregation index R proposed by Clark & Evans (1954) that describes 
the horizontal tree distribution pattern (or spacing as named by Clark & Evans (1954), or 
positioning as defined by Gadow & Hui (1999)). It is a measure of the degree to which a 
forest stand deviates from the Poisson forest, where all individuals are distributed randomly 
(Tomppo, 1986). It is the ratio of the observed mean distance to the expected mean distance 
if individuals were randomly distributed.  

 
Fig. 2. Schematic visualisation of the assessment of forest horizontal structure using R index 
by Clark & Evans (1954). 

A similar measure is the Pielou index of nonrandomness (Pielou, 1959), which quantifies the 
spatial distribution of trees by the average minimum distance from random points to the 
nearest tree (Neumann & Starlinger, 2001). The Cox index of clumping (Strand, 1953; Cox, 
1971) is the ratio of variance to mean stem number on sub-plots. Gadow et al. (1998) 
proposed an index of neighbourhood pattern based on the heading angle to four next trees. 
Another commonly used measures of horizontal structure are methods proposed by 
Hopkins (1954), Prodan (1961), Köhler (1951) and Kotar (1993 as cited in Lübbers, 1999).  

According to Gadow & Hui (1999), mixture is another component of structure. For the 
quantification of mixing of two tree species, Pielou (1977) proposed the segregation index 
based on the nearest neighbour method like the index A of Clark & Evans, while the 
calculated ratio is between the observed and expected number of mixed pairs under random 
conditions. Another commonly used index is the index DM (from German Durchmischung) 
of Gadow (1993) adjusted by Füldner (1995). On the contrary to the segregation index, DM 
accounts for multiple neighbours (Gadow, 1993 used 3 neighbours) and is not restricted to 
the mixture of two species (Kint et al., 2000).  

Differentation is the third component of structure (Gadow & Hui, 1999), which describes the 
relative changes of dimensions between the neighbouring individuals (Kint et al., 2000). 
Gadow (1993) and Füldner (1995) proposed the differentiation index T, which is an average 
of the ratios of the smallest over the largest circumference calculated for each tree and its n 
nearest neighbours. Instead of the circumference, diameter at breast height can be used in 
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this index to describe the horizontal differentiation as presented by Pommerening (2002). 
Values of the index T close to 0 indicate stands with low differentiation, since neighbouring 
trees are of similar size. Aguirre et al. (1998) and Pommerening (2002) suggested the scales 
of five or four categories of differentiation, respectively. 

 
Fig. 3. Schematic visualisation of the assessment of stand differentiation according to 
Füldner (1995) with categories proposed by Aguirre et al. (1998). 

3.2.2 Vertical diversity 

While there are many indices that measure horizontal structure, there are only few for 
vertical structure (Neumann & Starlinger, 2001). Simple measures such as the number of 
vegetation layers within a plot can be used as an index of vertical differentiation (Ferris-
Kaan & Patterson, 1992 as cited in Kint et al., 2000). The index A developed by Pretzsch 
(1996, 1998) for the vertical species profile is based on the Shannon index H‘. In comparison 
with H‘ the index A considers species portions separatelly for a predefined number of 
height layers (Pretzsch distinguished 3 layers). The index proposed by Ferris-Kaan et al. 
(1998) takes the cover per layer into account, but needs special field assessments (Neumann 
& Starlinger, 2001). Therefore, using the same principles as Pretzsch (1996), i.e. Shannon 
index and stratification into height layers, Neumann & Starlinger (2001) suggested an index 
of vertical evenness VE that characterises the vertical distribution of coverage within a 
stand. The differentiation index T of Gadow (1993) is also applicable for the description of 
vertical differentiation, if the index is calculated from tree heights. 

3.2.3 Complex diversity 

Complex indices combine several biodiversity components in one measure. These indices 
are usually based on an aditive approach, i.e. the final value is obtained as a sum of the 
values of individual biodiversity components. Usually, two ways of quantification 
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individual biodiversity components are applied: (1) by assigning the value on the base of a 
pre-defined scale, or (2) to use the real measurement units. In addition, if required 
individual biodiversity components can be assigned different weights according to their 
importance for the whole biodiversity.  

 
Fig. 4. Quantification of vertical diversity. 

The first system of biodiversity assessment using scores is simple and easy to use 
(Meersschaut & Vandekerkhove, 1998). Such quantification was already used in 1969 by 
Randwell to assess the need for the protection of seashore sites on the base of Comparative 
Biological Value Index (Nunes et al., 2000). Meersschaut & Vandekerkhove (1998) developed 
a stand-scale forest biodiversity index based on available data from forest inventory. The 
index combines four major aspects of a forest ecosystem biodiversity: forest structure, 
woody and herbaceous layer composition, and deadwood. Each aspect consists of a set of 
indicators, e.g. forest structure is defined by canopy closure, stand age, number of stories, 
and spatial tree species mixture. The indicators are given a score determined on the basis of 
a common agreement. The biodiversity index is calculated as the sum of all scores, while its 
maximum value is set to 100. Another complex index named Habitat Index HI was 
developed by Rautjärvi et al. (2005). The authors also use the name habitat index model as it 
was produced as a spatial oriented model. The inputs in the model come from thematic 
maps from Finnish Multi-source national forest inventory (predicted volume of growing 
stock, predicted stand age, and predicted potential productivity) and kriging 
interpolation maps from national forest inventory plot data (volume of dead wood, and a 
measure for naturalness of a stand). The input variables were selected based on the forest 
biodiversity studies in Scandinavia. The index is of additive form where all input layers 
contribute to the result layer. All input variables (layers) are reclassified and enter the 
model as discreet variables, while each input layer is assigned a different weight 
according to its importance to biodiversity.  

The second quantification method was used in the model BIODIVERSS proposed by 
Merganič & Šmelko (2004) that estimates tree species diversity degree of a forest stand by 
summing up the values of 5 diversity indices (R1, R2, , H‘ and E1). The fundamental 
method of the model BIODIVERSS is a predictive discriminant analysis (StatSoft Inc., 2004; 
Huberty, 1994; Cooley & Lohnes, 1971), which means that each species diversity degree is 
represented by one discriminant equation. For each examined forest stand, four 
discriminant scores are calculated, and the stand is assigned a species diversity degree with 
maximum discriminant score.  
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LLNS index proposed by Lähde et al. (1999) is a complex index for calculating within-stand 
diversity using the following indicator variables: stem distribution of live trees by tree 
species, basal area of growing stock, volume of standing and fallen dead trees by tree 
species, occurrence of special trees (number and significance), relative density of 
undergrowth, and volume of charred wood. The LLNS index is calculated as the sum of 
diversity indices describing particular components (i.e. living trees, dead standing trees 
etc.). However, the authors also developed a scoring table for the indicator variables. The 
final value of LLNS is then obtained by adding all the scores together. The evaluation of this 
index using Finnish NFI data revealed, that the LLNS index differentiates even-sized and 
uneven-sized stand structures, the development classes of forest stands and site-types fairly 
well (Lähde et al., 1999).  

A special category of complex indices covers complex structural indices that encompass 
several components of structural diversity. For example, Jaehne & Dohrenbusch (1997) 
proposed the Stand Diversity Index that combines the variation of species composition, 
vertical structure, spatial distribution of individuals and crown differentiations. The 
Complexity Index by Holdridge (1967) is calculated by multiplying four traditional 
measures of stand description: dominant height, basal area, number of trees and number of 
species. Hence, this index contains no information on spatial distribution nor accounts for 
within stand variation (Neumann & Starlinger, 2000). Zenner (1999), and Zenner & Hibbs 
(2000) developed the Structural Complexity Index (SCI) based on the vertical gradient 
differences between the tree attributes and the distances between the neighbouring trees. 
When all trees in a stand have the same height, the value for SCI is equal to one, which is the 
lower limit of SCI (Zenner & Hibbs, 2000). 

 
Fig. 5. Complex assessment of stand diversity according to Jaehne & Dohrenbusch (1997). 

3.3 Functional diversity 

From a functional point of view, species can be subdivided into categories like primary 
producers, herbivores, predators, and decomposers (Stokland et al., 2003). Belaoussoff et 
al. (2003) defined a functional group as a group of species, which do not necessarily have 
to be related, but which exploit a common resource base in a similar fashion. Hence, there 
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is an overlap in resource requirements between species in a functional group (Belaoussoff 
et al., 2003). 

The BEAR-project strongly recommends including functional indicators in any Biodiversity 
Evaluation Tool. Within the framework of the BEAR project, fire, wind and snow, and 
biological disturbance have been identified as the most important functional key factors in 
the group of “natural influences”, while the area affected by a particular factor are 
suggested as possible indicators with high ecological significance (BEAR Newsletter 3). 
Although in reality the ecosystem function might be more important than species diversity 
(Sobek & Zak, 2003), structural and compositional indicators are considered to be more 
tractable for end-users (Angelstam et al., 2001 as cited in Humphrey & Watts, 2004). 

3.4 Diversity inventory in forest ecosystems 

To get an overview, forest inventory data can be a cost effective source of information for 
large areas (Söderberg & Fridman, 1998), because forest inventories represent a major source 
of data concerning forests (Estreguil et al., 2004). The original aim of forest inventories was 
to describe the main features of forests in terms of size, condition, and change, particularly 
from the production perspective (Rego et al., 2004). An increasing demand for information 
on non-productive functions of forests caused that recently variables more related to 
biodiversity have been introduced to forest inventories (Söderberg & Fridman, 1998). For 
example, the recognition of the ecological importance of decaying wood has led to the 
incorporation of quantitative measures of deadwood in forest inventories (Humphrey et al., 
2004). Hence, national forest inventories are becoming more comprehensive natural 
resources surveys (Corona & Marchetti, 2007) .  

Basically, forest inventories provide us with the information about: 1) forest area and land 
cover, 2) resource management (growing stock), 3) forestry methods and land use (felling 
systems, regeneration methods, road network density), 4) forest dynamics with regard to 
different disturbance factors (fire, storm, insect, browsing), 5) forest state (tree species 
composition, age distribution, dimension of living trees, tree mortality and deadwood), and 
partly also about 6) conservation measures, i.e. protected forest areas (Stokland et al., 2003). 
Hence, data from forest inventories are also useful for biodiversity assessment. For example, 
these data can be used for the quantification of several biodiversity indicators related to 
species composition, mainly in terms of species richness and the presence of species of high 
conservation value (threatened or endemic species, Corona & Marchetti, 2007).  

However, data from forest inventories may not be suitable for every analysis. For example, 
national forest inventory field plots are inadequate for measuring landscape patterns of 
structural ecosystem diversity because of the small plot size (Stokland et al. 2003). In 
addition, in many cases precision guidelines for the estimates of many variables cannot be 
satisfied due to budgetary constraints and natural variability among plots (McRoberts et al. 
2005). In neither of the cases, it is efficient to increase the plot size or their number. Instead, 
other data sources that enable rapid data generation, e.g. digital photogrammetry; 
geographical information systems (GIS), digital elevation model (DEM), global positioning 
system (GPS) or remote sensing (Gallaun et al., 2004; Kias et al., 2004 as cited in Wezyk et al., 
2005) can be used more efficiently. Fieldwork itself has been enhanced by satellite 
positioning systems (GPS), automatic measuring devices, field computers and wireless data 
transfer (Holopainen et al., 2005).  
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For special purposes, specific monitoring programmes are needed. These programmes 
attempt to investigate particular features of a forest ecosystem that are of specific interest 
and their monitoring is not included within national forest inventories. Many of such 
surveys have been performed by non-governmental organisations and within the frame of 
specific forest monitoring programmes (Heer et al., 2004). Although this kind of information 
can be of high value at a local or national scale, its applicability at a higher level (region, 
Europe) is restricted and requires pre-processing of data with regard to their quality, and 
biases and gaps in time and space (Heer et al., 2004). Therefore, many international projects 
dealing with biodiversity have been solved in the last decade (e.g. BioAssess, BEAR, 
ForestBIOTA, ALTER-Net, SEBI, DIVERSITAS).  

The quantification of biodiversity indicators can be performed in two ways, which affect the 
calculation of their confidence intervals. One method is that the indicator is calculated from 
the summary data about the whole population. In this case, there are several possibilities 
how to obtain the summary data:  

 by accurate measurement of all individuals in population, i.e. complete survey; 
 by visual estimation during the inspection of the examined population; 
 by sampling methods in such a way, that the summary information is obtained by 

summing up the data collected on several places in a forest stand. 

We call this approach the “method of sum”. Biodiversity indicator determined with this 
method refers to the area that is larger than the minimum area. Hence, the comparison of 
the results of different populations is usually correct. In other cases, it is possible to use 
various standardisation methods given in e.g. Ludwig & Reynolds (1988) or Krebs (1989).  

The second approach is called the “method of mean”, because in this case biodiversity 
indicators are determined on several locations distributed over the whole community, and 
from them the average value typical for the whole population is derived. An important 
condition of this method is to assess biodiversity indicators on the samples of equal size, 
because in this case area has a significant effect on the value of biodiversity indicator. The 
final value of the biodiversity indicator refers to the area of the samples. Another alternative 
of this method is to determine indicator on the same number of individuals, e.g. 20 trees 
(Merganič & Šmelko, 2004).  

At the ecosystem and landscape level, remote sensing represents a powerful and useful 
tool for biodiversity assessment (Ghayyas-Ahmad, 2001; Innes & Koch, 1998; Foody & 
Cutler, 2003). This method can provide cost efficient spatial digital data which is both 
spatially and spectrally more accurate than before (Holopainen et al., 2005). Moreover, 
remote sensing technology can provide the kind of information that was previously not 
available to forestry at all or was not available on an appropriate scale (Schardt et al., 
2005). According to Innes & Koch (1998), “remote sensing provides the most efficient tool 
available for determining landscape-scale elements of forest biodiversity, such as the 
relative proportion of matrix and patches and their physical arrangement. At intermediate 
scales, remote sensing provides an ideal tool for evaluating the presence of corridors and 
the nature of edges. At the stand scale, remote sensing technologies are likely to deliver 
an increasing amount of information about the structural attributes of forest stands, such 
as the nature of the canopy surface, the presence of layering within the canopy and 
presence of coarse woody debris on the forest floor.“  
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A) B) 

Fig. 6. Assessment and quantification of tree species diversity on a set of 20 trees in case of a 
dense (A) and released (B) stand. In contrast to sampling on the plots with constant area, the 
sampled area varies. 

Literature survey revealed that remote sensing data have been successfully used for: 

1. habitat categorisation and estimation of their changes over large areas (Brotherton, 
1983; Cushman & Wallin, 2000 as cited in Humphrey & Watts, 2004) 

2. estimation of forest characteristics, e.g. basal area, stand volume, stem density, (Ingram 
et al., 2005; Maltamo et al., 2006 ; Reese et al., 2003; Tuominen & Haakana, 2005) 

3. measuring vegetation (forest) structure (Ingram et al., 2005; Maltamo et al., 2005; Prasad 
et al., 1998; Wack & Oliveira, 2005) 

4. analysis of canopy surface and canopy gaps (Nuske & Nieschulze, 2005) 
5. identification of dead standing trees (Butler & Schlaepfer, 2004) and estimation of their 

amount (Uuttera & Hyppanen, 1998) 
6. stratification for ground inventory (Roy & Sanjay-Tomar, 2000; Ghayyas-Ahmad, 2001; 

Jha et al., 1997) or to increase the precision of estimates (McRoberts et al., 2003, 2005; 
Olsson et al., 2005) 

Nagendra (2001) who evaluated the potential of remote sensing for assessing species 
diversity distinguished three types of studies: 

1. direct mapping of individuals and associations of single species, 
2. habitat mapping using remotely sensed data, and prediction of species distribution 

based on habitat requirements, 
3. establishment of direct relationships between spectral radiance values recorded from 

remote sensors and species distribution patterns recorded from field observations.  

Direct mapping is applicable over smaller areas to obtain detailed information on the 
distribution of certain canopy tree species or associations. Habitat maps appear most 
capable of providing information on the distributions of large numbers of species in a wider 
variety of habitat types (Nagendra, 2001). 
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Turner et al. (2003) recognise two general approaches to the remote sensing of biodiversity. 
„One is the direct remote sensing of individual organisms, species assemblages, or 
ecological communities from airborne or satellite sensors. The other approach is the indirect 
remote sensing of biodiversity through reliance on environmental parameters as 
proxies“(Turner et al., 2003), that can be clearly identified remotely.  

4. Importance of diversity 

4.1 Productivity 

Experimental relationship between site productivity and biodiversity of community is a 
widely discussed question in scientific literature. This problem was studied in detail at the 
end of 1980s (Rozenzweig & Abramsky, 1993). In many cases, this relationship has a 
humped shape with maximum species diversity at average productivity and minimum at 
both extremes, i.e. at low and high productivity. This shape was observed both in plant 
and animal communities. However, no general model that would explain this relationship 
has been derived yet. The humped shape can be linked with the theory of the limiting 
factor. On every site each species has a specific productivity threshold. Site factors are 
limiting for the survival of the species. As the site productivity increases, more and more 
species exceed their threshold value and hence, can survive in the environment. The 
decline of diversity with increasing productivity after the peak of the curve is a mystery 
that has been in the centre of interests of many scientists, who presented several 
explanations and hypotheses. However, none of them was sufficiently satisfactory. As an 
example we present two of them.  

In the first hypothesis, species diversity is related to micro-site diversity (Rozenzweig & 
Abramsky, 1993). In theoretical ecology it is a well-known fact that one ecological niche can 
carry only one species. This theory, also called as “niche theory” says that average sites have 
more niches than very poor or very rich sites. Hence, we can conclude that they also have 
higher species diversity. This can be illustrated using three basic site factors: temperature, 
moisture, nutrients. On poor sites (cold, dry, and nutrient poor), all factors have low values, 
which results in a unique combination of factors that represent a specific site with very low 
productivity. Similarly, rich sites (warm, moist, and nutrient rich) are also the result of a 
unique combination of factors leading to one specific site. However, on average sites, a great 
number of combinations of site factors exist, while each combination represents a specific 
niche, which can carry a specific community. According to this theory, site diversity is 
maximum on average sites, and therefore, species diversity is maximum on average sites.  

The second hypothesis is based on the theory of the „right of the limiting factor” 
(Rozenzweig & Abramsky, 1993). When the site productivity is high, all species have the 
potential to survive. However, a large number of species on the site leads to a strong 
competition resulting in the reductions in species number. Hence, low diversity can be 
caused by the strong competition of the most vital species, which suppress other species.  

In forestry applications, this issue is closely related to the production in mixed forest stands, 
which is becoming an up-to-date theme due to accepting the principles of sustainable and 
close-to-nature forestry and consequently the transformation of forest management. This 
management results in greater area of uneven-aged and heterogenous forest stands, which 
complicates the use of traditional dendrometric models. Some efforts have been made to 
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create models that would enable to determine the volume of several mixture types and 
forms. From this point of view, tree growth simulators are promising tools that are able to 
predict the development of mixed forests (Fabrika, 2005; Hasenauer, 1994; Kahn & Pretzsch, 
1997; Nagel, 1995; Sterba et al., 1995). 

4.2 Stability 

Most ecologists agree that species diversity is a good basis for long-term existence of 
communities, i.e. communities that are composed of only a small number of species are 
more susceptible to extinction than species-rich communities. Due to this fact, diversity is 
implicitly linked to stability. However, this theory was disapproved, when May (1973) using 
Lotka - Volter systems presented that stability decreases with increasing complexity of 
iterations, i.e. with the increasing value of Simpson diversity index. May´s argument was 
based on the analysis of system stability through the linearisation of the surrounding 
balance. In other words, random Lotka-Volter system is stable if it consists of several 
interconnected species, or if the intensity of connections is low. A lot of important 
connections lead to system instability. It is still questionable if this is generally valid for all 
systems. This statement caused wide discussions. Anti-arguments say that in the ecosystem 
the interconnections are not randomly distributed, but consistently structured, which 
should cause the increase of stability. A short review of the progress in this field since the 
work of May (1973) can be found in Sigmund (1995). 

In forestry field, stand stability is one of the main principles of sustainable forest 
management, which was approved in Helsinki Ministerial Conference on the Protection of 
Forests in Europe. Its importance increases particularly in the last time, which is 
characterised by more frequent occurrence of large-scale disturbances. Concerning the 
relationship of stability to biodiversity, Stolina (1996) stated that: 

 natural forest ecosystems that are not influenced by anthropogenic activities are 
characterised by specific species diversity which is adequate to conditions of abiotic 
environment, because it has resulted from the long-term adaptation process.  

 species diversity can be taken as an indicator of forest ecosystem stability; 
 not every increase of species diversity measures indicate the increase of stability. 

4.3 Naturalness – Diversity indicators of forest naturalness 

Both biodiversity and naturalness are frequently used in conservation (Schnitzler et al., 
2008), as the criteria for assessing the conservation status of forest ecosystems. Their 
significance was approved in many international schemes, e.g. both concepts were included 
in the list of pan-European indicators of sustainable forest management (MCPFE, 2002). The 
concepts are closely interlinked. For example, the degrees of forest naturalness 
distinguished within the scope of MCPFE are characterised with regard to biodiversity and 
its components. In forests undisturbed by man, processes and species composition remain 
natural to a considerable extent or have been restored. Semi-natural forests can keep certain 
natural characteristics allowing natural dynamics and biodiversity closer to the original 
ecosystem. Plantations represent man-made (artificial) forest communities, which are 
completely distinct from the original ecosystem (MCPFE, 2002). 
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The objective assessment of forest naturalness presented by several authors (e.g. Bartha et 
al., 2006; Machado, 2004; Moravčík et al., 2010; Winter et al., 2010) is based on a number of 
compositional, structural, and functional attributes of biodiversity, such as species 
composition and structure of different forest layers, occurrence of deadwood, etc. Tree 
species composition is the most common attribute used for the assessment of forest 
naturalness (Glončák, 2007; Guarino et al., 2008; Šmídt, 2002; Vladovič, 2003), but recently 
the amount of deadwood has also gained attention due to the large differences between 
managed and unmanaged stands. From other structural characteristics, horizontal structure 
characterised by diameter distribution (Pasierbek et al., 2007), differentiation of vertical and 
age structure are biodiversity indicators used in the assessment of forest naturalness 
(Moravčík et al., 2010).  

5. Conclusion 

Biodiversity is a keystone of ecosystem functioning. Its actual state determines if the 
ecosystem is sustainable, and hence, if it can fulfil particular functions, or ecosystem 
services. Since nowadays biodiversity has been receiving much attention worldwide, it is of 
great importance to understand this term thoroughly and to be able to quantify it 
mathematically. Various assessment methods and evaluation procedures have been used for 
the quantification of partial components of biodiversity, which allow users to evaluate and 
compare ecosystems objectively. In the presented chapter, we reviewed the current state-of-
art of plant diversity assessment and examined the relationship of plant diversity to main 
forestry issues, namely forest management, productivity, stability and naturalness. The 
review of the available knowledge indicates that for the proper utilisation of biodiversity 
measures, their values should always refer to the area they represent. The questions about 
the relationships between biodiversity and forest productivity, stability and consequently 
management remain open for future research.  

6. Acknowledgments 

This work was supported by the National Agency for Agriculture Research in Czech 
Republic under the contract No. QH91077 and the Slovak Research and Development 
Agency under the contracts No. APVT-27-009304, and APVV-0632-07.  

7. References 

Aguirre, O.; Kramer, H. & Jiménez, J. (1998). Strukturuntersuchungen in einem Kiefern-
Durchforstungsversuch Nordmexikos. Allgemeine Forst und Jagdzeitung, Vol. 169, 
pp. 213-219 

Alatalo, R.V. (1981). Problems in the measurement of evenness in ecology. Oikos, Vol. 37, 
pp. 199-204 

Allen, R.B.; Bellingham, P.J. & Wiser, S.K. (2003). Forest biodiversity assessment for 
reporting conservation performance. Science-for-Conservation, Vol. 216, 49 pp. 

Austin, M.P.; Pausas, J.G. & Nicholls, A.O. (1996). Patterns of tree species richness in relation 
to environment in southeastern New South Wales, Australia. Australian Journal of 
Ecology, Vol. 21, No. 2, pp. 154-164 

www.intechopen.com



 
Plant Diversity of Forests 

 

19 

Bachman, S.; Baker, W.J.; Brummitt, N.; Dransfield, J. & Moat, J. (2004). Elevational 
gradients, area and tropical island diversity: An example from the palms of New 
Guinea. Ecography, 27:297 

Bartha, D.; Ódor, P.; Horváth, T.; Tímár, G.; Kenderes, K.; Standovár, T.; Bölöni, J.; Szmorad, 
F.; Bodonczi, L. & Aszalós, R. (2006). Relationship of Tree Stand Heterogeneity and 
Forest Naturalness. Acta Silv. Lign. Hung., Vol. 2, pp. 7-22 

Battles, J.J. (2001).The effects of forest management on plant diversity in a Sierran conifer 
forest. Forest Ecology and Management, Vol. 146, No. 1-3, pp. 211-222 

Belaoussoff, S.; Kevan, P.G.; Murphy, S. & Swanton, C.E. (2003). Assessing tillage 
disturbance on assemblages of ground beetles (Coleoptera: Carabidae) by using a 
range of ecological indices. Biodiversity and Conservation, Vol. 12, pp. 851-882 

Bhattarai, K.R. & Vetaas, O.R. (2003). Variation in plant species richness of different life 
forms along a subtropical elevation gradient in the Himalayas, east Nepal. Glob. 
Ecol. Biogeogr., Vol. 12, pp. 327-340 

Bhattarai, K.R.; Vetaas, O.R. & Grytnes, J.A. (2004). Fern species richness along a central 
Himalayan elevational gradient. Nepal. J. Biogeogr., Vol. 31, pp. 389-400 

Brillouin, L. (1956). Science and Information Theory. Academic Press, New York 
Bruciamacchie, M. (1996). Comparison between indices of species diversity. Munich, Vol. 

3/96, 14p. 
Burns, B.R. (1995). Environmental correlates of species richness at Waipoua Forest 

Sanctuary, New Zealand. New Zealand Journal of Ecology, Vol. 19, No. 2, pp. 153-162 
Butler, R. & Schlaepfer, R. (2004). Spruce snag quantification by coupling colour infrared 

aerial photos and a GIS. Forest-Ecology-and-Management, Vol. 195, No. 3, pp. 325-339 
Christensen, M.; Heilmann, C.J.; Walleyn, R. & Adamcik, S. (2004). Wood-inhabiting Fungi 

as Indicators of Nature Value in European Beech Forests. EFI Proceedings, Vol. 51, 
pp. 229-238 

Clark, P.J. & Evans, F.C. (1954). Distance to nearest neighbour as a measure of spatian 
relationship in populations. Ecology, Vol. 35, p. 445-453 

Çolak, A.H.; Rotherham, I.D. & Çalikoglu, M. (2003). Combining ‘Naturalness Concepts’ 
with Close-to-Nature Silviculture. Forstw. Cbl., Vol. 122, pp. 421-431 

Cole, D.N.; Yung, L.; Zavaleta, E.S.; Aplet, G.H.; Chapin, F.S.I.; Graber, D.M.; Higgs, E.S.; 
Hobbs, R.J.; Landres, P.B.; Millar, C.I.; Parsons, D.J.; Randall, J.M.; Stephenson, 
N.L.; Tonnessen, K.A.; White, P.S. & Woodley, S. (2008). Naturalness and Beyond: 
Protected Area Stewardship in an Era of Global Environmental Change. The George 
Wright Forum, Vol. 25, No. 1, pp. 36-55 

Cooley, W.W. & Lohnes, P.R. (1971). Multivariate data analysis. Wiley, New York 
Corona P. & Marchetti, M. (2007). Outlining multi-purpose forest inventories to assess the 

ecosystem approach in forestry. Plant Biosystems, Vol. 141, No. 2, pp. 243-251 
Cox, F. (1971). Dichtebestimung und Strukturanalyse von Pflanzenpopulationen mit Hilfe 

von Abstandsmessungen. Mitt. Bundesforschungsanstalt Forst- und Holzwirtschaft 
Reinbeck, No. 87, 161 pp. 

Eriksson, S. & Hammer, M. (2006).The challenge of combining timber production and 
biodiverzity conservation for longterm ecosystem functioning—a case study of 
Swedish boreal forestry. Forest Ecology and Management, Vol. 237, No. 1-3, pp. 208-
217 

www.intechopen.com



 
Forest Ecosystems – More than Just Trees 

 

20

Estreguil, C.; Vogt, P.; Cerruti, M. & Maggi, M. (2004). JRC Contribution to Reporting Needs 
of EC Nature and Forest Policies. EFI Proceedings, Vol. 51, pp. 91-104 

Fabrika, M. (2005). Simulátor biodynamiky lesa SIBYLA. Koncepcia, konštrukcia a programové 
riešenie. Habilitačná práca. Technická univerzita vo Zvolene, 238 p. 

Fager, E.W. (1972). Diversity: a sampling study. Am. Natur., Vol. 106, pp. 293-310 
Ferrari C.; Pezzi, G.; Diani, L.; Corazza, M. (2008). Evaluating landscape quality with 

vegetation naturalness maps: an index and some inferences. Appl. Veg. Sci., Vol. 11, 
pp. 243-250 

Ferris, R. & Humphrey, J.W. (1999). A review of potential biodiversity indicators for 
application in British forests. Forestry-Oxford, Vol. 72, No. 4, pp. 313-328 

Ferris-Kaan, R.; Peace, A.J. & Humphrey, J.W. (1998). Assessing structural diversity in 
managed forests, In: Assessment of Biodiversity for Improved Forest Planning, P. 
Bachmann; M. Köhl & R. Päivinen, (Ed.), Proceedings of the Conference on 
Assessment of Biodiversity for Improved Forest Planning, 7 - 11 October 1996, held 
in Monte Verita, Switzerland, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht 

Foody, G.M, Cutler, M.E.J. (2003). Tree biodiversity in protected and logged Bornean 
tropical rain forests and its measurement by satellite remote sensing. Journal-of-
Biogeography, Vol. 30, No. 7, pp. 1053-1066 

Franklin J.F. (1998). The Natural, the Clearcut, and the Future, In: Proceedings of a workshop on 
Structure, Process, and Diversity in Successional Forests of Coastal British Columbia, J.A. 
Trofymow & A. MacKinnon (Ed.), February 17-19, 1998, Victoria, British Columbia, 
Northwest Science, Vol. 72, No. 2, pp. 134-138 

Frelich, L.E.; Sugita, S.; Reich, P.B.; Davis, M.B. & Friedman, S.K. (1998). Neighbourhood 
effects in forests: implications for within stand patch structure. Journal of Ecology, 
Vol. 86, pp. 149-161 

Füldner, K. (1995). Zur Strukturbeschreibung in Mischbeständen. Forstarchiv, 66, p. 235-240 
Gadow, K. & Hui, G. (1999). Modelling forest development. Kluwer Academic Publishers, 

Dordrecht, 213 p. 
Gadow, K. (1993). Zur Bestandesbeschreibung in der Forsteinrichtung. Forst und Holz, Vol. 

21, pp. 602-606 
Gadow, K. (1999). Waldstruktur und Diverzität. AFJZ, Vol. 170, No. 7, pp.117-121 
Gadow, K.; Hui, G.Y. & Albert,M. (1998). Das Winkelmaß – ein Strukturparameter zur 

Beschreibung der Individualverteilung in Waldbeständen. Centralblatt für das 
gesamte Forstwesen, Vol. 115, pp. 1-10 

Ghayyas, A. (2001). Identifying priority forest areas in the Salt Range of Pakistan for 
biodiversity conservation planning using remote sensing and GIS. Pakistan-Journal-
of-Forestry, Vol. 51, No. 1, pp. 21-40 

Gilliam, F.S. & Roberts, M.S. (1995). Forest management and plant diversity. Ecological 
Society of America, Ecological Applications, Vol. 5, No. 4, pp. 911-912 

Gleichmar, W. & Gerold, D. (1998). Indizes zur Charakterisierung der horizontalen 
Baumverteilung. Forstw. Cbl., Vol. 117, pp. 69-80 

Glončák, P. (2007). Assessment of forest stands naturalness on the base of phytosociological 
units (example from the protection zone of Badínsky prales), In: Geobiocenologie a 
její aplikace, V. Hrubá & J. Štykar (Ed.), Geobiocenologické spisy, Vol. 11, pp. 39-46 

www.intechopen.com



 
Plant Diversity of Forests 

 

21 

Grytnes, J.A. & Vetaas, O.R. (2002). Species richness and altitude: A comparison between 
null models and interpolated plant species richness along the Himalayan 
altitudinal gradient, Nepal. The Am. Naturalist, Vol. 159, pp. 294-304 

Guarino, C.; Santoro, S. & De Simone, L. (2008). Assessment of vegetation and naturalness: a 
study case in Southern Italy, IForest, 1, pp. 114-121 

Götmark, F. (1992). Naturalness as an Evaluation Criterion in Nature Conservation: A 
response to Anderson, Conservation Biology, Vol. 6, No. 3, pp. 455-458 

Hansen, A. & Rotella, J. (1999). The macro approach, managing forest landscapes: Abiotic 
factors, In: Maintaining biodiversity in forest ecosystems, M.L.Jr. Hunter, (Ed.), 
Cambridge University Press, 665 p., pp. 161-209 

Harrison, I.; Laverty, M. & Sterling, E. (2004). Species Diversity, Connexions module: m12174, 
05.08.2011, Available from http://cnx.org/content/m12174/latest/ 

Hasenauer, H. (1994). Ein Einzelbaumwachstumssimulator für ungleichatrige Fichten-Kiefern- 
und Buchen-Fichtenmischbestände. Forstl. Schriftenreihe Univ. f. Bodenkultur., 8. 
Österr. Ges. f. Waldökosystemforschung und experimentelle Baumforschung an 
der Univ. f. Bodenkultur, Wien. 152 p. 

Haußmann, T. & Fischer, R. (2004). The Forest Monitoring Programme of ICP Forests – A 
Contribution to biodiversity monitoring. EFI Proceedings, Vol. 51, pp. 415-419 

Hédl, R. & Kopecký, M. (2006). Hospodaření v lese a biodiverzita. Živa, 3 
Hédl, R. (2006). Stav lesů v ČR z ekologické perspektivy. 05.08.2011, Available from 

http://sweb.cz/diskuse.lesy/ 
Heer, M.; De Kapos, V.; Miles, L. & Brink, B.T. (2004). Biodiversity Trends and Threats in 

Europe – Can we apply a generic biodiversity indicator to forests? EFI Proceedings 
Vol. 51, pp. 15-26 

Heip, C. (1974). A new index measuring evenness. Journal of Marine Biological Association, 
Vol. 54, pp. 555-557 

Hill, M.O. (1973). Diversity and Evenness: a unifying notation and its consequences. Ecology, 
Vol. 54, No. 2, pp. 427-432 

Holdridge, L.R. (1967). Life zone ecology. Tropical Science Center, San JoseÂ, Costa Rica. 
Holopainen, M.; Talvitie, M. & Leino, O. (2005). Forest biodiversity inventory by means of 

digital aerial photographs and laser scanner data. Schriften aus der Forstlichen 
Fakultät der Universität Göttingen und der Niedersachsischen Forstlichen Versuchsanstalt, 
Vol. 138, pp. 340-348 

Hubálek, Z. (2000). Measures of species diversity in ecology: an evaluation. Folia Zool., Vol. 
49, No. 4, pp. 241-260 

Huberty, C.J. (1994). Applied discriminant analysis. Wiley and Sons, New York 
Humphrey, J.W. & Watts,K. (2004). Biodiversity indicators for UK managed forests: 

development and implementation at different spatial scales. EFI-Proceedings, Vol. 
51, pp. 79-89 

Hurlbert, S.H. (1971). The nonconcept of species diversity: a critique and alternative 
parameters. Ecology, Vol. 52, pp. 577-586 

Hutcheson, K. (1970). A test for comparing diversities based on the Shannon formula. J. 
Theor. Biol., Vol. 29, pp. 151–154 

Hyyppa, J.; Hyyppa, H.; Inkinen, M.; Engdahl, M.; Linko, S. & Zhu Y. (2000). Accuracy 
comparison of various remote sensing data sources in the retrieval of forest stand 
attributes. Forest Ecology and Management, Vol. 128, No. 1/2, pp. 109-120 

www.intechopen.com



 
Forest Ecosystems – More than Just Trees 

 

22

Ingram, J.C.; Dawson, T.P. & Whittaker, R.J. (2005). Mapping tropical forest structure in 
southeastern Madagascar using remote sensing and artificial neural networks. 
Remote Sensing of Environment, Vol. 94, No. 4, pp. 491-507 

Innes, J.L. & Koch, B. (1998). Forest biodiversity and its assessment by remote sensing. Global 
Ecology and Biogeography Letters, Vol. 7, No. 6, pp. 397-419 

Jaehne, S. & Dohrenbusch, A. (1997). Ein Verfahren zur Beurteilung der Bestandesdiversität. 
Forstw. Cbl., Vol. 116, pp. 333-345 

Jha, C.S.; Udayalakshmi,V. & Dutt, C.B.S. (1997). Pattern diversity assessment using 
remotely sensed data in the Western Ghats of India. Tropical-Ecology, Vol. 38, No. 2, 
pp. 273-283 

Johnson, F.L. (1986). Woody vegetation of Southeastern LeFlore County, Oklahoma, in 
relation to topography. Proc. Oklahoma Acad. Sci., Vol. 66, pp. 1-6 

Kaennel, M. (1998). BIODIVERSITY: a Diversity in Definition, In: Assessment of Biodiversity 
for Improved Forest Planning, P. Bachmann; M. Köhl & R. Päivinen, (Ed.), 
Proceedings of the Conference on Assessment of Biodiversity for Improved Forest 
Planning, 7 - 11 October 1996, held in Monte Verita, Switzerland, Kluwer Academic 
Publishers, Dordrecht, pp. 71-82 

Kahn, M. & Pretzsch, H. (1997). Das Wuchsmodell SILVA-Parametrisierung der Version 2.1 
für Rein- und Mischbestände aus Fichte und Buche. AFJZ, Vol. 168, No. 6-7, pp. 
115-123 

Kempton, R.A. & Taylor, L.R. (1976). Models and statistics for species diversity. Nature, Vol. 
262, pp. 818–820 

Kint, V.; Lust, N.; Ferris, R. & Olsthoorn, A.F.M. (2000). Quantification of Forest Stand 
Structure Applied to Scots Pine (Pinus sylvestris L.). Forests. Invest. Agr.: Sist. Recur. 
For.: Fuera de Serie n.º 1, 17 p. 

Koch, B. & Ivits, E. (2004). Reults from the Project BioAssess – relation between remote 
sensing and terrestrial derived biodiversity indicators. EFI Proceedings, Vol. 51, pp. 
315-332 

Kozak, J.; Estreguil, C. & Vogt, P. (2007). Forest cover and pattern changes in the 
Carpathians over the last decades. European Journal of Forest Research, Vol. 126, pp. 
77-90 

Krebs, C.J. (1989). Ecological methodology. Harper and Row, New York, 471 p. 
Larsson, T.B. (2001). Biodiversity evaluation tools for European forest. Ecological Bulletin, 

Vol. 50, pp. 1-237 
Laxmi, G.; Anshuman, T. & Jha, C.S. (2005). Forest fragmentation impacts on phytodiversity 

- an analysis using remote sensing and GIS. Current-Science, Vol. 88, No. 8, pp. 
1264-1274 

Lefsky, M.A.; Cohen, W.B. & Spies,T.A. (2001). An evaluation of alternate remote sensing 
products for forest inventory, monitoring, and mapping of Douglas-fir forests in 
western Oregon. Canadian Journal of Forest Research, Vol. 31, No. 1, pp. 78-87 

Lexer, M.J.; Lexer, W. & Hasenauer, H. (2000). The Use of Forest Models for Biodiversity 
Assessments at the Stand Level. Invest. Agr.: Sist. Recur. For.: Fuera de Serie, Vol. 1, 
pp. 297-316 

Lindenmayer, D.B. (1999). Future directions for biodiversity conservation in managed 
forests: indicator species, impact studies and monitoring programs. Forest Ecology 
and Management, Vol. 115, No. 2/3, pp. 277-287 

www.intechopen.com



 
Plant Diversity of Forests 

 

23 

Lloyd, M. & Ghelardi, R.J. (1964). A table for calculating the "equitability" component of 
species diverzity. J. Anim. Ecology, Vol. 33, pp. 217-225 

Ludwig, J.A. & Reynolds, J.F. (1988). Statistical Ecology a primer on methods and computing. 
John Willey & Sons, 337 p. 

Lübbers, P. (1999). Diversitätsindizes und Stichprobenverfahren. Universität Freiburg, 10p. 
Lähde, E.; Laiho, O.; Norokorpi, Y. & Saksa, T. (1999). Stand structure as the basis of 

diversity index. Forest Ecology and Management, Vol. 115, pp. 213-220 
Machado, A. (2004). An index of naturalness. Journal of Nature Conservation, Vol. 12, pp.95-

110 
Maltamo, M.; Malinen, J.; Packalen, P.; Suvanto, A. & Kangas, J. (2006). Nonparametric 

estimation of stem volume using airborne laser scanning, aerial photography, and 
stand-register data. Canadian Journal of Forest Research, Vol. 36, No. 2, pp. 426-436 

Margalef, R. (1958). Information theory in ecology. General Systematics, Vol. 3, pp. 36-71 
May, R.M. (1973). Stability and Complexity in Model Ecosystems. Princeton University Press. 
McIntosh, R.P. (1967). An index of diversity and the relation of certain concepts to diversity. 

Ecology, Vol. 48, pp. 392-404 
MCPFE (2002). Improved Pan-European indicators for sustainable forest management as 

adopted by the MCPFE Expert Level Meeting 2002. 27.04.2011, Available from 
http://www.mcpfe.org/system/files/u1/Vienna_Improved_Indicators.pdf 

McRoberts, R.E.; Gormanson, D.D. & Hansen, M.H. (2005). Can a land cover change map be 
used to increase the precision of forest inventory change estimates? Schriften-aus-
der-Forstlichen-Fakultat-der-Universitat-Gottingen-und-der-Niedersachsischen-
Forstlichen-Versuchsanstalt, Vol. 138, pp. 74-82 

McRoberts, R.E.; Nelson, M.D. & Wendt, D.G. (2003). Stratified estimates of forest area using 
the k-Nearest Neighbors technique and satellite imagery. General-Technical-Report-
North-Central-Research-Station,-USDA-Forest-Service, (NC-230), pp. 80-86 

Meersschaut, D.V.D. & Vandekerkhove, K. (1998). Development of a stand-scale forest 
biodiversity index based on the State Forest Inventory. Integrated Tools Proceedings 
Boise, Idaho, USA, August 16-20., pp. 340-349 

Menhinick, C.F. (1964). A comparison of some species – individuals diversity indices 
applied to samples of field insects. Ecology, Vol. 45, pp. 859-861 

Merganič, J. & Šmelko, Š. (2004). Quantification of tree species diversity in forest stands 
Model BIODIVERSS. European Journal of Forest Research, Vol. 2, No. 123, pp. 157-165 

Merganič, J.; Quednau, H.D. & Šmelko, Š. (2004). Influence of Morphometrical 
Characteristics of Georelief on Species Diversity of Forest Ecosystems and its 
Regionalisation. European Journal of Forest Research, Vol. 1, No. 123, pp. 75-85 

Misir, N.; Misir, M.; Karahalil, U. & Yavuz, H. (2007). Characterization of soil erosion and 
its implication to forest management. Journal of Environmental Biology, Vol. 28, pp. 
185-191 

Molinari, J. (1989). A calibrated index for the measurement of evenness. Oikos, Vol. 56, pp. 
319-326 

Moravčík, M.; Sarvašová, Z.; Merganič, J. & Schwarz, M. (2010). Forest naturalness – 
decision support in management of forest ecosystems. Environmental Management, 
Vol. 46, No. 6, pp. 908-919 

www.intechopen.com



 
Forest Ecosystems – More than Just Trees 

 

24

Nagaraja, B.C.; Somashekar, R.K. & Raj, M.B. (2005). Tree species diversity and composition 
in logged and unlogged rainforest of Kudremukh National Park, south India. 
Journal of Environmental Biology, Vol. 26, pp. 627-634 

Nagel, J. (1995). BWERT: Programm zur Bestandesbewertung und zur Prognose der 
Bestandesentwickung. DFFA, Sektion Ertragskunde, Jahrestagung Joachimsthal, pp. 
184-198 

Nagendra, H. (2001). Using remote sensing to assess biodiversity. International Journal of 
Remote Sensing, Vol. 22, No. 12, pp. 2377-2400 

Neumann, M. & Starlinger, F. (2001). The significance of different indices for stand structure 
and diversity in forests. Forest Ecology and Management, Vol. 145, pp. 91-106 

Newmaster, S.G. (2007). Effects of forest floor disturbances by mechanical site preparation 
on floristic diversity in a central Ontario clearcut. Forest Ecology and Management, 
Vol. 246, pp. 196-207 

Noss, R.F. (1990). Indicators for monitoring biodiversity: a hierarchical approach. 
Conservation Biology, Vol. 4, No. 4, pp. 355-364 

Nunes, P.A.L.D.; Bergh J.C.J.M. & Nijkamp, P. (2000). Ecological— Economic Analysis and 
Valuation of Biodiversity. Tinbergen Institute Discussion Paper 2000-100/3. 05.02.2011, 
Available from http ://www.tinbergen.nl 

Nuske, R.S. & Nieschulze, J. (2005). Remotely sensed digital height models and GIS for 
monitoring and modeling ecological characteristics of forest stands. Schriften-aus-
der-Forstlichen-Fakultat-der-Universitat-Gottingen-und-der-Niedersachsischen-
Forstlichen-Versuchsanstalt, Vol. 138, pp. 83-92 

Ode, Å.; Fry, G.; Tveit, M.S.; Messager, P. & Miller, D. (2009). Indicators of perceived 
naturalness as drivers of landscape preference. J. Environ. Manage, Vol. 90, pp. 375 

Ohmann, J.L. & Spies, T.A. (1998). Regional gradient analysis and spatial pattern of 
woody plant communities of Oregon forests. Ecological Monographs, Vol. 68, No. 
2, pp. 151-182 

Olsson, H.; Nilsson, M.; Hagner, O.; Reese, H.; Pahlen, T.G. & Persson, A. (2005). 
Operational use of Landsat-/SPOT-type satellite data among Swedish forest 
authorities. Schriften-aus-der-Forstlichen-Fakultat-der-Universitat-Gottingen-und-der-
Niedersachsischen-Forstlichen-Versuchsanstalt, Vol. 138, pp. 195-203 

Ozcelik, R.; Gul, A.U.; Merganič, J. & Merganičová, K. (2008). Tree species diversity and its 
relationship to stand parameters and geomorphology features in the eastern Black 
sea region forests of Turkey. Journal of Environmental Biology, Vol. 29, No. 3, pp. 291-
298, ISSN: 0254-8704 

Ozdemir, I.; Asan, U.; Koch, B.; Yesil, A.; Ozkan, U.Y. & Hemphill, S. (2005). Comparison of 
Quickbird-2 and Landsat-7 ETM+ data for mapping of vegetation cover in Fethiye-
Kumluova coastal dune in the Mediterranean region of Turkey. Fresenius-
Environmental-Bulletin, Vol. 14, No. 9, pp. 823-831 

Palmer, M.W.; Clark, D.B. & Clark, D.A. (2000). Is the number of tree species in small 
tropical forest plots nonrandom? Community Ecology, Vol. 1, pp. 95-101 

Pasierbek T.; Holeksa J.; Wilczek Z. & Żywiec M. (2007). Why the amount of dead wood in 
Polish forest reserves is so small? Nature Conservation, Vol. 64, pp. 65-71 

Pausas, J.G. & Saez, L. (2000). Pteridophyte richness in the NE Iberian Peninsula: 
Biogeographic patterns. Plant Ecology, Vol. 148, pp. 195-205 

www.intechopen.com



 
Plant Diversity of Forests 

 

25 

Pausas, J.G.; Carreras, J.; Ferre, A. & Font, X. (2003). Coarse-scale plant species richness in 
relation to environmental heterogeneity. J. Veg. Sci., Vol. 14, pp. 661-668 

Peet, R.K. (1974). The measurement of species diversity. Ann. Rev. Ec. Sys., Vol. 5, pp. 285-
307 

Pielou, E.C. (1959). The use of point to plant distances in the study of the pattern of plant 
populations. J. Ecol., Vol. 47, pp. 607-613 

Pielou, E.C. (1969). An introduction to mathematical ecology. Wiley, New York, 280 p. 
Pielou, E.C. (1975). Ecological Diversity. Wiley, New York 
Pielou, E.C. (1977). Mathematical Ecology. Willey, New York 
Poleno, Z. (1997). Trvale udržitelné obhospodařování lesů. MZe ČR, Praha. 
Pommerening, A. (2002). Approaches to quantifying forest structures. Forestry-Oxford, Vol. 

75, No. 3, pp. 305-324 
Prasad, V.K.; Rajagopal, T.; Yogesh, K. & Badarinath, K.V.S. (1998). Biodiversity studies 

using spectral and spatial information from IRS-1C LISS-III satellite data. Journal of 
Ecobiology, Vol. 10, No. 3, pp. 179-184 

Pretzsch, H. (1996). Strukturvielfalt als Ergebnis Waldbaulichen Handels. AFJZ, Vol. 167, p. 
213-221 

Pretzsch, H. (1998). Structural Diversity as a result of silvicultural operations. Lestnictví- 
Forestry, Vol. 44, No. 10, p. 429-439 

Prevosto, B. (2011). Effects of different site preparation treatments on species diversity, 
composition, and plant traits in Pinus halepensis woodlands. Plant Ecology, Vol. 
212, No. 4, pp. 627-638 

Ramovs, B.V.; Roberts, M.R. (2005). Response of plant functional groups within plantations 
and naturally regenerated forests in southern Brunswick. NRC Research Press, 
Canadian Journal of Forest Ressearch, Vol. 35, No. 6, pp. 1261-1276 

Rautjärvi, N.; Luquea, S. & Tomppo,E. (2005). Mapping spatial patterns from National 
Forest Inventory data: a regional conservation planning tool. Schriften-aus-der-
Forstlichen-Fakultat-der-Universitat-Gottingen-und-der-Niedersachsischen-Forstlichen-
Versuchsanstalt, Vol. 138, pp. 293-302 

Ravindranath, N.H.M. (2006). Community forestry initiatives in Southeast Asia: a review of 
ecological impacts. International Journal of Environment and Sustainable Development, 
Vol. 5, No. 1, pp. 1-11 

Reese, H.; Nilsson, M.; Pahlén, T.G.; Hagner, O.; Joyce, S.; Tingelöf, U.; Egberth, M. & 
Olsson, H. (2003). Countrywide Estimates of Forest Variables Using Satellite Data 
and Field Data from the National Forest Inventory. Ambio, Vol. 32, No. 8, pp. 542-
548 

Rego, F.; Godinho F.P.; Uva, J.S. & Cunha, J. (2004). Combination of structural and 
compositional factors for describing forest types using National Forest Inventory 
data. EFI-Proceedings, Vol. 51, pp. 153-162 

Reichholf, J. (1999). Les. Ekologie středoevropských lesů. Ikar, Praha. ISBN 80-7202-494-9 
Rosenzweig, M.L. (1995). Species diversity in space and time. Cambridge University Press, 

665 p. 
Roy, P.S. & Sanjay, T. (2000). Biodiversity characterization at landscape level using 

geospatial modelling technique. Biological Conservation, Vol. 95, No. 1, pp. 95-109 

www.intechopen.com



 
Forest Ecosystems – More than Just Trees 

 

26

Rozenzweig, M.L. & Abramsky, Z. (1993). How are diversity and productivity related? In: 
Species diversity in ecological Communities. Historical and geographical perspectives, 
Ricklefs, E. & Schluter, D. (Ed.) 

Sanders, H.L. (1968). Marine benthic diversity: a comparative study. Am. Natur., Vol. 102, 
pp. 243-282 

Schardt, M.; Grancia, K.; Hischmugl, M.; Luckel, H.W. & Klaushofer, F. (2005). Mapping 
Protection Forests in the Province of Salzburg Using Remote Sensing. Schriften-aus-
der-Forstlichen-Fakultat-der-Universitat-Gottingen-und-der-Niedersachsischen-
Forstlichen-Versuchsanstalt, Vol. 138, pp. 204-213 

Schnitzler A.; Génot J.C.; Wintz M. & Hale B.W. (2008). Naturalness and conservation in 
France. J. Agr. Environ. Ethic., Vol. 21, pp. 423-436 

Sepp, T. & Liira, J. (2009). Factors influencing the species composition and richness of herb 
layer in old boreo-nemoral forests. Forestry Studies/Metsanduslikud Uurimused, Vol. 
50, pp. 23-41 

Shannon, C. & Weaver, W. (1949). The Mathematical Theory of Communication. University of 
Illinois Press. Urbana. Illinois 

Sheldon, A.L. (1969). Equitability indices: dependence on the species count. Ecology, Vol. 50, 
pp. 466-467 

Sigmund, K. (1995). Darwins circle of complexity: assembling ecological communities. 
Complexity, Vol. 1, pp. 40-44 

Simpson, E.H. (1949). Measurement of diversity. Nature, Vol. 163, pp. 688 
Šmelko, Š. & Fabrika, M. (2007). Evaluation of qualitative attributes of forest ecosystems by 

means of numerical quantifiers. J. For. Sci., Vol. 53, No. 12, pp. 529-537 
Šmelko, Š. (1997). Veľkoplošná variabilita porastových veličín v lesoch Slovenska a faktory, 

ktoré ju ovplyvňujú. Acta facultatis forestalis, Zvolen, XXXIX, pp. 131-143 
Šmídt, J. (2002). Method of the assessment of forest natzralness in national park Muránska 

planina, In: Výskum a ochrana prírody Muránskej planiny, Uhrin, M. (Ed), 3. Správa 
NP Muránska planina, Bratislava & Revúca, pp. 119–123 

Smola, M. (2008). Hospodaření v lesích na principech trvalosti a vyrovnanosti. Pracovní metodika 
pro privátní poradce v lesnictví. UHÚL, Brandýs nad Labem 

Sobek, E.A & Zak, J.C. (2003). The Soil FungiLog procedure: method and analytical 
approaches toward understanding fungal functional diversity. Mycologia, Vol. 95, 
No. 4, pp. 590-602 

Spies, T. & Turner, M. (1999). The macro approach, managing forest landscapes: Dynamic 
forest mosaics, In: Maintaining biodiversity in forest ecosystems, Hunter, M.L.Jr. (Ed.), 
Cambridge University Press, 665 p., pp. 95-160 

StatSoft (2004). STATISTICA for Windows. Tulsa, OK http://www.statsoft.com 
Sterba, H.; Moser, M. & Monserud, R.A. (1995). PROGNAUS - Ein Waldwachstum-

simulator für Rein- und Mischbestände. ÖFZ, Vol. 106, 5, pp. 19-20 
Stofer, S. (2006). Working Report ForestBIOTA - Epiphytic Lichen Monitoring. 05.02.2011, 

Available from http://www.forestbiota.org/ 
Stokland, J.N.; Eriksen, R.; Tomter, S.M.; Korhonen, K.; Tomppo, E.; Rajaniemi, S.; 

Söderberg, U.; Toet, H. & Riis Nielsen, T. (2003). Forest biodiversity indicators in the 
Nordic countries. Status based on national forest inventories. TemaNord, Copenhagen. 
108 p. 

www.intechopen.com



 
Plant Diversity of Forests 

 

27 

Stolina, M. (1996). Biodiverzita, odolnostný potenciál a ochrana lesných ekosystémov, In: 
Biodiverzita z aspektu ochrany lesa a poľovníctva, Hlaváč,P. (Ed.), Zborník referátov z 
konferencie, TU Zvolen, pp. 13-19 

Strand, L. (1953). Mal for fordelingen av individer over et omrade. Det Norske 
Skogforsoksvesen, Vol. 42, pp. 191-207 

Söderberg, U. & Fridman, J. (1998). Monitoring of Forest Biodiversity from Forest resource 
Inentory Data. Assessment of biodiversity for improved forest planning Proceedings of the 
conference on assessment of biodiversity of improved forest planning, 7-11 October 1996, 
Monte Verita, Switzerland. pp. 233-240 

Terradas, J.; Salvador, R.; Vayreda, J. & Loret, F. (2004). Maximal species richness: An 
empirical approach for evaluating woody plant forest biodiversity. Forest Ecology 
and Management, Vol. 189, pp. 241-249 

Thompson, M.W. & Whitehead, K. (1992). An overview of remote sensing in forestry and 
related activities: its potential application in South Africa. South-African-Forestry-
Journal, Vol. 161, pp. 59-68 

Tomppo, E. (1986). Models and methods for analysing spatial patterns of trees. Communicationes 
Instituti Forestalis Fenniae, Vol. 138, 65 p. 

Tuominen, S. & Haakana, M. (2005). Landsat TM imagery and high altitude aerial 
photographs in estimation of forest characteristics. Silva-Fennica, Vol. 39, No. 4, pp. 
573-584 

Turner, W.; Spector, S.; Gardiner, N.; Fladeland, M.; Sterling, E. & Steininger, M. (2003). 
Remote sensing for biodiversity science and conservation. TRENDS in Ecology and 
Evolution, Vol. 18, No. 6, pp. 306-314 

Ucler, A.O.; Yucesan, Z.; Demirci, A.; Yavuz, H. & Oktan, E. (2007). Natural tree collectives 
of pure oriental spruce [Picea orientalis (L.) Link] on mountain forests in Turkey. J. 
Environ Biol., Vol. 28, pp. 295-302 

Uuttera, J. & Hyppanen, H. (1998). Determination of potential key-biotope areas in managed 
forests of Finland using existing inventory data and digital aerial photographs. 
Forest-and-Landscape-Research, Vol. 1, No. 5, pp. 415-429 

Vladovič, J. (2003). Regional principles of evaluation of tree species composition and ecological 
stability of Slovak forests. Lesnícke štúdie 57, Príroda, Bratislava, 160 p. 

Wack, R. & Oliveira, T. (2005). Analysis of vertical vegetation structures for fire management 
by means of airborne laser scanning. Schriften-aus-der-Forstlichen-Fakultat-der-
Universitat-Gottingen-und-der-Niedersachsischen-Forstlichen-Versuchsanstalt. Vol. 138, 
pp. 127-135. 

Wang, S. & Chen, H.Y.H. (2010). Diversity of northern plantations peaks at intermediate 
management intensity. Forest Ecology and Management, Vol. 259, No. 3, pp. 360–366 

Wezyk, P.; Tracz, W. & Guzik, M. (2005). Evaluation of landscape structure changes in Tatra 
Mountains (Poland) based on 4D GIS analysis. Schriften-aus-der-Forstlichen-Fakultat-
der-Universitat-Gottingen-und-der-Niedersachsischen-Forstlichen-Versuchsanstalt. Vol. 
138, pp. 224-232 

Williams, K. (2002). Beliefs about natural forest systems. Aust. Forestry, Vol. 65, No. 2, pp. 
81-86 

Winter, S.; Fischer, H.S. & Fischer, A. (2010). Relative Quantitative Reference Approach for 
Naturalness Assessments of forests. Forest Ecology and Management, Vol. 259, pp. 
1624–1632 

www.intechopen.com



 
Forest Ecosystems – More than Just Trees 

 

28

Zenner, E.K. & Hibbs, D.E. (2000). A new method for modeling the heterogeneity of forest 
structure. Forest Ecology and Management, Vol. 129, pp. 75-87 

Zenner, E.K. (1999). Eine neue Methode zur Untersuchung der Dreidimensionalität in 
Waldbeständen. Universität Freiburg, 11 p. 

www.intechopen.com



Forest Ecosystems - More than Just Trees

Edited by Dr Juan A. Blanco

ISBN 978-953-51-0202-1

Hard cover, 464 pages

Publisher InTech

Published online 07, March, 2012

Published in print edition March, 2012

InTech Europe

University Campus STeP Ri 

Slavka Krautzeka 83/A 

51000 Rijeka, Croatia 

Phone: +385 (51) 770 447 

Fax: +385 (51) 686 166

InTech China

Unit 405, Office Block, Hotel Equatorial Shanghai 

No.65, Yan An Road (West), Shanghai, 200040, China 

Phone: +86-21-62489820 

Fax: +86-21-62489821

The common idea for many people is that forests are just a collection of trees. However, they are much more

than that. They are a complex, functional system of interacting and often interdependent biological, physical,

and chemical components, the biological part of which has evolved to perpetuate itself. This complexity

produces combinations of climate, soils, trees and plant species unique to each site, resulting in hundreds of

different forest types around the world. Logically, trees are an important component for the research in forest

ecosystems, but the wide variety of other life forms and abiotic components in most forests means that other

elements, such as wildlife or soil nutrients, should also be the focal point in ecological studies and

management plans to be carried out in forest ecosystems. In this book, the readers can find the latest

research related to forest ecosystems but with a different twist. The research described here is not just on

trees and is focused on the other components, structures and functions that are usually overshadowed by the

focus on trees, but are equally important to maintain the diversity, function and services provided by forests.

The first section of this book explores the structure and biodiversity of forest ecosystems, whereas the second

section reviews the research done on ecosystem structure and functioning. The third and last section explores

the issues related to forest management as an ecosystem-level activity, all of them from the perspective of the

�other� parts of a forest.

How to reference

In order to correctly reference this scholarly work, feel free to copy and paste the following:

Ján Merganič, Katarína Merganičová, Róbert Marušák and Vendula Audolenská (2012). Plant Diversity of

Forests, Forest Ecosystems - More than Just Trees, Dr Juan A. Blanco (Ed.), ISBN: 978-953-51-0202-1,

InTech, Available from: http://www.intechopen.com/books/forest-ecosystems-more-than-just-trees/plant-

diversity-of-forests

www.intechopen.com



www.intechopen.com



© 2012 The Author(s). Licensee IntechOpen. This is an open access article

distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 3.0

License, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in

any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.


