Perspectives in Ecology and Conservation 19 (2021) 21-32

Perspectives in ecology and conservation

AB O Supported by Boticario Group Foundation for Nature Protection

ASSOCIAGAO BRASILEIRA DE CIENCIA
ECOLOGICA E CONSERVACAO

www.perspectecolconserv.com

Opinion Papers

Landscape ecology in the Anthropocene: an overview for integrating A

Check for

agroecosystems and biodiversity conservation

Juliana Silveira dos Santos®<*, Pavel Dodonov”, Jalia Emi F. Oshima®¢, Felipe Martello<4,
Andrelisa Santos de Jesus€¢, Manuel Eduardo Ferreira¢, Carlos M. Silva-Neto',
Milton Cezar Ribeiro“!, Rosane Garcia Collevatti® !

a Laboratério de Genética & Biodiversidade, Instituto de Ciéncias Biologicas, Universidade Federal de Goids, 74690-900, Goidnia, Goids, Brazil

b Spatial Ecology Lab, Institute of Biology, Federal University of Bahia, Salvador, Bahia, Brazil

¢ Spatial Ecology and Conservation Lab (LEEC), Department of Biodiversity, Sdo Paulo State University, UNESP, Avenida 24 A, 1515, Bela Vista, Rio Claro, Séo Paulo, Brazil
d programa de Pés-Graduagdo em Ecologia e Manejo de Recursos Naturais, Universidade Federal do Acre, 69920-900, Rio Branco, Acre, Brazil

¢ Instituto de Estudos Sociombientais - IESA, Universidade Federal de Goids, 74690-900, Goidnia, Goids, Brazil

f Instituto Federal de Goids, 76600-600, Goids, Goids, Brazil

HIGHLIGHTS GRAPHICAL ABSTRACT

® Agroecosystem management needs

to be considered in landscape ecology Sampling design
studies. Spatio-temporal scale and
e Three components of heterogeneity o socorrelation
are important to characterize agroe- A
cosystems.
. Stuscllies should include the economic Rudetons sng Habitat quality and
- ided b logical farmi temporal connectivity Landscape Edge influence
gains provided by ecological farming bt praferance ecology Jegettionichraposion]
practices. Gap crossing structure and edge width
® Studies should include social and v
economic components of agricultural e
landSCapeS. Habitat and matrix
® Fine spatial and temporal data are Spatial, functional and
necessary to better characterize temporal
agroecosystems.
ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT
Article history: Recent studies have characterized the influence of agroecosystems on biodiversity. However, a set of
Received 14 April 2020 components associated with the management of these areas is still neglected in landscape-level stud-

Accepted 17 November 2020

- ' ies, especially in areas of recent agricultural intensification. The resources and conditions provided by
Available online 29 January 2021

agroecosystems to different species are highly variable in space and time, and failing to account for
this variation may lead to misleading conclusions about the biodiversity status in these environments.
In this perspective, we provide a conceptual overview to highlight why and which landscape compo-
nents still need to be better explored to provide an adequate assessment of the agroecosystem effects on
biodiversity. We used a Brazilian heterogeneous intensive-farming landscape as an example to outline the
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components that we believe are important for understanding biodiversity patterns in such landscapes. An
in-depth description of agroecosystems can help us create better landscape-level management strategies
and to design more effective green-way policies.

Introduction

Agroecosystems are the most common ecosystems of the
Anthropocene (DeClerck et al., 2016) and understanding how
agroecosystem type (Fahrig et al., 2011) and management influ-
ence biodiversity (Vasseur et al., 2013) is of utmost importance for
the conception of future green-way policies and conservation pro-
grams (Martel et al.,, 2017; Martin et al., 2019). Agroecosystems can
be defined as ecological systems modified to produce specific goods
of value to humans, such as food, fiber, and other agricultural prod-
ucts (Conway, 1987; Swift et al., 2004). Recently, ecological studies
have been increasingly focused on the effects of agroecosystems
on biodiversity within agricultural landscapes (Driscoll et al., 2013;
Martel et al., 2017), which can be understood as landscapes with
a mosaic of agroecosystems, human infrastructure, and possibly
natural vegetation (Marshall, 2004).

However, mainly in areas of recent agricultural expansion, few
studies have assessed the full suite of agricultural landscapes’
components that may influence biodiversity conservation. Agroe-
cosystems are frequently characterized as barriers in landscapes
(Ricketts, 2001), and the complete functional contribution of these
areas or other non-natural land cover types has not often been
characterized. Besides the compositional heterogeneity (i.e., diver-
sity of crop cover types - Fahrig et al., 2011; Alignier et al., 2020),
other essential heterogeneity components, such as configuration
(i.e., shape and spatial arrangement of crops - Fahrig et al., 2011;
Alignier et al., 2020) and temporal variation, should also be con-
sidered in studies of agricultural landscapes. Further complicating
this issue, the social, economic, psychological, and cultural factors
that are intrinsic to agricultural landscapes are usually not taken
into account, as only biophysical conditions are usually consid-
ered.

Both spatial and temporal heterogeneity are essential ele-
ments of agricultural landscapes (Vasseur et al., 2013) and may
affect biodiversity. The high spatio-temporal variation of the agri-
cultural landscapes is mainly associated with the phenological
cycles of the crops and differences in agricultural practices. For
example, management of landscape configuration that modified
edge density has increased functional biodiversity and yield-
enhancing ecosystem services provided by arthropods in European
agroecosystems (Martin et al., 2019). The decrease in mean-field
size and an increase in crop diversity may increase landscape
connectivity for short-distance dispersal plant species, facili-
tating plant dispersal into the field interiors (Alignier et al.,
2020).

Species respond differently to environmental conditions,
depending on a set of biological characteristics such as diet breadth
and dispersal ability (Bommarco et al., 2010; Ewers and Didham,
2006; Martin et al., 2019). Some agroecosystems may provide
resources for a variety of species (Fahrig et al., 2011) and increase
landscape permeability due to their structural, compositional, and
management characteristics (Ricketts, 2001; Cooney et al., 2015;
Kay et al.,, 2016; Martel et al.,, 2017). For example, in Southeast-
ern Brazil, Puma concolor (Carnivora, Felidae) and its prey use the
resources provided by sugarcane to persist in a highly anthro-
pogenic landscape (Magioli et al., 2014). The use of plantation rows
in some agroecosystems facilitates the movement of some Brazil-
ian marsupials (Prevedello and Vieira, 2010) and Australian reptiles
(Kay et al., 2016).

22

In agricultural landscapes, the interactions among species and
agroecosystems depend not only on the agroecosystem type but
on the phenological crops stage, resource availability, and refuge
effects (Baudry et al., 2003; Martin et al., 2019). The production
system types (e.g., traditional or intensive), management practices
- such as harvest and plowing periods, crop succession and rotation
(Martel et al., 2017) - and agrochemical inputs also affect these
interactions (Bertrand et al., 2016; Burel and Baudry, 2005; Vasseur
etal, 2013).

Also, farmers’ decisions on system management to guarantee
economic benefits (Kleijnetal.,2019; Martel etal.,2017)drive rapid
landscape changes and may influence local biodiversity in differ-
ent ways (Martel et al., 2017). Thus, the full matrix heterogeneity
description and its variability through time (Baudry et al., 2003),
as well as temporal variation in functional connectivity (Auffret
et al,, 2015; Martensen et al., 2017) and the influence of farmers’
decisions and agronomic drivers of crop patterns on biodiversity
(Martel et al., 2017), should ideally all be included in landscape-
level research in agricultural landscapes.

Here, we provide a conceptual overview of which landscape
components yet need to be better explored to provide an effec-
tive assessment of the agroecosystems’ effects on biodiversity from
a landscape ecology perspective. For this, we focus on common
concepts of landscape ecology, highlighting the components intrin-
sic to agricultural landscapes. Our inspiration for this work is
a Brazilian intensive-farming landscape comprising a Long-Term
Ecological Research (LTER) project called COFA-PELD (Functional
Connectivity in an Agricultural Landscape). We also provide advice
for a better characterization of agroecosystems in landscape ecol-
ogy studies and intend to inspire research on yet little-explored
issues regarding agricultural landscapes, in order to aid with the
creation of specific and efficient management strategies and public
policies for biodiversity conservation in agroecosystem-dominated
landscapes.

Heterogeneity in agricultural landscapes

Landscape heterogeneity can be conceptualized into three dif-
ferent components: 1) spatial (composition and configuration); 2)
functional, and 3) temporal heterogeneity (Azevedo et al., 2000;
Burel and Baudry, 2005; Cale and Hobbs, 1994; Fahrig et al., 2011;
Li and Reynolds, 1995). Landscapes with a higher degree of het-
erogeneity contain a larger number of different land cover types
(compositional heterogeneity) which are arranged in a complex
manner (configurational heterogeneity - Fahrigetal.,2011). In agri-
cultural landscapes, compositional crop heterogeneity refers to the
diversity of crop cover types and configurational crop heterogene-
ity refers to the shape and arrangement of the crop fields within
the landscapes (Alignier et al., 2020).

The natural and diverse arrangement of landscape biophys-
ical characteristics - such as geomorphology, topography, soil
fertility, temperature, and drainage - often create favorable nat-
ural gradients for the establishment of agroecosystem mosaics
(Marshall, 2004; Vasseur et al., 2013). The natural heterogene-
ity in the COFA-PELD landscape (Fig. 1) is an example of how
the biophysical characteristics can guide the establishment of
agroecosystems, leading to a complex mosaic of agroecosystem
interspersed by natural vegetation remnants. The north is pre-
dominantly occupied by pasture (Fig. 1A and C, 21.6% of cover)
in steeper slope terrain (>20% slope, Fig. 1B), while the fields
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Fig. 1. A landscape with intensive crop farming in Silvania, Goias State in Central Brazil. This landscape is the focal area of the COFA-PELD (Functional connectivity in an
agricultural landscape long-term ecological project) funded by the Brazilian Ministry of Science and Technology (MCTI/CNPq). The landscape has 33,400 ha and a protected
area (Silvania National Forest) in its center, with 487 ha. (A). Slope map identifies favorable natural conditions for the establishment of agricultural mosaics - high-slope areas
are occupied by pasture, and low-slope areas are planted with soybean and corn due to the farming machinery (B). Landscape cover map created from Google Earth imagery to
identify (A) and quantify the different cover types in the landscape (C). Example of land cover types in the landscape, with small patches and strips of riparian forest embedded
in pastures and soybean/maize plantations (D). All spatial information is freely available in Harvard WorldMap platform: https://worldmap.harvard.edu/maps/peld_silvania.

in the south with mild slope (<8% slope, Fig. 1B) are predomi-
nately occupied by soybean and maize plantations (Fig. 1A, B, C,
and D - 44.7% of cover), which use agricultural machinery that
requires mild slopes (<12% slope). Natural vegetation patch density
is higher in the north than in the south. This pattern is associated
with the predominance of livestock activity, with natural vegeta-
tion remnants providing thermal comfort during the cattle’s rest
period.

Under such environmental constraints, the spatial and tem-
poral arrangement of agroecosystems in agricultural landscapes
depend essentially on landowners’ decisions. They are responsible
for defining the crops and farming systems in place, and influence
landscape heterogeneity patterns and quality, and their decisions
are guided mostly by economic, but also social, cultural, and envi-
ronmental factors (Kleijn et al., 2019; Martinez-Garcia et al., 2013;
Latawiec et al. 2017). Their decisions may configure a rapid change
in the field, thus leading to short and long-term modifications in
the multiple components of heterogeneity.

The long-term changes are related to the substitution of produc-
tion systems, which changes the amount, size, spatial arrangement,
shape, and type of the components in the mosaic, thus influ-
encing its spatiotemporal heterogeneity. The short-term changes
are related to crop rotation and harvest practices, which are not
directly associated with size and shape changes, but may modify the
resources in the mosaic components and thus in the functional and
temporal heterogeneity. Thus, the understanding of ecological pro-
cesses therein requires the quantification of these heterogeneity
components from the study’s planning stage.
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Spatial and functional heterogeneity

Spatial heterogeneity is related to the composition, amount,
size, and spatial arrangement of different land cover types, whereas
functional heterogeneity refers to the quality and amount of
resources that each agroecosystem can provide to a given species
or ecological species profile (Azevedo et al., 2000; Cale and Hobbs,
1994; Fahriget al., 2011; Sirami, 2016). The influence of spatial het-
erogeneity on biodiversity has been shown for different taxonomic
groups and land cover types (e.g., Atauri & De Lucio 2001; Verberk
et al. 2006; Katayama et al. 2014; Perovic et al. 2015; Klingbeil &
Willig 2016). However, even though the use of spatial heterogene-
ity as a landscape structure attribute has moved a step forward,
our concern is that most studies still focus only on the composition
and even on the spatial arrangement of the mosaic components,
describing the agroecosystems basically by crop diversity, amount,
size, and edge density (Bertrand et al., 2016; Fahrig et al., 2011).

Spatial heterogeneity per se does not describe the functional het-
erogeneity related to crop quality and resource availability, which
modulates the effects of agroecosystems on ecological processes
and species responses to distinct landscape elements (Cale and
Hobbs, 1994; Fahrig et al., 2011). For example, tufted-ear mar-
mosets Callithrix sp. may move through rubber tree plantations,
rubber agroforestry, and forests, but they rest and feed mainly in
forests and rarely in rubber agroforests (Ferreiraet al.,2018). There-
fore, rubber tree plantations, while allowing movement, provide no
resting sites and feeding resources for this species, meaning that
these cover types are functionally different (Ferreira et al., 2018).
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Thus, spatial heterogeneity descriptors derived merely from
land cover maps, with no information on ecological requirements
of species, can be less effective for truthfully characterizing the
mosaic quality and resource use in the landscape. In turn, functional
heterogeneity may provide a better approach to measuring hetero-
geneity in agricultural landscapes, thus providing information on
the relationship of crop type and quality to the requirements and
habitat selection by different species.

However, functional heterogeneity is complex to measure
because it depends on how species or functional groups can be
affected by different land cover types in a landscape (Fahrig et al.,
2011). Therefore, it depends on detailed information on species
requirements, such as habitat selection, foraging strategies, preda-
tor avoidance, resting, and movement ability. An alternative to
a species-specific approach is to use guilds or functional groups,
assuming that species with similar ecological requirements will
respond similarly to the different land cover types (Magioli et al.,
2014; Muylaert et al., 2016; Suarez-Castro et al., 2018).

The number and type of resources offered by each matrix and the
farming practices - such as management intensity and frequency of
agrochemical application - can be used to measure functional het-
erogeneity (see Da Silva et al. 2015 for examples with mammals).
Similarly, landscape functional heterogeneity for a given species,
e.g., the red-cockaded woodpecker, can be estimated from the per-
centage of ecologically stable land cover (Azevedo et al., 2000). In
addition, management practices can be associated with the stability
of different crop cover typesinalandscape, thus allowing the design
of afunctional land cover map that couples each crop cover category
to different levels of stability. Therefore, multifunctional systems,
such as agroforestry or shadow cocoa with low input and manage-
ment, can be more stable than more intensely managed systems
(i.e. Eucalyptus or Pinus plantation) for forest specialist species (see
Giubbina et al. 2018). However, for species adapted to open vegeta-
tion, pastures can be more stable than sugarcane or soybean, which
can also be a consequence of the low inputs and management in
pastures.

To better represent the functional heterogeneity in agricul-
tural landscapes, we can convert the categorical land cover map
(Fig. 2A) into a functional heterogeneity map, according to each
species or functional group requirements such as forest specialists,
habitat generalists, and open-area specialists (Fig. 2B-D). In Fig. 2,
we represent the same landscape (Fig. 2A) as continuous resource
availability maps (Fig. 2B, C and D), associating each land cover with
species habitat requirement or preference. In this perspective, the
landscape provides different amounts of resources for species with
different requirements. For example, open-area and forest special-
ist species have opposite patterns of resource availability, since
these species tend to use a specific vegetation type as preferential
habitat. The habitat generalist species map has higher variation in
resource availability because they tend to explore resources from
other natural or non-natural vegetation types. Thus, functional
landscape quantification based only on land cover maps can over-
or underestimate landscape functional heterogeneity depending on
the species analyzed.

Other crop characteristics can also be used to assess functional
heterogeneity, such as the capacity to provide food, escape from
predators, or nesting sites (see Fahrig et al., 2011). Furthermore, it
is essential to consider the particularities of each agroecosystem in
the landscape, including variation in farming management - such as
the use of agrochemicals and the harvesting - and plowing periods,
which are known as hidden heterogeneity elements (Bertrand et al.,
2016; Vasseur et al., 2013).

Although simple measures of spatial heterogeneity can fail to
characterize landscape functionality, there are some alternatives
to make these metrics more realistic when used in agricultural
landscapes. The use of simple spatial metrics such as the Shannon
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diversity index of agricultural cover types through time can pro-
vide clues to successive changes in agroecosystems. For instance,
variation in Shannon index and crop diversity (e.g., field size, crop
succession rate, and changes in crop composition) along different
years or seasons may indicate variation in functional heterogene-
ity through time (Bertrand et al., 2016; Vasseur et al., 2013). Other
landscape metrics - such as contagion and interspersion - are less
used, but can describe the arrangement and composition of agroe-
cosystems at different time spans (see an example in Klingbeil &
Willig, 2016).

Furthermore, landscape composition and spatial arrangement
also depend on the farming system in place (Baudry et al., 2003;
Fahrig et al., 2011; Puech et al., 2015). For example, whereas in
traditional systems, small and diversified farming is interspersed
with remaining natural vegetation patches (i.e., less crop field size
implying to a higher configurational crop heterogeneity), in inten-
sive systems, a large area with a single land use type (such as
pasture, sugarcane, soybean, corn or Eucalyptus plantation) dom-
inates the landscape (Fig. 1). The use of agrochemicals also varies
between these systems, being more common in monoculture areas.
Therefore, for describing the temporal variation in crop quality as
resources for species, we can combine the data on agrochemicals
application per hectare per month with land cover information,
generating multi-temporal agrochemical maps.This can be par-
ticularly important for the advance of landscape ecotoxicology, a
very promising research field that integrates toxicology, ecology,
and landscape ecology at larger spatial scales than the traditional
approaches (Johnson, 2002).

Characterizing the production system type at the landscape
levelis also important for understanding the effects of multiple pro-
duction systems on biodiversity (Gabriel et al., 2010). For instance,
in the COFA-PELD study region, the livestock farming system tends
to devise a higher quality mosaic in the north portion of the region,
compared to the south, where soybean and corn monocultures
dominate the mosaic (see Fig. 1). Agroforestry systems may pro-
vide more benefits for biodiversity than conventional production
systems, but these benefits can differ according to the agroforestry
system type (Santos et al., 2019). In general, agroforestry systems
are more stable and have similar structures compared to the habi-
tat of many native species. Although agroforestry systems stand in
contrast to production systems based on livestock, livestock pro-
duction may be not homogeneous. For example, rotational grazing
is a recognized practice for improving pasture management and
productivity (Latawiec et al., 2017). Nevertheless, rapid changes in
the abiotic environment typical to this system, such as the speedy
establishment and growth of forage species, may have either posi-
tive or negative influences on the population of insects, depending
on the species investigated (Martel et al., 2017; Ravetto Enri et al.,
2017).

Temporal heterogeneity

Although landscapes can be described as static, e.g. by focus-
ing on the spatial and functional heterogeneity of crop mosaics,
they are dynamic, and therefore the temporal dimension must
be incorporated when understanding biodiversity responses in
agriculture-dominated landscapes. The temporal heterogeneity of
agroecosystems may be related to: a) abrupt changes in land use,
e.g. switching between plants with different phenological cycles,
such as Eucalyptus (semi-perennial) to annual crops, and b) short-
term changes in land cover quality due to crop life cycle, crop
rotation (using crops from different families, such as soybean, a
Fabaceae, and corn, a Poaceae), succession cropping (using differ-
ent crops in different seasons) or management, such as the use of
herbicides and pesticides (Vasseur et al.,2013; Bertrand et al., 2016;
Burel and Baudry, 2005; Gallé et al., 2018).
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Fig. 2. A landscape scenarios with different levels of functional heterogeneity (resource availability) for species with different habitat requirements. (A) Land cover map
characterizing the different land cover types in the landscape. (B), (C) and (D) are functional representations of landscape resource availability for species with different
habitat requirements, namely: 1) a habitat generalist (B). 2) a forest specialist (C), and 3) a open-area specialist species (D). Warmer colors in the gradient indicate higher
resource availability. For the habitat generalist, both natural environments (riparian and seasonal forest, savanna and open savanna) have high resource availability, while
crops (soybean/maize) have intermediate resource availability. The forest specialists are mostly restricted to natural forest areas (riparian and seasonal forest), but may also
use environments with forest-like structure such as Eucalyptus plantations. Conversely, the open-area specialist is limited to open-canopy natural areas (savanna and opened

savanna) but may also use the resources provide by crops such as soybean and maize.

The temporal heterogeneity (i.e., short- and long-term changes
into spatial heterogeneity) in agroecosystems may affect resource
availability due to both variation in crop biomass due to plant life
cycle, and variation in resource availability due to farming man-
agement (Fig. 3). For instance, we consider Citrus as a perennial
crop and Eucalyptus as a semi-perennial crop, demonstrating the
changes in resource availability and the use of insecticides as a
management practice (Fig. 3). The fast-growing Eucalyptus planta-
tions drastically change the structure of local vegetation in a short
period (Fig. 3A). Thus, even with low-intensity management during
the Eucalyptus life cycle, this agroecosystem has high temporal het-
erogeneity: in the first stage, it has a low-height bushy structure,
which later evolves into a forest, and is harvested after 4-7 years in
Brazil, depending on the purpose (Figs. 3A and B). On the other hand,
Citrus is a perennial crop and may offer stable biomass availability
during the entire cycle (Figs. 3A and C), since area replacement
is motivated only by pest infestations and by market guidelines,
which can be a long-term driver. However, management practices
are often used during the entire crop cycle, increasing landscape
temporal heterogeneity in a short-time span (Fig. 3C).

Crop rotation is a sustainable and very common farming practice
that alters temporal heterogeneity, and consequently the resources
available for different species (Burel and Baudry, 2005). For exam-
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ple, in the area of COFA-PELD (Fig. 1), soybean is grown in summer
whereas other crops (maize and sorghum) are planted in the same
area after soybean harvest to increase farmer’s gain and improve
soil nutrients. A system like this can lead to a dynamic equilibrium
when used for long time, as different species can use these crops as
complementary habitats in different seasons depending on man-
agement and agrochemical frequency applications (Ricketts et al.,
2006; Mandelik et al., 2012).

In contrast, abrupt changes in the cropping system, such as mod-
ifications in land cover structure from a perennial to an annual crop,
such as Citrus to soybean, can result in short-term high disturbance
level and loss or gain of land cover quality depending on species or
functional group. Management practices may also vary through-
out the year, which can affect land cover quality as complementary
habitat or resource for species. For example, the replacement of
non-tillage by conventional tillage and the use of pesticides may
temporarily disrupt the food web, cause disturbances in the system
and increase its temporal heterogeneity (Fig. 3).

It is important to note that, although natural systems are also
temporally heterogeneous, these modifications are more gradual
and usually caused by natural factors. For example, in highly sea-
sonal environments forests, such as deciduous forests or hyper
seasonal savannas, resource availability may change through time,
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Fig. 3. Long- and short-term changes in temporal heterogeneity in agricultural landscapes. Long-term variations are associated with land cover changes or harvest practices
(A). For example, Eucalyptus plantation leads to high initial disturbance in the landscape when compared to Citrus, due to the fast growth of the trees in the initial years,
increasing the resource availability for species rapidly (blue dashed line in B). After 4 to 7 years the crop is totally harvested, decreasing drastically the resources available
(blue dashed line in B). Short-term changes are associated with management practices used during the crop cycle (B and C). Before harvesting, Eucalyptus may provide
stable amount of resources over the years for some species, which depends on the biomass as resource (green solid line in B). This perennial crop also has an initial intense
management with insecticides, followed by a decrease in their use (red dotted line in B). Thus, total resource availability depends on both the standing biomass and on
insecticide use. Conversely, Citrus is also a perennial crop and may offer a stable biomass during the entire cycle (blue dashed line in C). However, in non-organic Citrus
systems the continuous use of insecticides (red dotted line in C) or other management practices such as understory cleaning and pruning can lead to periodic variation in

resource availability for some species (green solid line in C).

but species may have evolved and adapted to cope with such tem-
poral variability.

We can use multi-temporal land cover maps with a fine spatial
resolution to consider landscape temporal heterogeneity. High spa-
tial and temporal resolution imagery allows characterizing abrupt
changes in temporal heterogeneity and short-term and cyclical
changes, such as crop rotation and succession. This characteriza-
tion must be in accordance with the farming calendar of the specific
region under study. Satellite images have been used to evaluate
the processes of degradation, restoration, and renovation of tropi-
cal pastures (Aguiar et al., 2017). The same approach based on the
estimation of phenological metrics from time series images can
be applied to characterize agroecosystems cycles on fine temporal
scales (see examples in Prasad et al., 2015).

Moreover, Long-Term Ecological Research sites in agricultural
landscapes - such as COFA-PELD - are important to provide detailed
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multi-temporal land cover maps to characterize landscape hetero-
geneity along with different cycles in a cropping system, and con-
sidering short time intervals. Accordingly, when it is not possible to
generate multi-temporal maps on a fine temporal scale (weeks or
months) or to acquire multi-temporal remote sensing images with
a fine spatial resolution (i.e. 0.5 to 5 meters), we recommend the
use of additional methods for minimizing the lack of information.
For example, the history of the cropping system may be assessed by
interviewing farmers or landowners, who are likely to know how
the farming practices and crop types changed through time.

In summary, the intrinsic variability of agroecosystems com-
pels a finer characterization of the production system, including
the description of management practices used throughout crop
growing, and to obtain biodiversity data following the entire
crop cycle. It is also important to understand whether the differ-
ent crop phenology stages and crop management practices can



J.S. Santos, P. Dodonov, J.E. Oshimaet al.

provide complementary resources for species or whether they
only offer risks for species persistence in landscapes. Currently,
several alternatives are available to include such information in
spatial ecology analyses. For example, high-resolution imagery,
such as the Google Earth images available in free Geographic
Information Systems, allows the users to create maps with
a fine spatial resolution (see an example of the OpenLayer
plugin/QuickMapServices in QGIS). Agencies such as Planet
(https://www.planet.com/markets/education-and-research/) and
Digital Globe Foundation (http://foundation.digitalglobe.com/)
have specific programs to freely provide remote sensing images
with a high spectral, spatial, and temporal resolution to research
applications.

Other alternatives are time series of vegetation indexes
derived from the moderate resolution imaging spectroradiome-
ter MODIS with a 250-m spatial resolution. This data type has
been used to characterize double-cropping systems and verti-
cal agricultural intensification (Arvor et al., 2011), and landscape
heterogeneity patterns (Miranda et al.,, 2017). For South Amer-
ica, free series of MODIS images are available to download at
https://www.satveg.cnptia.embrapa.br/satveg/login.html.

Particularly to Brazil, the free online platform MapBiomas
(https://mapbiomas.org/) provides high-quality multi-temporal
land cover maps derived from Landsat-like images classification
(Souza et al., 2020). The data available on this platform are very
useful for multi-temporal analyses at medium and large scales.
However, these maps may not good enough to study landscape spa-
tial and temporal heterogeneity at finer scales (e.g., plantation rows
and trees as stepping stones) or for species with short-distance
dispersal capacity.

Furthermore, the free platform Google Earth Engine
(https://earthengine.google.com/platform/) allows the online
processing of a large set of remote sensing data. The user can
derive multi-temporal land cover maps, vegetation indexes, and
perform other spatial analyses at different spatial and temporal
scales without the necessity of a powerful computer. As presented
above, researchers nowadays have plenty of options to deal better
with spatio-temporal heterogeneity quantification issues.

Habitat quality and edge influence

Heterogeneity matters not only at the landscape-level or when
analyzing crop mosaics. Habitats are not homogeneous in quality,
structure, and resource availability. Habitat selection varies among
species and is an essential factor that explains species distribution.
Therefore, failing to account for habitat quality and heterogeneity
within landscapes and habitat patches, or using general metrics
of habitat amount - which do not differentiate between- and
within-patch characteristics - can lead to erroneous interpretations
about the impacts of habitat loss and fragmentation on biodiversity
(Almeida-Gomes et al., 2016; Hou and Walz, 2016).

Categorical land cover maps may lead to incorrect estimation
of habitat amount because patches with different structures may
be classified in the same land cover class. A detailed description of
variation in habitat quality and functionality for different species,
using continuous and texture maps (see an example in Regolinetal.,
2020) can provide a better understanding of habitat functioning in
agricultural landscapes (Fischer and Lindenmayer, 2006; Ricketts
et al., 2006).

The description of habitat heterogeneity is essential in conser-
vation planning, considering that restoration of a single habitat
type may not maximize species diversity (Verberk et al., 2006). For
example, COFA-PELD includes several natural vegetation ecosys-
tems, commonly found in the Brazilian Cerrado biome, ranging
from grasslands to forests, including riparian and seasonally dry
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forests and savannas with different tree density and composition.
In such landscapes, not all vegetation types are suitable for all
species, and variation among neighboring patches can be substan-
tial because different vegetation features and quality may represent
abrupt variations in the landscape. The quality of matrices, such as
pastures and crop plantations, also vary according to their man-
agement; for example, scattered trees in matrix areas may increase
the abundance and richness of different species groups compared
to open areas (Prevedello et al., 2018).

Habitat quality may also be affected by the surrounding land
covers because of edge influence (Harper et al., 2005a). Edges are
the transition between two environment types, which can be either
natural or anthropogenic. Near the edge, quality can be lower,
higher, or similar to the interior of habitat quality, which mainly
depends on species sensitivity to edge effects (Ries and Sisk, 2004)
andresource distribution. For instance, a species may forage in open
areas but be a nest parasite of forest birds; for such species, pas-
ture and forest offer complementary resources, and its abundance
is expected to be greatest at the edge (Ries and Sisk, 2004; Ries et al.
2004).

Also, species can prefer forest edges, be very well adapted to
urban areas, but avoid agriculture and pasture, as is the case of
some frugivore thrush species of genus Turdus within Atlantic
Forest (Silveira et al., 2016). The interface between forest and sur-
rounding matrices (i.e., pasture or Eucalyptus plantation) shapes the
spillover and phylogenetic diversity of avian assemblages within
forest fragments (Barros et al., 2020a), which may have severe con-
sequences to ecosystem services modulated by birds (Barros et al.,
2020b). Moreover, dung beetle richness and abundance responses
are shaped by habitat type, surrounding anthropogenic matrix, and
distance (m) in relation to the edge within fragmented landscapes
of Sdo Paulo, Brazil (Martello et al., 2016).

The magnitude and depth of edge influence depend on several
factors, including habitat and matrix type, and edge age (Arroyo-
Rodriguez et al.,, 2017; Harper et al., 2005b). Edge influence also
varies among species with different life history traits, for example
between flying and non-flying insects, as well as between native
and non-native species (Caitano et al., 2020). Edge characteristics
also vary temporally due to edge regeneration, crop phenology
cycle and management, and long-term changes due to the replace-
ment of agroecosystem types (Macfadyen and Muller, 2013).

Forest patches may also affect the anthropogenic matrix by
modifying microclimate conditions or increasing natural regener-
ation in restoration areas, a process called “forest influence” (Baker
et al,, 2013). These effects may be of economic relevance, provid-
ing biological control of pests near the patch edges (Macfadyen and
Muller, 2013), as observed in coffee plantation areas in Brazil (see
Medeiros etal.,2019) or increasing pollination services within agri-
cultural areas surrounding natural environments (Ricketts et al.,
2006).

Metrics of edge density or size may thus not be enough for
characterizing edge influence in agricultural landscapes. Metrics
coupling multitemporal characteristics of edges and continuous
boundaries between different land cover types can be useful
but have been poorly explored in landscape ecology studies
(Macfadyen and Muller, 2013). Whether edges result in enhanced
or decreased patch quality depends on the resource distribution
and the ecological flows across the edge (Ries et al., 2004). In the
presence of smooth transition areas, it may be difficult to classify
these areas as either habitat or matrix, and continuous landscape
classifications may be more appropriate (Hou and Walz, 2016).
Finally, multiple edge effects, i.e., the interaction of two or more
nearby edges, can lead to either stronger or weaker edge influ-
ence than single edges, with additive or synergistic effects, offering
additional complexity (Porensky and Young, 2013), which are not
accounted for when analyzing simple edge density measures.
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Box 1: Hypothetical scenarios of how agroecosystem management can affect landscape functional and temporal con-
nectivity. To illustrate gap crossing, we considered three hypothetical species profiles with different gap crossing
values.

At time 0 the more permeable At time 1 the use of insecticide At time 2 Eucalyptus harves-
matrix is the Eucalyptus in Citrus plantation changes ting changes the gap
plantation, allowing a higher its gap crossing to 250 m, and crossing to 500 m.

gap crossing capacity of 1000 thus modifies the landscape

m. At this time, Citrus plantation connectivity.

allows a gap crossing of
500 m, and pasture a gap
crossing of 250 m.

Eucalyptus harvest

/R
(]
I
i
@
-
ﬂ Gap crossing
Insecticide aplication in m— = 250m
Citrus =mmm 500m
'Seasonal forest Pasture = ™= 1000m
I Eucalyptus harvesting " Citrus
M Eucalyptus Citrus with insecticide ====TFarm boundaries

In this example, no management pratices were used in the pasture maintained the lower gap
crossing. However, the management practices used in Eucalyptus and Citrus plantations
decreased the species’ gap crossing capacity in these environments, changing the landscape
functional connecitivity in a short time span. The line width represents the difference in gap
crossing capacity following the figure legends, for a seasonal forest specialist species, where
higher values indicate a higher gap crossing capacity.

Functional and temporal connectivity resources (Ricketts et al., 2006; Taylor et al., 2006). In this context,
even small habitat fragments under massive edge influence from

A detailed description of crop mosaic and habitat quality the surrounding crops may serve as temporary habitat patches,
at different spatial and temporal scales is essential to better which can increase landscape permeability and connectivity for

understanding how agricultural landscapes influence biodiversity. some species with habitat use plasticity (Gallé et al., 2018; Hou
Likewise, the simplification of agricultural landscapes’ components and Walz, 2016).

may affect the estimation of landscape connectivity (Martensen Functional connectivity can also vary with crop phenology cycle,
etal.,2012; Magiolietal.,2016).Inaddition to the distance between farming system, cropping management (see an example in Box
patches, both habitat and agroecosystems quality can provide dif- 1), and spatial configuration of crop fields. In France, landscapes
ferent opportunities to species’ movement through landscapes, with traditional milk production systems have higher connectiv-
both increasing or limiting movement capacity (Silveira et al., ity than those with intensive milk production (Baudry et al., 2003).

2016; Giubbina et al., 2018). Several studies have addressed the Crops planted in rows may favor reptile and small mammal move-
importance of connectivity among patches within landscapes for ment within agricultural landscapes, thus increasing functional
maintaining species movement (see Tischendorf and Fahrig, 2000). connectivity for some species (Kay et al., 2016; Prevedello et al.,
Notwithstanding, few of them have proposed measuring spatio- 2010); scattered trees in matrix may also improve connectivity
temporal differences in permeability among matrix and habitat (Manning et al. 2006). Management with intensive machinery or
types to estimate functional connectivity (i.e., the degree to which with a large number of workers for specific periods of the year,

the landscape facilitates or impedes organism’s movement) in agri- such as during harvesting and management of the stubble, may
cultural landscapes - but see an empirical study with bees in affect species movement and landscape use behavior. Therefore,
Boscolo et al. (2017) and a methodological approach in Martensen all these farming systems and crop management are dynamic in
etal. (2017). space and time and may cause temporal variations in landscape
Structural connectivity based on the Euclidean distance connectivity.
between resource patches in a binary cover map ignores species Therefore, an oversimplified interpretation of farming systems
behavior. It tends to add errors in connectivity estimation due to may affect the estimation of landscape connectivity (Martel et al.,
the lack of information on species requirements and matrix per- 2017). Agricultural landscapes may have a high temporal variation
meability (Taylor et al., 2006). In agricultural landscapes, the errors in functional connectivity, and it would be inadequate to measure

associated with this measure of connectivity can be stronger, due connectivity solely based on a single snapshot (Auffret et al., 2015;
to the diversity of matrix types and species adaptation to permeate Driscoll et al., 2013; Martensen et al., 2017). In agricultural land-
through anthropogenic environments (Magioli et al., 2016; Boscolo scapes, a single snapshot can represent a unique moment of low
etal.,, 2017). or high landscape connectivity, whereas functional connectivity,

More porous matrices increase functional connectivity by facil- which matters more, may have been highly variable to different
itating movement across the landscape and, thus, to access food organisms (Magioli et al., 2016).
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Box 2: Pseudoreplication and autocorrelation in studies
in agricultural landscapes.

A central issue in sampling design is pseudoreplication, which has been
given much attention by ecologists since Hurlbert’s (1984) seminal paper.
The basic idea is that inferential statistics should not be used when
sampling units are not independent. In agricultural landscapes, sampling
plots within the same habitat patch might not be independent, as, for
example, a disturbance affecting one plot will also affect the others.
Similarly, several habitat patches within the same farm may also not be
independent, as they may be subject to the same processes due to the farm’s
management system (for example, aerial spraying of pesticides). On a yet
broader scale, nearby farms may not be independent as land use history and
environmental characteristics among them are likely to be more similar than
among more distant farms, leading to the related issue of spatial
autocorrelation (Zuur et al. 2009, Zuckerberg et al. 2020).

However, truly independent sampling may not be obtainable in
agricultural landscapes. For example, forest remnants are often
concentrated on legally protected and/or agriculturally unsuitable sites, such
as hill tops or river banks. Sampling is also limited by transportation and
access, which may be precluded by landowners. In some cases,
pseudoreplication is justifiable (Oksanen 2001, Davies and Gray 2015,
Colegrave and Ruxton 2018). When some degree of pseudoreplication is
unavoidable, mixed-effects models, which allow the inclusion of grouping
factors (e.g. forest patch, farm, region), may be used for data analysis
(Bolker et al. 2008, Zuur et al. 2009). Autocorrelation is related to
pseudoreplication, and can be described by Tobler’s first law of geography:
“Everything is related to everything else, but near things are more related
than distant things” (Tobler 1970, Dale and Fortin 2014). Thus, even if
habitat remnants or sampling sites are not grouped within farms or regions,
sites near each other may not be independent. Spatial autocorrelation in the
response variable due to spatial correlation in the explanatory variables is
not a problem (Beale et al. 2010).

Spatial autocorrelation not accounted for by the explanatory variables
may be assessed with spatial correlograms or variograms of model residuals
(i.e. after the model has been adjusted) and may be included in the
statistical models, for example using mixed-effects model (Dale and Fortin
2014, Zuur et al. 2009, Beale et al. 2010). R packages for performing these
analyses include Ime4 (Bates et al. 2015), MASS (Venables and Ripley
2002), and glmmBUGS (Brown and Zhou 2010); however in our
experience, adjusting such models can be rather difficult, and we
recommend ensuring independence when possible. The minimum distance
among sampling sites may be based, for example, on movement ecology or
home range size when studying mobile animals or on dispersal distance for
sessile organisms. Importantly, overlapping landscapes do not necessarily
lead to spatial autocorrelation, and non-overlapping landscapes do not
necessarily imply that there is no spatial autocorrelation (Zuckerberg et al.
2020); thus, we recommend always testing for spatial autocorrelation in the
model residuals.

Bates et al. (2015), Beale et al. (2010), Bolker et al. (2008),
Brown and Zhou (2010), Colegrave and Ruxton (2018), Dale and
Fortin (2014), Davies and Gray (2015), Hurlbert (1984), Oksanen
(2001), Tobler (1970), Venables and Ripley (2002), Zuckerberg
et al. (2020) and Zuur et al. (2009).

Social and economic factors

Studies in agricultural landscapes should consider the general
sampling design issues (Box 2), but also farmers’ management
choices that may affect sampling site and time interval. For
instance, the replacement of a perennial crop, such as Eucalyptus
plantations, by short cycle crops, such as soybean or corn, may
affect sampling design or even modify the study’s question. Such a
decision may also affect the characterization of long-term ecolog-
ical processes and the continuous collection of standardized data,
essential for Long-Term Ecological Research programs. Land con-
flicts in areas of agricultural frontier may also be limiting for the
allocation of long-term experiments. Furthermore, access to the
sampling sites also is difficult during intensive periods of agroe-
cosystem management, such as during crop harvesting, which can
hamper data collection.

Educational projects to bring awareness to the farmers about the
benefits of ecosystem services can strongly influence regional land-
scape transformation (Gabriel et al., 2010). Farmers can encourage
their neighbors to adopt more sustainable practices and provide
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experimental sites to develop ecological researches in their lands.
Additionally, farmers may also facilitate the collection of biodiver-
sity data, as we have recently experienced in the COFA-PELD project
(Lima and Bastos, 2019). In contrast, they may also impede access
to areas by restricting ecological research, and hamper the use of
conservation practices when they are not convinced of the benefits
they will gain with the outcomes of research (Kleijn et al., 2019).

Characteristics such as land-tenure security or intensified
environmental inspection actions may hamper access to private
properties. The local policymakers may have an essential role in
supporting ecological research, informing the farmers about the
goals and benefits of the research activities. Local policies can also
significantly influence the landscape design, thus changing key
landscape structure attributes. Loans for specific activities can pro-
mote short-term land cover conversions, while also implying in
landscape homogenization. Payment for environmental services
initiatives, implementation of habitat restoration projects, and
incentives to adopt multifunctional systems can help to maintain
landscape heterogeneity and specific ecosystem services (Santos
et al,, 2019), as recently implemented in the region of COFA-PELD
project. Additionally, farmers tend to be more receptive to the use of
environmental practices when clear financial gains are highlighted
(Kleijn et al., 2019).

Final considerations: challenges for landscape ecology
studies in agricultural landscapes

Incorporating detailed descriptions of the farming systems and
management practices in landscape ecology analysis is essential for
amorerealistic understanding of agroecosystems dynamics, partic-
ularly in intensive-farming systems. In addition to forest cover (see
a concept review performed by Arroyo-Rodriguez et al., 2020), we
highlighted a set of additional landscape components relevant to be
considered for a better understanding of how crop mosaic effects
biodiversity, such as spatio-temporal and functional components.
In the context of agriculture expansion, this in-depth characteriza-
tion of landscape attributes, and social and economic factors may
be of utmost importance for ecologically sound landscape man-
agement programs, thus leading to environmental sustainability
and guaranteeing food security. However, quantifying the influence
of agroecosystems on biodiversity requires more effort in experi-
mentation with sophisticated design, both in space and time, high
technology (e.g., use of satellite images with high spatial, temporal,
and spectral resolution), and consequently additional funding for
research on this field.

The dynamics of these areas are dependent on farmers’ choices,
and generalizations can be complicated since the variation of pro-
duction systems matches the biophysical, economic, social, and
environmental conditions of the local landscape in different parts
of the globe. To future researches, the characterization of agri-
cultural landscapes must be able to respond to questions such
as 1) What kind of agroecosystems and management can be
more sustainable? 2) Which type of production systems are capa-
ble of maintaining biodiversity on a local and landscape-scale?
3) During which periods of the year are these agroecosystems
more biodiversity-friendly? 4) Which landscape elements mat-
ter the most for biodiversity conservation in agroecosystems?
More socio-ecological studies are needed to characterize farmers’
perceptions about biodiversity conservation and their intention to
conserve natural ecosystems. This will be crucial to identify the
main factors influencing local farmers’ decisions to convert the pro-
duction system or adopt new production practices. Knowledge of
farmers’ perception may permit the design of more efficient guide-
lines for biodiversity conservation at farm and landscape-scale
levels.
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Well-designed Long-Term Ecological Research programs that
allow acquiring a set of data in the same area during years can
help us to identify how biodiversity in complex heterogeneous
landscapes varies in space and time for both short and long-term
temporal trends. However, such studies do not offer the same
opportunities to include control areas, as predesigned experiments,
due to the dynamics of the agroecosystems. On the other hand,
these environments offer high degree of realism because a variety
of factors define the characteristics of landscapes.

We suggest that future studies should focus on making detailed
descriptions of which agronomic practices in production systems
can contribute to local biodiversity in multiple timeframes. Infor-
mation related to short-term economic benefits is well regarded
by farmers and influences them to choose new management prac-
tices. Thus, when possible, studies should also include information
related to the economic gains provided by ecological farming prac-
tices. Exploring and correctly interpreting all the elements that
compose agricultural landscapes and their complex interactions is
a challenge that requires inter- and trans-disciplinary approaches,
which can be achieved with interaction and agreement among
researchers, environmental policymakers and farmers.

Conflict of Interest Statement

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be
construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Author Contributions

JSS, RGC and MCR conceived the work. JSS and PD structured and
wrote the manuscript. JEFO assisted with the manuscript organi-
zation and text revision. FM helped with manuscript organization
and FM and ]SS designed figures. AS], MEF, and CS-N provided data.
RC and MCR led the working team, and RC is responsible for the
funding. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Acknowledgments

This work was supported by grants to the research
network PELD COFA supported by MCT/CNPq/CAPES/
(project n° 441278/2016-7) and CAPES/PROCAD (project n°
88881.068425/2014-01). JSS received a CAPES postdoctoral
fellowship and a postdoctoral grant from S3o Paulo Research
Foundation (FAPESP, process n° 2019/09713-6). PD and FM
received a CAPES/PNPD fellowship, JEFO was supported by FAPESP
(project n° 2014/23132-2). RGC, MCR, and MEF have continuously
been supported by productivity grants from CNPq (processes
n° 312045/2013-1; 312292/2016-3; 312229/2014-3), which
we gratefully acknowledge. MCR was also funded by FAPESP
(projects n° 2013/50421-2; 2020/01779-5) and CNPq (project n°
442147/2020-1). We also thank the Harvard University for hosting
our cartographic databases, and make them available for viewing,
analysis, and download, through the WorldMap platform.

References

Aguiar, D.A., Mello, M.P., Nogueira, S.F., Gongalves, F.G., Adami, M., Theodor
Rudorff, B.F., 2017. MODIS time series to detect anthropogenic interventions
and degradation processes in tropical pasture. Remote Sens. 9, 1-20,
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/rs9010073.

Alignier, A, Solé-Senan, XO, Roblefio, |, et al., 2020. Configurational crop
heterogeneity increases within-field plant diversity. ] Appl Ecol. 57, 654-663,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13585.

Almeida-Gomes, M., Prevedello, J.A., Crouzeilles, R., 2016. The use of native
vegetation as a proxy for habitat may overestimate habitat availability in
fragmented landscapes. Landscape Ecol., 711-719,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10980-015-0320-3.

30

Perspectives in Ecology and Conservation 19 (2021) 21-32

Arroyo-Rodriguez, V., Saldafia-Vazquez, R.A,, Fahrig, L., Santos, B.A., 2017. Does
forest fragmentation cause an increase in forest temperature? Ecol. Res. 32,
81-88, http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11284-016-1411-6.

Arroyo-Rodriguez, V., Fahrig, L., Tabarelli, M., Watling, ].I., Tischendorf, L.,
Benchimol, M., Cazetta, E., Faria, D., Leal, L.R., Melo, F.P.L., Morante-Filho, J.C.,
Santos, B.A., Arasa-Gisbert, R., Arce-Pefia, N., Cervantes-L6pez, M.].,
Cudney-Valenzuela, S., Galan-Acedo, C., San-José, M., Vieira, I.C.G., Slik, J.F.,
Nowakowski, AJ., Tscharntke, T., 2020. Designing optimal human-modified
landscapes for forest biodiversity conservation. Ecol Lett 23, 1404-1420,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ele.13535.

Arvor, D., Jonathan, M., Meirelles, M.S.P., Dubreuil, V., Durieux, L., 2011.
Classification of MODIS EVI time series for crop mapping in the state of Mato
Grosso. Brazil. Int. ]. Remote Sens. 32, 7847-7871,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01431161.2010.531783.

Atauri, ].A., De Lucio, ].V., 2001. The role of landscape structure in species richness
distribution of birds, amphibians, reptiles and lepidopterans in Mediterranean
landscapes. Landsc. Ecol. 16, 147-159,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1011115921050.

Auffret, A.G., Plue, ]., Cousins, S.A.O., 2015. The spatial and temporal components of
functional connectivity in fragmented landscapes. Ambio 44, 51-59,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13280-014-0588-6.

Azevedo, ].C.M,, Jack, S.B., Coulson, R.N., Wunneburger, D.F., 2000. Functional
heterogeneity of forest landscapes and the distribution and abundance of the
red-cockaded woodpecker. For. Ecol. Manage. 127,271-283,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(99)00136-X.

Bates, D., Maechler, M., Bolker, B., Walker, S., 2015. Fitting Linear Mixed-Effects
Models Using Ime4. Journal of Statistical Software 67 (1), 1-48,
http://dx.doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01.

Baudry, J., Burel, F., Aviron, S., Martin, M., Ouin, A., Pain, G., Thenail, C., 2003.
Temporal variability of connectivity in agricultural landscapes: Do farming
activities help? Landsc. Ecol. 18, 303-314,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1024465200284.

Baker, S.C., Spies, T.A., Wardlaw, T.J., Balmer, J., Franklin, J.F., Jordan, G,J., 2013. The
harvested side of edges: Effect of retained forests on the re-establishment of
biodiversity in adjacent harvested areas. For. Ecol. Manage. 302, 107-121,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2013.03.024.

Beale, C.M., Lennon, ].J., Yearsley, ].M., Brewer, M.]., Elston, D.A., 2010. Regression
analysis of spatial data. Ecology letters 13, 246-264,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01422.x.

Bertrand, C., Burel, F., Baudry, J., 2016. Spatial and temporal heterogeneity of the
crop mosaic influences carabid beetles in agricultural landscapes. Landsc. Ecol.
31, 451-466, http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10980-015-0259-4.

Bommarco, R, Biesmeijer, J.C., Meyer, B., Potts, S.G., Péyry, J., Roberts, S.P.M.,
Steffan-Dewenter, 1., Ockinger, E., 2010. Dispersal capacity and diet breadth
modify the response of wild bees to habitat loss. Proc. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 277,
2075-2082, http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2009.2221.

Boscolo, D., Tokumoto, P.M., Ferreira, P.A., Ribeiro, J.W., Santos, J.S. dos, 2017.
Positive responses of flower visiting bees to landscape heterogeneity depend
on functional connectivity levels. Perspect. Ecol. Conserv. 15, 18-24,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pecon.2017.03.002.

Bolker, B.M., Brooks, M.E., Clark, CJ., Geange, S.W., Poulsen, ].R., Stevens, M.H.H.,
White, ].S.S., 2008. Generalized linear mixed models: a practical guide for
ecology and evolution. Trends in Ecology and Evolution 24, 127-136,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.10.008.

Brown, P.E., Zhou, L., 2010. “MCMC for Generalized Linear Mixed Models with
glmmBUGS.” _R-journal., *2*. <URL: https://journal.r-project.org/archive/2010-
1/RJournal_2010-1_Brown+Zhou.pdf>.

Burel, F., Baudry, J., 2005. Habitat quality and connectivity in agricultural
landscapes: The role of land use systems at various scales in time. Ecol. Indic. 5,
305-313, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2005.04.002.

Caitano, B., Chaves, T.P., Dodonov, P., Delabie, J.H.C., 2020. Edge effects on insects
depend on life history traits: a global meta-analysis. . Insect Conserv. 24,
233-240, http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10841-020-00227-1.

Cale, P., Hobbs, RJ., 1994. Landscape heterogeneity indices: problems of scale and
applicability, with particulalr reference to animal habitat description. Pacific
Conserv. Biol. 1, 183-193, http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/PC940183.

Colegrave, N., Ruxton, G.D., 2018. Using biological insight and pragmatism when
thinking about pseudoreplication. Trends in Ecology and Evolution 33, 28-35,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2017.10.007.

Conway, G.R., 1987. The properties of Agroecosystems. Agricultural Systems 24,
95-117, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0308-521X(87)90056-4.

Cooney, S.A., Schauber, E.M., Hellgren, E.C., 2015. Comparing permeability of
matrix cover types for the marsh rice rat (Oryzomys palustris). Landsc. Ecol.
30, 1307-1320, http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10980-015-0185-5.

Dale, M.R.T., Fortin, M.J., 2014. Spatial analysis: a guide for ecologists. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, UK.

Da Silva, L.G., Ribeiro, M.C., Hasui, E., Da Costa, C.A., Da Cunha, R.G.T., 2015. Patch
size, functional isolation, visibility and matrix permeability influences
neotropical primate occurrence within highly fragmented landscapes. PLoS
One 10, 1-20, http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0114025.

Davies, G.M., Gray, A., 2015. Don’t let spurious accusations of pseudoreplication
limit our ability to learn from natural experiments (and other messy kinds of
ecological monitoring. Ecology and Evolution. 22,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ece3.1782, 5995-5304.

DeClerck, F.AJ., Jones, S.K., Attwood, S., Bossio, D., Girvetz, E., Chaplin-Kramer, B.,
Enfors, E., Fremier, A.K., Gordon, L., Kizito, F., Lopez Noriega, 1., Matthews, N.,


dx.doi.org/10.3390/rs9010073
dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13585
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10980-015-0320-3
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11284-016-1411-6
dx.doi.org/10.1111/ele.13535
dx.doi.org/10.1080/01431161.2010.531783
dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1011115921050
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13280-014-0588-6
dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(99)00136-X
dx.doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1024465200284
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2013.03.024
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2009.01422.x
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10980-015-0259-4
dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2009.2221
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pecon.2017.03.002
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.10.008
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2005.04.002
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10841-020-00227-1
dx.doi.org/10.1071/PC940183
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2017.10.007
dx.doi.org/10.1016/0308-521X(87)90056-4
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10980-015-0185-5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0130
dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0114025
dx.doi.org/10.1002/ece3.1782

J.S. Santos, P. Dodonov, J.E. Oshimaet al.

McCartney, M., Meacham, M., Noble, A., Quintero, M., Remans, R., Soppe, R.,
Willemen, L., Wood, S.L.R.,, Zhang, W., 2016. Agricultural ecosystems and their
services: the vanguard of sustainability? Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain. 23,
92-99, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2016.11.016.

Driscoll, D.A., Banks, S.C., Barton, P.S., Lindenmayer, D.B., Smith, A.L.,, 2013.
Conceptual domain of the matrix in fragmented landscapes. Trends Ecol. Evol.
28, 605-613, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2013.06.010.

Ewers, R.M., Didham, R.K., 2006. Confounding factors in the detection of species
responses to habitat fragmentation. Biol. Rev. Camb. Philos. Soc. 81, 117-142,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1464793105006949.

Fahrig, L., Baudry, ]., Brotons, L., Burel, F.G., Crist, T.O., Fuller, RJ., Sirami, C.,
Siriwardena, G.M., Martin, ].L., 2011. Functional landscape heterogeneity and
animal biodiversity in agricultural landscapes. Ecol. Lett. 14, 101-112,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01559.x.

Ferreira, A.S., Le Pendu, Y., Martinez, R.A., 2018. The use of a mixed rubber
landscape by tufted-ear marmosets. Primates 59, 293-300,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10329-017-0645-4.

Fischer, J., Lindenmayer, D., 2006. Beyond fragmentation: the continuum model for
fauna research and conservation in human-modified landscapes. Oikos 112,
473-480, http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0030-1299.2006.14148.x.

Gabriel, D., Sait, S.M., Hodgson, J.A., Schmutz, U., Kunin, W.E., Benton, T.G., 2010.
Scale matters: The impact of organic farming on biodiversity at different
spatial scales. Ecol. Lett. 13, 858-869,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01481.x.

Gallé, R, Csaszar, P., Makra, T., Gallé-Szpisjak, N., Ladanyi, Z., Torma, A., Ingle, K.,
Szilassi, P., 2018. Small-scale agricultural landscapes promote spider and
ground beetle densities by offering suitable overwintering sites. Landsc. Ecol.,
1435-1446, http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10980-018-0677-1.

Giubbina, M.F., Martensen, A.C., Ribeiro, M.C., 2018. Sugarcane and Eucalyptus
plantation equally limit the movement of two forest-dependent understory
bird species. Austral Ecology 43, 527-533,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/aec.12589.

Harper, K.A., Macdonald, S.E.S., Burton, P.J., Chen, J., Brosofske, K.D., Saunders, S.C.,
Euskirchen, E.S., Roberts, D., Jaiteh, M.S., Esseen, P.A., 2005a. Edge influence on
forest structure and composition in fragmented landscapes. Conserv. Biol. 19,
768-782, http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2005.00045 .

Harper, K.A., Bergeron, Y., Drapeau, P., Gauthier, S., Grandpre, L. De, 2005b.
Structural development following fire in black spruce boreal forest. For. Ecol.
Manage. 206, 293-306, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2004.11.008.

Hou, W., Walz, U,, 2016. An integrated approach for landscape contrast analysis
with particular consideration of small habitats and ecotones. Nat. Conserv. 14,
25-39, http://dx.doi.org/10.3897/natureconservation.14.7010.

Hurlbert, S.H., 1984. Pseudoreplication and the design of ecological field
experiments. Ecological Monographs 54, 187-211
https://www jstor.org/stable/1942661.

Johnson, A.R., 2002. Landscape ecotoxicology and assessment of risk at multiple
scales. Human and Ecological Risk Assessment: An International Journal. 8,
127-146, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/20028091056773.

Katayama, N., Amano, T., Naoe, S., Yamakita, T., Komatsu, [., Takagawa, S.I, Sato, N.,
Ueta, M., Miyashita, T., 2014. Landscape heterogeneity-biodiversity
relationship: Effect of range size. PLoS One 9, 1-8,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0093359.

Kay, G.M,, Driscoll, D.A., Lindenmayer, D.B., Pulsford, S.A., Mortelliti, A., 2016.
Pasture height and crop direction influence reptile movement in an
agricultural matrix. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 235, 164-171,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2016.10.019.

Kleijn, D., Bommarco, R., Fijen, T.P.M., Garibaldi, L.A., Potts, S.G., van der Putten,
W.H.,, 2019. Ecological Intensification: Bridging the Gap between Science and
Practice. Trends Ecol. Evol. 34, 154-166,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2018.11.002.

Klingbeil, B.T., Willig, M.R., 2016. Matrix composition and landscape heterogeneity
structure multiple dimensions of biodiversity in temperate forest birds.
Biodivers. Conserv. 25, 2687-2708,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10531-016-1195-6.

Latawiec, A.E., Strassburg, B.B.N., Silva, D., Alves-Pinto, H.N., Feltran-Barbieri, R.,
Castro, A,, Iribarrem, A., Rangel, M.C,, Kalif, K.A.B., Gardner, T., Beduschi, F.,
2017. Improving land management in Brazil: A perspective from producers.
Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 240, 276-286,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2017.01.043.

Li, H., Reynolds, J.F., 1995. On definition and quantification of heterogeneity. Oikos
73, 280-284.

Lima, F.P., Bastos, R.P., 2019. Perceiving the invisible: Formal education affects the
perception of ecosystem services provided by native areas. Ecosyst. Serv. 40,
101029, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.101029.

Macfadyen, S., Muller, W., 2013. Edges in Agricultural Landscapes: Species
Interactions and Movement of Natural Enemies. PLoS One 8,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0059659.

Magioli, M., Moreira, M.Z., Ferraz, K.M.B., Miotto, R.A., de Camargo, P.B., Rodrigues,
M.G., Canhoto, M.C.D,, Setz, E.F., 2014. Stable Isotope Evidence of Puma
concolor (Felidae) Feeding Patterns in Agricultural Landscapes in Southeastern
Brazil. Biotropica 46, 451-460, http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/btp.12115.

Magioli, M., Ferraz, KM.P.M.d.B,, Setz, E.ZF., et al., 2016. Connectivity maintain
mammal assemblages functional diversity within agricultural and fragmented
landscapes. Eur ] Wildl Res 62, 431-446,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10344-016-1017-x.

Perspectives in Ecology and Conservation 19 (2021) 21-32

Manning, A.D., Fischer, J., Lindenmayer, D.B., 2006. Scattered trees are keystone
structures - Implications for conservation. Biol. Conserv. 132, 311-321,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2006.04.023.

Martel, G., Aviron, S., Joannon, A., Lalechére, E., Roche, B., Boussard, H., 2017.
Impact of farming systems on agricultural landscapes and biodiversity: From
plot to farm and landscape scales. Eur. J. Agron.,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2017.07.014, 0-1.

Martensen, A.C., Ribeiro, M.C., Banks-Leite, C., Prado, P.I., Metzger, ].P., 2012.
Associations of forest cover, fragment area, and connectivity with neotropical
understory bird species richness and abundance. Conservation Biology 26,
1100-1111, http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/3.1523-1739.2012.01940.x.

Martensen, A.C., Saura, A., Fortin, M], 2017. Spatio-temporal connectivity:
Assessing the amount of reachable habitat in dynamic landscapes. Methods
Ecol. Evol. 12, 3218-3221, http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ijlh.12426.

Martello, F., Andriolli, F.S., Souza, T.B., Dodonov, P., Ribeiro, M.C., 2016. Edge and
land use effects on dung beetles (Coleoptera: Scarabaeidae: Scarabaeinae) in
Brazilian cerrado vegetation. ] Insect Conserv. 20, 957-970,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10841-016-9928-0.

Martin, E.A., Dainese, M., Clough, Y., Bildi, A., Bommarco, R., Gagic, V., Garratt,
M.P.D., Holzschuh, A, Kleijn, D., Kovacs-Hostyanszki, A., Marini, L., Potts, S.G.,
Smith, H.G., Al Hassan, D., Albrecht, M., Andersson, G.K.S., Asis, ].D., Aviron, S.,
Balzan, M.V., Bafios-Picén, L., Bartomeus, L., Batary, P., Burel, F.,
Caballero-Lépez, B., Concepcion, E.D., Coudrain, V., Danhardt, J., Diaz, M.,
Diekétter, T., Dormann, C.F., Duflot, R., Entling, M.H., Farwig, N., Fischer, C.,
Frank, T., Garibaldi, L.A., Hermann, J., Herzog, F., Inclan, D., Jacot, K., Jauker, F.,
Jeanneret, P., Kaiser, M., Krauss, J., Le Féon, V., Marshall, J., Moonen, A.C.,
Moreno, G., Riedinger, V., Rundlof, M., Rusch, A., Scheper, J., Schneider, G.,
Schiiepp, C., Stutz, S., Sutter, L., Tamburini, G., Thies, C., Tormos, J., Tscharntke,
T., Tschumi, M., Uzman, D., Wagner, C., Zubair-Anjum, M., Steffan-Dewenter, L.,
2019. The interplay of landscape composition and configuration: new
pathways to manage functional biodiversity and agroecosystem services
across Europe. Ecol. Lett. 22, 1083-1094, http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ele.13265.

Martinez-Garcia, C.G., Dorward, P., Rehman, T., 2013. Factors influencing adoption
of improved grassland management by small-scale dairy farmers in central
Mexico and the implications for future research on smallholder adoption in
developing countries. Livest. Sci. 152, 228-238,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2012.10.007.

Marshall, E.J.P., 2004. Agricultural Landscapes. Journal of Crop Improvement. 12
(1-2), 365-404, http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/]411v12n01_05.

Medeiros, H.R., Grandinete, Y.C., Manning, P., Harper, K., Christopher, G.C.,
Tyedmers, P., Righi, C.A., Ribeiro, M.C., 2019. Forest cover enhances natural
enemy diversity and biological control services in Brazilian sun coffee
plantations. Agron. Sustain. Dev. 39, 50,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13593-019-0600-4.

Miranda, C.S., Gamarra, R-M., Mioto, C.L,, Silva, N.M., Conceigdo Filho, A.P., Pott, A.,
2017. Analysis of the landscape complexity and heterogeneity of the Pantanal
wetland. Brazilian J. Biol. 78, 318-327,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1519-6984.08816.

Muylaert, R.L., Stevens, R.D., Ribeiro, M.C., 2016. Threshold effect of habitat loss on
bat richness in cerrado-forest landscapes. Ecol. Appl. 26, 1854-1867,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/15-1757.1.

Oksanen, L., 2001. Logic of experiments in ecology: is pseudoreplication a
pseudoissue? Oikos 94, 27-38,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0706.2001.11311.x.

Perovic, D., Gamez-Virués, S., Borschig, C., Klein, A.M., Krauss, ]., Steckel, J.,
Rothenwdohrer, C., Erasmi, S., Tscharntke, T., Westphal, C., 2015.
Configurational landscape heterogeneity shapes functional community
composition of grassland butterflies. J. Appl. Ecol. 52, 505-513,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12394.

Porensky, L.M., Young, T.P., 2013. Edge-Effect Interactions in Fragmented and
Patchy Landscapes. Conserv. Biol. 27, 509-519,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12042.

Prasad, N., Semwal, M., Roy, P.S., 2015. Remote Sensing and GIS for Biodiversity
Conservation. In: Recent Advances in Lichenology: Modern Methods and
Approaches in Biomonitoring and Bioprospection., pp. 1-265,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-81-322-2181-4.

Prevedello, ].A., Forero-Medina, G., Vieira, M.V., 2010. Movement behaviour within
and beyond perceptual ranges in three small mammals: Effects of matrix type
and body mass. J. Anim. Ecol. 79, 1315-1323,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2010.01736.x.

Prevedello, ].A., Vieira, M.V., 2010. Plantation rows as dispersal routes: A test with
didelphid marsupials in the Atlantic Forest. Brazil. Biol. Conserv. 143, 131-135,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2009.09.016.

Prevedello, J.A., Almeida-Gomes, M., Lindenmayer, D.B., 2018. The importance of
scattered trees for biodiversity conservation: A global meta-analysis. J. Appl.
Ecol. 55, 205-214, http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12943.

Puech, C., Poggi, S., Baudry, ]., Aviron, S., 2015. Do farming practices affect natural
enemies at the landscape scale? Landsc. Ecol. 30, 125-140,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10980-014-0103-2.

Ravetto Enri, S., Probo, M., Farruggia, A., Lanore, L., Blanchetete, A., Dumont, B.,
2017. A biodiversity-friendly rotational grazing system enhancing
flower-visiting insect assemblages while maintaining animal and grassland
productivity. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 241, 1-10,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2017.02.030.

Regolin, A.L.,, Ribeiro, M.C., Martello, F., Melo, G.L., Sponchiado, J., Campanha, L.F.C.,
Sugai, L.S.M., Silva, T.S.F., Ciceres, N.C., 2020. Spatial heterogeneity and habitat

31


dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2016.11.016
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2013.06.010
dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1464793105006949
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01559.x
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10329-017-0645-4
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0030-1299.2006.14148.x
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01481.x
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10980-018-0677-1
dx.doi.org/10.1111/aec.12589
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2005.00045.x
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2004.11.008
dx.doi.org/10.3897/natureconservation.14.7010
https://www.jstor.org/stable/1942661
dx.doi.org/10.1080/20028091056773
dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0093359
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2016.10.019
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2018.11.002
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10531-016-1195-6
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2017.01.043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0240
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.101029
dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0059659
dx.doi.org/10.1111/btp.12115
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10344-016-1017-x
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2006.04.023
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2017.07.014
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2012.01940.x
dx.doi.org/10.1111/ijlh.12426
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10841-016-9928-0
dx.doi.org/10.1111/ele.13265
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2012.10.007
dx.doi.org/10.1300/J411v12n01_05
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13593-019-0600-4
dx.doi.org/10.1590/1519-6984.08816
dx.doi.org/10.1890/15-1757.1
dx.doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0706.2001.11311.x
dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12394
dx.doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12042
dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-81-322-2181-4
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2010.01736.x
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2009.09.016
dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12943
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10980-014-0103-2
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2017.02.030

J.S. Santos, P. Dodonov, J.E. Oshimaetal.

configuration overcome habitat composition influences on alpha and beta
mammal diversity. Biotropica. 52, 969-980,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/btp.12800.

Ricketts, 2001. The Matrix Matters: Effective Isolation in Fragmented Landscapes.
Am. Nat. 158, 87, http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3078900.

Ricketts, T.H., Williams, N.M., Mayfield, M.M., 2006. Connectivity and ecosystem
services: crop pollination in agricultural landscapes. Connectivity
Conservation, http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511754821.012.

Ries, L., Robert, J., Fletcher, J., Battin, J., Sisk, T.D., 2004. Ecological responses to
habitat edges: Mechanisms, Models, and Variability Explained Leslie. Annu.
Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 2004 (35), 491-522,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.35.112202.130148.

Ries, L., Sisk, T.D., 2004. A predictive model of edge effects. Ecology 85, 2917-2926,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/03-8021.

Santos, P.Z.F., Crouzeilles, R., Sansevero, ].B.B., 2019. Can agroforestry systems
enhance biodiversity and ecosystem service provision in agricultural
landscapes? A meta-analysis for the Brazilian Atlantic Forest. For. Ecol.
Manage. 433, 140-145, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2018.10.064.

Sirami, C., 2016. Biodiversity in Heterogeneous and Dynamic Landscapes.,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780199389414.013.33.

Silveira, N.S., Niebuhr, B.B.S., Muylaert, R.L., Ribeiro, M.C., Pizo, M.A., 2016. Effects
of Land Cover on the Movement of Frugivorous Birds in a Heterogeneous
Landscape. PLOS ONE 11 (6), e0156688,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0156688.

Souza, C.M,, Jr.; Z. Shimbo, ].; Rosa, M.R.; Parente, L.L.; A. Alencar, A.; Rudorff, BET,;
Hasenack, H.; Matsumoto, M.; G. Ferreira, L.; Souza-Filho, P.W.M.; de Oliveira,
S.W.; Rocha, W.F.; Fonseca, A.V.; Marques, C.B.; Diniz, C.G.; Costa, D.; Monteiro,
D.; Rosa, E.R.; Vélez-Martin, E.; Weber, E.J.; Lenti, F.E.B.; Paternost, F.F.; Pareyn,
F.G.C.; Siqueira, J.V.; Viera, ].L.; Neto, L.C.F.; Saraiva, M.M.; Sales, M.H.; Salgado,
M.P.G.; Vasconcelos, R.; Galano, S.; Mesquita, V.V.; Azevedo, T. 2020.
Reconstructing Three Decades of Land Use and Land Cover Changes in Brazilian
Biomes with Landsat Archive and Earth Engine. Remote Sens. 12(17), 2735.
https://doi.org/10.3390/rs12172735.

32

Perspectives in Ecology and Conservation 19 (2021) 21-32

Sudrez-Castro, A.F., Simmonds, J.S., Mitchell, M.G.E., Maron, M., Rhodes, J.R., 2018.
The Scale-Dependent Role of Biological Traits in Landscape Ecology: A Review.
Curr. Landsc. Ecol. Reports 3, 12-22,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40823-018-0031-y.

Swift, M.J., Izac, A.-M.N., Noordwijk, V., 2004. Biodiversity and ecosystem services
in agricultural landscapes - are we asking the right questions? Agriculture,
Ecosystems and Environment 104, 113-134,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2004.01.013.

Taylor, P.P.D., Fahrig, L., With, K.K.A, 2006. Landscape connectivity: a return to the
basics. Connect. Conserv., 29-43, http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/3545811.

Tischendorf, L., Fahrig, L., 2000. On the usage and measurement of landscape
connectivity. Oikos 90, 7-19,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0706.2000.900102.x.

Tobler, W.R., 1970. A computer movie simulating urban growth in the Detroit
region. Economic Geography 46, 234-240
https://www jstor.org/stable/143141.

Vasseur, C.,, Joannon, A., Aviron, S., Burel, F., Meynard, J.M., Baudry, J., 2013. The
cropping systems mosaic: How does the hidden heterogeneity of agricultural
landscapes drive arthropod populations? Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 166, 3-14,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2012.08.013.

Verberk, W.C.E.P., van Duinen, G.A., Brock, A.M.T., Leuven, R.S.EW., Siepel, H.,
Verdonschot, P.F.M., van der Velde, G., Esselink, H., 2006. Importance of
landscape heterogeneity for the conservation of aquatic macroinvertebrate
diversity in bog landscapes. ]. Nat. Conserv. 14, 78-90,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2005.11.002.

Venables, W.N,, Ripley, B.D., 2002. Modern Applied Statistics with S, Fourth
Edition. Springer, New York, ISBN 0-387-95457-0.

Zuckerberg, B., Cohen, J.M., Nunes, L.A., et al., 2020. A Review of Overlapping
Landscapes: Pseudoreplication or a Red Herring in Landscape Ecology? Curr
Landscape Ecol Rep., http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40823-020-00059-4.

Zuur, AF,, leno, E.N,, Walker, N.J., Saveliev, A.A., Smith, G.M., 2009. Mixed effects
models and extensions in ecology with R. Springer, New York.


dx.doi.org/10.1111/btp.12800
dx.doi.org/10.2307/3078900
dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511754821.012
dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.35.112202.130148
dx.doi.org/10.1890/03-8021
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2018.10.064
dx.doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780199389414.013.33
dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0156688
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40823-018-0031-y
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2004.01.013
dx.doi.org/10.2307/3545811
dx.doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0706.2000.900102.x
https://www.jstor.org/stable/143141
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2012.08.013
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2005.11.002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0440
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40823-020-00059-4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2530-0644(20)30078-X/sbref0450

	Landscape ecology in the Anthropocene: an overview for integrating agroecosystems and biodiversity conservation
	Introduction
	Heterogeneity in agricultural landscapes
	Spatial and functional heterogeneity
	Temporal heterogeneity
	Habitat quality and edge influence
	Functional and temporal connectivity
	Social and economic factors
	Final considerations: challenges for landscape ecology studies in agricultural landscapes
	Conflict of Interest Statement
	Author Contributions
	Acknowledgments
	References


