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Abstract
With climate change altering ecosystems worldwide, forest management in Europe is in-
creasingly relying on more adaptable non-native tree species, such as Douglas fir (Pseu-
dotsuga menziesii). However, the ecological consequences of the increased utilization of 
Douglas fir on arthropod diversity and ecosystem functioning are not fully known. Here 
we assessed how non-native Douglas fir as well as large- and small-scale differences in 
the environmental context, affect epigeal spider abundance, biomass, taxonomic and func-
tional diversity, and community structure in Central European forests. Our study sites were 
divided into two regions with large differences in environmental conditions, with seven 
replicates of five stand types, including monocultures of native European beech (Fagus 
sylvatica), non-native Douglas fir and native Norway spruce (Picea abies), as well as two-
species mixtures of European beech and each of the conifers. Contrary to our expectations, 
Douglas fir promoted small-scale spider diversity, and abundance and biomass (activity 
density). On the other hand, it decreased spider functional divergence and altered spider 
community structure. Microhabitat characteristics had opposing effects on spider diversity 
and activity density, with more open stands harboring a more diverse but less abundant 
spider community. Overall, our findings suggest that increasing Douglas fir utilization 
at the expense of Norway spruce does not necessarily decrease the diversity of epigeal 
arthropods and may even promote local spider diversity and activity density. However, 
care needs to be taken in terms of biodiversity conservation because typical forest spider 
species and their functional divergence were more strongly associated with native beech 
than with coniferous stands.

Keywords Community structure · Forest specialists · Microhabitat variability · Mixed-
species forestry · Pseudotsuga menziesii · Top-down control
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Introduction

Climate induced stress is substantially altering ecosystems worldwide (Scheffers et al. 
2016), inducing changes in invertebrate diversity (Marta et al. 2021), as well as tree dieback 
(Menezes-Silva et al. 2019). In forest ecosystems specifically, management responses to cli-
mate change face multiple challenges trying to balance ecological and economic demands 
from forests (Ruckelshaus et al. 2015; Albert et al. 2020). For instance, the recent dieback of 
Norway spruce (Picea abies) in Central Europe because of extreme weather and spruce bark 
beetle (Ips typographus) outbreaks (Krejza et al. 2021; Mezei et al. 2017) is likely to lead 
to increased utilization of more adaptable tree species. One of these species is non-native 
Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), the ecological consequences of which, however, are 
not fully known (Schmid et al. 2014). Potential negative ecological consequences could 
be tempered by planting Douglas fir in mixtures with native trees, which might combine 
both climatic stability and ecological sustainability (Tognetti et al. 2010). Nonetheless, such 
assumed mixture effects are often not well understood in real-world ecosystems and require 
further empirical evidence (Ammer et al. 2018). This is particularly the case when it comes 
to effects on the diversity and ecosystem functioning of arthropods, which play important 
ecological roles in forests (Schowalter et al. 2018).

A crucial ecosystem function performed by arthropods is top-down control, which may 
be heavily influenced by the diversity of arthropod predator communities (Jonsson et al. 
2017). In most terrestrial ecosystems spiders are the dominant predators (Wise 1993). They 
fill many different niches due to their diversity in predatory tactics (Entling et al. 2007). 
Moreover, they have been shown to lower the abundance of herbivores and smaller preda-
tory arthropods (Michalko et al. 2019) as well as indirectly lower the decay rate of litter by 
preying on decomposers (Lawrence and Wise 2000). According to the “enemies hypothesis” 
top-down control is considered to be positively correlated with tree diversity as a result of 
higher habitat diversity and prey availability (Root 1973). However, recent studies have 
shown ambiguous effects of tree species richness on arthropod predator communities (see 
Staab and Schuldt 2020). Spiders, for instance, have been shown to be more affected by tree 
identity than tree diversity at relatively short tree diversity gradients in temperate forests 
in Europe (Oxborough et al. 2012; Oxborough et al. 2016), where the relative contribution 
of each tree species in the species pool is large (Nadrowski et al. 2010). In this context, 
our knowledge of how native/non-native tree identity affects spider communities is lim-
ited (Oxborough et al. 2016; Ingle et al. 2020). However, it has been generally shown that 
replacing native forests with non-native plantations leads to a loss in arthropod biodiver-
sity (Brockerhoff et al. 2008). This could be the result of structural changes in understory 
vegetation and loss of associated species directly dependent upon the native tree species 
for their existence (Ennos et al. 2019). When it comes to the effect of Douglas fir on spider 
diversity and biocontrol potential in Central European forests, recent studies have shown 
contrasting results depending on stand age, stratum and the spatial scale studied. On one 
hand, Douglas fir presence was found to strongly decrease epigeal spider abundance and 
biomass (activity density) in young mixed-species plantations of a tree diversity experi-
ment (Schuldt and Scherer-Lorenzen 2014). On the other hand, arboreal spiders at the same 
sites had higher abundance on Douglas fir than European beech (Fagus sylvatica) at the 
tree-level, but arboreal spider species richness and activity density decreased in monocul-
tures and mixed stands with higher Douglas fir proportion (Matevski and Schuldt 2021). 
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Data from intermediate-aged Douglas fir stands showed no significant difference in epigeal 
spider abundance and diversity in comparison to native trees (Finch and Szumelda 2007). 
Additionally, data from more mature forest stands is largely lacking, with studies so far 
focusing on a few sites and not including mixtures with native tree species (Ziesche and 
Roth 2008). A general understanding of how such non-native tree species and their effects in 
monocultures versus mixtures influence the diversity of predators such as spiders therefore 
requires more extensive research.

Such a general understanding also necessitates stronger consideration of the environ-
mental context of tree species and mixture effects. At larger spatial scales, climatic condi-
tions have been shown to influence such effects (Ampoorter et al. 2019). At the local scale 
habitat features that are in part independent of tree species identity and strongly determined 
by forest management can play important roles (Penone et al. 2019). Spider community 
structure depends on vegetation structure, as different feeding guilds have different habitat 
requirements (Uetz 1991). The addition of fine woody debris has been shown to have a posi-
tive effect on spider abundance (Seibold et al. 2016). Furthermore, increasing the amount of 
other forms of detritus, such as leaf litter, has shown a stronger impact on spider diversity 
and abundance than altering the plant community (Langellotto and Denno 2004). Lastly, 
changes in canopy openness are known to alter spider community structure (Cernecká et al. 
2020), with peaks in abundance in more open canopies, while functional diversity peaked 
at more closed canopies (Košulič et al. 2016). Disentangling the effects of habitat structure 
from tree identity effects can provide insight into developing more balanced forest manage-
ment decisions.

Here we utilized a set of 35 managed forest stands to determine how stand type, tree 
species composition and habitat structure affect epigeal spider taxonomic and functional 
diversity, abundance, biomass and community composition for three of the economically 
most important tree species for Central European forestry: European beech, Norway spruce 
and Douglas fir. This species pool allowed us to test the effects that the increased utiliza-
tion of Douglas fir in Central European forests, promoted by the recent Norway spruce 
dieback (Krejza et al. 2021), may have on spider diversity and spider-mediated ecosystem 
functions. The presence of the phylogenetically close Norway spruce enabled us to test if 
effects of Douglas fir are similar to that of native coniferous species. This provides us with 
information on how ecologically relevant the ongoing replacement of Norway spruce by 
Douglas fir will be for the biodiversity of associated forest organisms. Furthermore, having 
two-species mixtures of European beech with each of the conifers can shed light on whether 
planting conifers in mixtures would temper any conifer effects, especially effects of Douglas 
fir. Since our study sites are distributed in two distinct regions differing in environmental 
conditions, we can test the relative importance of site conditions and tree species identity for 
the structuring of spider communities. Lastly, by including tree species composition (tree 
proportions and neighborhood diversity) and habitat structure (herb complexity, litter cover, 
deadwood cover and canopy openness) in our analyses, we are considering the heterogene-
ity among stands of the same type to better understand how tree species composition and 
habitat structure may modify or outweigh the influence of stand type.

We hypothesized that (i) Douglas fir monocultures harbor lower spider diversity, abun-
dance, and biomass than native stands, with this effect being partially alleviated in mixtures. 
Moreover, (ii) we expected that differences in local tree proportions and habitat structure, 
that better encapsulate the heterogeneity among and between stand types, have higher 

1 3

1235



Biodiversity and Conservation (2023) 32:1233–1250

explanatory power than just stand type in explaining spider diversity and composition. 
Lastly, (iii) regional and local differences in environmental conditions were also expected to 
play a strong role in structuring spider communities.

Materials and methods

Study sites and plot design

We performed this study on 35 mature temperate forest plots, each covering an area of 
0.25 ha. The plots were arranged in 7 quintets (for a schematic of a quintet see Schuldt et 
al. 2022), covering a range of stand ages, tree proportions and site conditions in the federal 
state of Lower Saxony, Germany (Table S1). Four of the quintets were situated in the higher 
altitude, nutrient rich southern half of the state, while three were situated in the lower eleva-
tion, nutrient poor northern half of the state (Foltran et al. 2021; Fig S1). Each quintet was 
composed of five forest stands: (1) monoculture of European beech, (2) monoculture of 
Douglas fir, (3) monoculture of Norway spruce, (4) mixture of European beech and Douglas 
fir and (5) mixture of European beech and Norway spruce.

Data collection

Spiders were sampled with pitfall traps between 16.03.-20.09.2019. We set 8 pitfall traps at 
each plot in two rows of 4 traps each, with 10 m distance between traps and at least 10 m 
distance from the plot edge (Fig S2). Traps were transparent 500 mL plastic cups with a 
diameter at entry of 9.4 cm and a depth of 10 cm, placed flush to soil and covered with a 
metal mesh with a mesh width of 1.5 cm to prevent capture of small vertebrates. A 150 mL 
50% propylene glycol solution, with an added odorless detergent to reduce surface tension, 
was used as trapping solution. Traps were emptied in 3-week intervals for 9 periods result-
ing in a total of 2520 samples. All adult spiders were determined to species level using 
the identification key by Nentwig et al. (2021), following the nomenclature of the World 
Spider Catalog (2021). After identification the biomass of all spider species was estimated 
by using mean species body length values for both sexes separately (Nentwig et al. 2021) 
and calculating their biomass (in mg) by using the body length-biomass equations of Penell 
et al. (2018). Spider functional guilds according to Cardoso et al. (2011), and the pheno-
logical length (in months) of adult activity (Nentwig et al. 2021) were used as traits for 
further analyses of functional diversity. These traits have been shown to significantly affect 
resource use of spiders and are therefore important in determining their functional effect 
(Cardoso et al. 2011; Schuldt et al., 2014). Moreover, we distinguished between species 
strictly associated with forests (either with a preference for forests in general, or for open or 
closed forests, respectively) and those not strictly associated with forests (occurring in both 
forests and open habitats) or primarily associated with open habitats based on habitat use 
data from Dorrow et al. (2019).

We used multiple predictors to explain the differences in spider abundance, biomass, 
and diversity within and between plots, including stand type, region (northern and southern 
plots), tree diversity, tree proportions, as well as microhabitat characteristics such as vegeta-
tion complexity, canopy openness, litter cover and deadwood cover. We used proportions 
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of the three target tree species in a 10 m radius around each trap, to describe the local tree 
community composition in a more detailed way than the categorical distinction of the five 
forest stand types. Furthermore, since oak (Quercus spp.) was present in some of our plots, 
we used oak proportion to see if it affected spider communities. Tree proportions were 
calculated from maps of the area potentially available (APA; Gspaltl et al. 2012) to each of 
the target tree species (in m2). In APA-maps, the stand area is divided into adjacent patches 
that are assigned to individual trees. Each point in a plot is assigned to a tree by smallest 
distance between point and tree, weighted by tree crown radii, which were estimated from 
tree diameters with species-specific allometric equations (Pretzsch et al. 2015). We tested 
species identity effects of the target conifers (Douglas fir and Norway spruce) and oak using 
their APA, excluding European beech due to high collinearity with the APA of conifers 
(variance inflation factor, VIF > 10). Tree diversity was quantified with a novel spatially 
specific index of neighborhood diversity called NDiv (Glatthorn 2021). Using APA maps, 
this index defines the diversity of the neighborhood surrounding individual trees. From 
these measurements we calculated the tree diversity in a 10 m radius around each trap. 
This allows for a spatially specific, small-scale measure of tree diversity, with higher NDiv 
values in stands with random species distribution than patch distribution, even if they have 
identical mixture proportions.

The microhabitat characteristics in a 100 m2 square area centered around each trap were 
assessed in 05.-07.2019. The percentage of litter cover was visually estimated at the begin-
ning of May, while the percentage of fine deadwood cover with a diameter lower than 7 cm 
was visually estimated at the end of July. Visual cover estimations were performed by divid-
ing the 100 m2 square area around each trap into 4 quartiles of equal size (25 m2) and visu-
ally estimating the coverage to a percent by walking through the quartile, one cover type 
(litter, deadwood) at a time. Furthermore, we measured vegetation complexity in June by 
setting up two 60 cm tall metal spikes at a distance of 30 cm from each other in four vegeta-
tion patches around each trap. These spikes were connected with strings at heights of 10, 20, 
30, 40 and 50 cm. All the points where plant material touched the different strings as well as 
all the plant material that intersected the area between two strings were counted. The sum 
of all touches and intercepts was in turn used as a measure of herb vegetation complexity. 
Lastly, canopy openness was measured above each trap using a Solariscope (SOL 300) in 
July 2019.

Statistical analyses

We analyzed all data at the trap level. Only the distance-based redundancy analysis (dbRDA) 
was done at the plot level. Due to 8.7% of the samples being missing (e.g. destruction of 
traps due to wild boar), and traps being open for different time periods (15–24 days per 
sampling period) owing to field restrictions, spider abundance and biomass were calculated 
on a per trap/day basis. Furthermore, species diversity was calculated using coverage-based 
rarefaction and extrapolation of species diversity (Hill numbers) with the iNEXT R pack-
age (Hsieh et al. 2016). Functional diversity indices were calculated at the trap level using 
the species’ biomass, guild and phenological length (in months) of adult activity. The func-
tional diversity indices used were functional richness (FRic), functional evenness (FEve), 
functional divergence (FDiv) (Villéger et al. 2008), as well as functional dispersion (FDis) 
(Laliberté and Legendre 2010), calculated with the R package FD (Laliberté et al. 2014).
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We used abundance and biomass per trap/day, community weighted mean (CWM; 
average biomass of individual adult spiders) biomass, Hill numbers (q = 0, 1, and 2), 
FRic, FEve, FDiv and FDis as response variables in linear mixed effects models with 
study plot nested in study site quintet as a random effect. All response variables with 
the exception of the functional diversity indices were log (x + 1) transformed to improve 
modeling assumptions. The linear modeling was done in two successive steps to account 
for the fact that forest stand and plot characteristics were not completely independent 
of each other (Table 1). We estimated all models with the nlme R package (Pinheiro et 
al. 2020) and subsequently performed a stepwise selection procedure based on AICc 
(Burnham and Anderson 2010) in order to acquire the most parsimonious models with 
the best model fit. Afterwards, we confirmed that multicollinearity between variables 
was low using VIF (≤ 5), calculated with the R Package car (Fox and Weisberg 2018). 
Lastly, we calculated overall effects of individual factors with the R Package car (Fox 
and Weisberg 2018), followed by a post hoc test of estimated marginal means in the 
emmeans package to test for significant differences (p < 0.05) in response variables 
among stand types and regions (Searle et al. 1980). Model simplification was conducted 
based on maximum likelihood estimation. The final models were updated based on 
restricted maximum likelihood estimation.

Furthermore, we analyzed the similarity between spider assemblages at the plot level 
with distance-based redundancy analysis (dbRDA). Similarity was based on the Moris-
ita-Horn index of square root-transformed abundance data (Jost et al. 2011). We tested 
for correlations of the ordination axes with canopy openness, vegetation complexity, 
litter and deadwood cover as environmental vectors using distance-based redundancy 
analysis (Legendre and Anderson 1999), and region, site and stand type as environmen-
tal factors using permutational multivariate analysis of variance using distance matri-
ces (Anderson 2001) in the vegan R package. Lastly, the indicator values (IndVal) per 
region, site, and stand type, for all spider species and guilds were calculated using 
the IndVal procedure (Dufrêne and Legendre 1997). We used significant IndVal val-
ues > 0.25 as a threshold (Dufrêne and Legendre 1997). All analyses and figures were 
made in R 4.0.2.

Model Dependent 
variables

Independent variables Random 
effect

Stand type Spider abun-
dance, bio-
mass, species 
richness (Hill 
numbers 
0–2), FRic, 
FDis, FEve, 
FDiv

Stand type, region, and 
the interaction between 
them

Plot 
nested 
in site

Plot 
characteristics

Douglas fir, Norway 
spruce and oak propor-
tions, NDiv, vegetation 
complexity, canopy 
openness, litter and 
deadwood cover, re-
gion, and the interaction 
between region and all 
previously mentioned 
variables

Table 1 Structure of linear mixed 
effect models used
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Results

We captured a total of 21,911 spiders, 16,213 (74%) of which were adults, belonging to a 
total of 130 species. Sheet web weavers dominated with 9896 adult individuals belonging 
to 44 species, followed by ground hunters (2729 individuals belonging to 19 species) and 
other hunters (2650 individuals belonging to 44 species) (Table S2). By far the most abun-
dant species was the agelenid sheet web weaver Coelotes terrestris with 3851 individuals 
(24% of all adult spiders; Table S2). Of the recorded species, two were in the Red List of 
German spiders (Blick et al. 2016): Walckenaeria mitrata labeled with G (Endangerment 
of unknown extent) and Xysticus luctuosus labeled with 3 (Endangered) (Table S3). Of 
the total catch, 107 species with 15,897 individuals (98% of all adults) were typical forest 
species. Forest specialist species patterns were highly correlated with the overall catch for 
all metrics (r > 0.75, P < 0.001) and thus we only tested patterns in the overall catch. Some 
exceptions are discussed in the discussion.

Effects of stand type and region

Stand type influenced microhabitat characteristics, with canopy openness being highest in 
both conifer monocultures (Table S4).

Regarding spider response variables, both region and stand type had significant effects 
(Table 2, S5-6). In terms of regional effects, spider abundance (Fig. 1 A) and biomass per 
trap/day (Fig. S3A), as well as spider CWM biomass (Fig. S3B) were higher in the south-
ern sites than in the northern sites (Table 2, S5-6). Concerning stand type effects, spider 
abundance and biomass per trap day, CWM biomass, Hill numbers 1 and 2, as well as 
FDiv, FEve and FDis were not significantly different between stand types (Table 2, S5-6). 
On the other hand, both conifer monocultures harbored higher spider functional richness 
(FRic) than European beech monocultures (Fig. 1B; Table 2, S5-6). Rank-abundance curves 
showed that abundance distributions differed to some extent among the stand types, with 
beech monocultures and the mixtures tending to show a slightly more even distribution with 
lower dominance of the most abundant species, especially in comparison to Norway spruce 
monocultures (Fig. 1 C; Table 2, S5-6).

Effects of plot characteristics

Models using plot characteristics including tree diversity, tree proportions and microhabitat 
characteristics (Table S7), explained a higher variance (R²) on average but had a consis-
tently lower model fit (AICc). The only exception to this pattern were models where spider 
species richness (Hill number 0) was used as a response, where models using plot character-
istics also had a higher model fit (Table S6-7).

Conifer tree proportions significantly influenced spider response variables (Table S7). 
Increasing Douglas fir proportion promoted spider abundance (Fig. 2 A) and biomass (Fig. 
S4A) per trap/day, as well as functional richness (Fig. 2B). Moreover, increasing Norway 
spruce proportion promoted spider species richness (Hill number 0) (Fig. S4B) and func-
tional richness (Fig. S4C) in the northern plots. Lastly increasing the proportion of both 
conifers resulted in less functionally divergent spider assemblages (Fig. 2 C).
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Furthermore, microhabitat characteristics influenced spider response variables (Table 
S7), with stands with higher canopy openness having lower spider abundance (Fig. 2D) and 
biomass (Fig. S4D) per trap/day, but higher spider diversity (Hill number 0–2) (Fig. 2E, 
Table S8) and functional dispersion (Fig. S4E). Additionally, canopy openness had a mar-
ginally significant effect (p = 0.073) on functional richness in our models, which became 
significant (p = 0.038) when only canopy openness was included in the model. On the other 
hand, stands with higher litter cover had higher spider abundance (Fig. S4F) and biomass 
(Fig. S4G) per trap/day, but lower spider functional evenness (Fig. S4H). Lastly, sites with 
more deadwood cover had lower richness of dominant species (Hill number 2) (Fig. 2 F).

Spider community structure

Using dbRDA we analyzed how region, site and stand type affected spider community 
assemblages, and checked if any species or guilds were closely connected to a specific 
region, site or stand type with IndVal analysis (Fig. 3; Table S8-9). In terms of species 
composition, there was a significant difference in assemblages among different regions 
and sites (Table S9). The southern sites were dominated by larger, more abundant sheet 
web builders (IndVal = 0.613, p = 0.001), while the northern sites were dominated by the 
relatively smaller and less abundant ground (IndVal = 0.639, p = 0.001) and ambush hunters 
(IndVal = 0.589, p = 0.001). Coelotes terrestris (sheet web builder) with 3851 individuals 
was the most dominant in the southern plots (IndVal = 0.794, p = 0.001), while Tenuiphantes 
flavipes (shet web builder) with 1644 individuals was the most dominant in the northern 
plots (IndVal = 0.949, p = 0.001). Furthermore, other species and guilds had high indicator 
values for different regions, sites, and stand type (Table S8). Moreover, there was a regional 
difference in the species habitat preference, with more forest specialists in the southern 
plots (IndVal = 0.576, p = 0.001) and more species with no strict preference for forests or 
open habitats in the northern plots (IndVal = 0.949, p = 0.001; Table S8). Concerning stand 
types, stands containing Douglas fir were the only ones harboring spider species with high 
indicator values, with Diplocephalus latifrons (IndVal = 0.386, p = 0.001) and Walckenaeria 
atrotibialis (IndVal = 0.256, p = 0.001) being indicators for Douglas fir monocultures, while 
Pardosa saltans (IndVal = 0.260, p = 0.041) was an indicator for European beech/Douglas fir 
mixtures (Table S8). In terms of stand types, species with no strict habitat preference domi-
nated in Douglas fir monocultures (IndVal = 0.333, p = 0.025), while forest specialists with 
no strict preference for closed or open forests dominated in European beech monocultures 
(IndVal = 0.357, p = 0.029).

Discussion

Contrary to our expectations, stands with higher local proportions of Douglas fir promoted 
epigeal spider activity density. Stands with higher proportion of both conifers harbored 
assemblages with higher functional richness but lower functional divergence. Moreover, 
regional differences in environmental conditions modified tree identity effects on spider 
diversity and were the most important factor in structuring spider assemblage structure. 
Local environmental context, especially canopy openness and litter cover, further modified 
spider diversity but played a less significant role than tree identity. Overall, our findings 
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Fig. 2 Effects of local (10 m radius around traps) conifer proportions and microhabitat characteristics on 
spider abundance, taxonomic and functional diversity. Based on results of linear mixed effect models. 
Differences in spider abundance per trap/day (A) and functional richness (B) in plots with different Doug-
las fir proportion, as well as spider functional divergence (C) in plots with different proportions of both 
conifers. Differences in spider abundance (D) per trap/day, and spider diversity (Hill number 1) (E) in 
plots with different canopy openness. Differences in spider diversity (Hill number 2) (F) in plots with dif-
ferent deadwood cover. Bands represent 95% confidence intervals. Y-axis values show data adjusted for 
covariates in the final mixed models for panels A, D, E. Note that the response variables in panels A, D-F 
were log + 1 transformed to improve model fit. Furthermore, deadwood cover was log (x + 1) transformed. 
X and Y-axes show back-transformed values

 

Fig. 1 Effects of region (North and South) and stand type (Be/Do – European beech/Douglas fir mixture, 
Be – European beech monoculture, Be/Sp – European beech/Norway spruce mixture) on spider abun-
dance and functional richness based on results of linear mixed effects models. Differences in mean ± SE 
abundance (A) per trap day. Differences in mean ± SE spider functional richness between stands (B). 
Rank-abundance distribution of spider assemblages of different stand types (D). Significant differences 
calculated with a post hoc test of estimated marginal means with significant differences marked with 
different letters. X axis of panel C truncated at 25 to better see differences between stands. Note that the 
response variables for panel A and B were log + 1 transformed to improve model fit, and the Y-axes show 
back-transformed values
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suggest that increasing Douglas fir utilization in Central European forests does not neces-
sarily negatively affect the biodiversity of epigeal spiders and may even potentially benefit 
spider-associated top-down control. However, it is important to note that forest specialists 
were particularly associated with native European beech monocultures, highlighting the 
role of beech forests for biodiversity conservation.

Tree identity effects depend on spatial scale

As expected, tree identity had a stronger impact on spider activity density and diversity than 
tree diversity (Oxborough et al. 2012; Oxborough et al. 2016). Additionally, no difference 
between monocultures and mixtures was registered. Differences between monoculture stand 
types were much more pronounced than differences between monocultures and mixtures. 
The main difference was that functional richness was significantly higher in conifer mono-
cultures than in native European beech monocultures. This could be a result of the dense 
beech canopies during the summer which can lower habitat diversity via lower variability 
in insolation, microclimate and herb layer vegetation (Michalko et al. 2021). Thus, these 
dense beech canopies can have a negative effect on the functional diversity of arthropods 
(Perry et al. 2018).

Fig. 3 dbRDA ordination plot (Morista-Horn index) of spider species across 35 study plots, grouped by 
stand type (Be/Do – European beech/Douglas fir mixture, Be – European beech monoculture, Be/Sp – Eu-
ropean beech/Norway spruce mixture). Species are represented by black points. Only species with IndVal 
values > 0.5 for region or site are labeled with their names in italics. Bold text labels represent significant 
(p < 0.05) effects of site and region
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Interestingly, the registered effect of Norway spruce on functional richness was present 
only in the warmer (lower elevation), nutrient poor northern sites. In general, several of 
the effects we observed on spider diversity and abundance were strongly affected by study 
region. This is particularly an issue when it comes to evaluating the ecological effects of 
Douglas fir in Europe, as many studies investigating how this tree species affects biodiver-
sity were strongly limited in their geographic extent (Finch and Szumelda 2007; Ziesche 
and Roth 2008; Matevski and Schuldt 2021). Our study design, with sites distributed across 
a wider environmental gradient, therefore provides a more comprehensive picture on how 
and under which environmental conditions Douglas fir influences biodiversity. Potentially, 
the regional effects we observed could again, at least in part, be a related to canopy openness 
and its effects on forest floor environmental conditions, as the difference in canopy openness 
between Norway spruce and European beech monocultures was only significant in the north 
(Table S10) and canopy openness had a positive effect on all measures of spider species 
diversity (Hill numbers 0–2). The difference in canopy openness between the regions could 
be due to higher drought stress in the warmer, drier northern region (Table S11), as drought 
stress has been connected to lower canopy closure in forests (Pfeifer et al. 2019).

Unlike the plot-level, where Douglas fir had no significant effect on spider activity den-
sity, increasing local Douglas fir proportion (tree proportions in a 10 m radius around each 
trap) promoted spider activity density. This cannot be attributed to an expected positive 
effect of canopy openness on spider activity density (Košulič et al. 2016), as results of local 
canopy openness showed the opposite effect on abundances and local Douglas fir propor-
tion and local canopy openness were not highly correlated (Pearson’s r = 0.148; p < 0.001). 
As this result is not related to any environmental variable we measured and was only pres-
ent at the local scale, further research on Douglas fir’s effects on local environmental vari-
ables is necessary to understand this species’ effects on local spider activity density. These 
abovementioned differences in results from the plot and local scale indicate that integrating 
biodiversity concerns into forest management can benefit from the consideration of multiple 
spatial scales.

Our results of plot-level increases in spider diversity and local-scale increases in abun-
dance with higher Douglas fir proportions add to recent research on the same study sites 
showing beneficial effects of Douglas fir on ground beetle diversity and top-down control 
(Kriegel et al. 2021; Matevski et al. 2021), especially in monocultures. Such results indicate 
that planting Douglas fir is not necessarily detrimental to the diversity of such forest floor-
associated taxa, even when this tree species is planted in monocultures. However, these 
results should be tempered with the fact that planting Douglas fir in mixtures with phylo-
genetically distant tree species such as European beech has some potential benefits when it 
comes to other ecosystem functions. These include overyielding (Thurm and Pretzsch 2016) 
and herbivory reduction (Matevski et al. 2022).

Lastly, functional divergence was lower in stands with higher local conifer proportion 
showing that, even though increasing local conifer proportion benefits the overall trait rich-
ness of spiders, the trait space becomes more dominated by species with similar traits. These 
findings suggest that while coniferous stands might accumulate functionally different spe-
cies, many of these are rare occurrences and the dominant species are functionally rather 
similar. Previous studies have suggested that non-native tree species and species planted 
outside their natural range (as is the case for Norway spruce in our study, as it would natu-
rally only occur at higher elevations outside our study region) can lead to functional homog-
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enization of animal communities because it is easier for generalist species to adapt to such 
tree species (Pereira et al. 2012; Gossner 2016, Schuldt et al. 2022). Thus, planting both 
conifers in mixtures with European beech could preserve the biodiversity of forest special-
ists and reduce functional homogenization.

Local habitat context differentially affects spider diversity and activity density

Some tree identity effects, such as the conifer effect on spider functional richness and Nor-
way spruce effect on species richness (Hill number 0), could be better attributed to micro-
habitat characteristics such as local canopy openness. Local canopy openness consistently 
promoted spider taxonomic (all Hill numbers) and functional richness (marginal effect, 
p = 0.073). Furthermore, it promoted functional dispersion and had a marginally positive 
effect on functional evenness (p = 0.058) showing that increasing local canopy gaps would 
promote most aspects of spider taxonomic and functional diversity. This is concordant with 
recent research showing that increasing canopy openness in stands promotes spider taxo-
nomic and functional richness, as increasing canopy gaps improves niche variability due to 
increased environmental heterogeneity (Vymazalová et al. 2021).

On the other hand, increasing local light availability led to a decrease in spider activity 
density. Furthermore, litter cover had a negative effect on the activity density of spiders with 
no strict preference for forests or open habitats (Table S12). Additionally, the effect of local 
litter cover on abundance was present only in the southern sites due to a dominance of sheet 
web weavers that benefit the most from increased local litter cover (Roberts 1993), empha-
sizing the role of litter cover. This dominance of one functional group of spiders is also the 
reason for the negative effect of local litter cover on functional evenness in the southern 
sites. Lastly, local fine deadwood cover had a negative effect on spider species richness, 
when taking into account the most abundant species (Hill number 2). As most measures of 
diversity were higher in more open stands, it makes sense that they would be negatively 
affected by forest-related variables such as fine deadwood cover (Oxbrough et al. 2005), 
although previous research has shown that such fine deadwood can increase the abundance 
of individual spider species (Castro and Wise 2010).

The contrasting response of spider activity density and diversity to open and forest-asso-
ciated variables shows a tradeoff, with taxonomic and functional diversity being higher in 
open stands with less fine deadwood cover, while stands with higher canopy closure and 
litter cover had higher spider activity density. Therefore, thinning forest stands and increas-
ing canopy gaps could promote spider diversity, while managing forests with higher canopy 
closure would promote spider activity density.

Community structure is mostly affected by regional differences

Spider community structure was mostly influenced by large scale differences in environ-
mental conditions (climate, soil quality). The colder, nutrient rich southern sites harbored 
more and larger spiders, while the warmer, nutrient poor northern sites harbored smaller, 
less abundant spiders. Sheet web weavers and forest specialists dominated in the south, 
while the north was dominated by ground hunters and species with no strict preference for 
forests or open habitats. Between-stand differences in community structure were not pro-
nounced, with differences between coniferous monocultures and other stands being larger 
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in the northern than the southern sites. This could be a result of larger differences in canopy 
openness between coniferous and other stands in the north, as canopy openness has been 
shown to explain most of the variation in spider community structure (Ryndock et al. 2012; 
Košulič et al. 2016). However, spiders with different habitat preferences preferred different 
stand types. Douglas fir monocultures only benefited species with no strict habitat prefer-
ence, while native European beech monocultures benefited forest specialists with no prefer-
ence for open or closed forests. These results suggest that planting Douglas fir in mixtures 
with European beech could temper any negative effects on forest specialist spiders.

It is important to note that our study is based on relatively small plots (0.25 ha) within 
larger forest expanses, which are a mix of European beech and coniferous patches at the 
landscape scale. Such a composition might allow exchange and dispersal between different 
stand types and could contribute to the small observed differences among stand types for 
many of the response variables including community composition. This means that although 
our results are valid for Central European Forest management, further research is required to 
test how large-scale monotonous conditions of pure conifer stands would affect local spider 
communities and whether similar or deviating patterns are found in the forest canopy, which 
might be a less contiguous habitat for spiders than the forest floor.

Conclusion

Contrary to our expectations, Douglas fir, especially local Douglas fir proportion within 
stands, promoted epigeal spider diversity and activity density in both northern and southern 
plots. Our findings presented here, alongside other research that showed positive effects of 
Douglas fir on carabids (Kriegel et al. 2021) and prey caterpillar attack rates at the same 
study sites (Matevski et al. 2021), indicate that increasing Douglas fir utilization is not 
necessarily detrimental to forest floor-associated generalist predators and might potentially 
promote their top-down effects. Norway spruce had similar effects on spider diversity, but 
only in the warmer, nutrient poor northern sites. This finding, alongside litter cover effects 
being present only in the southern sites, suggests that regionally different approaches are 
necessary to promote spider diversity and abundance. In addition to litter cover, other forest-
associated local microhabitat characteristics, that can be altered with forest management, 
such as local canopy openness and fine deadwood cover, emerged as additional predictors 
of spider diversity and activity density. Our findings suggest that increasing Douglas fir uti-
lization at the expense of Norway spruce may not negatively affect overall species numbers 
and activity density of ground-living arthropod predators. At the same time, we identified 
an important role of native beech for functional divergence and community composition of 
typical forest spiders. Therefore, the consequences of increased utilization of non-native 
trees such as Douglas fir needs to be looked at not only through the lens of climate adapt-
ability and other potential benefits such as increased top-down control. We should also be 
cognizant of probable loss of native arthropod fauna, especially specialists, since non-native 
trees such as Douglas fir harbor a low diversity of herbivorous arthropods and feature, in 
general, mostly generalist and common arthropod species (Schmid et al. 2014). Thus, plant-
ing Douglas fir at low proportions in mixtures with native European beech may be a more 
secure option than monocultures when considering the conservation of specialist spiders.

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.

1 3

1246

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10531-023-02547-5


Biodiversity and Conservation (2023) 32:1233–1250

org/10.1007/s10531-023-02547-5.

Author contributions AS conceived the research, DM collected, processed, analyzed the data, and drafted 
the initial version of the manuscript, with AS substantially contributing to later versions of the manuscript.

Funding D.M. acknowledges funding by Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foun-
dation) – 316045089/GRK2300.
Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL.

Data availability The datasets generated during and/or analysed during the current study are available from 
the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Declarations

Competing interests The authors have no relevant financial or non-financial interests to disclose.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, which 
permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give 
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, 
and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article are included in the 
article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is 
not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not permitted by statutory 
regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright 
holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Albert C, Fürst C, Ring I, Sandström C (2020) Research note: Spatial planning in Europe and Central Asia 
– Enhancing the consideration of biodiversity and ecosystem services. Landscape and Urban Planning 
196103741-S0169204619302944 103741 10 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2019.103741 

Ammer C, Fichtner A, Fischer A, Gossner MM, Meyer P, Seidl R, Thomas FM, Annighöfer P,  Kreyling J, 
Ohse B, Berger U, Feldmann E, Häberle K-H, Heer K, Heinrichs S, Huth F, Krämer-Klement K, Mölder 
A, Müller J, Mund M, Opgenoorth L, Schall P, Scherer-Lorenzen M, Seidel D, Vogt J, Wagner S (2018) 
Key ecological research questions for Central European forests. Basic and Applied Ecology 323-25 
S1439179118300902 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2018.07.006 

Ampoorter E, Barbaro L, Jactel H, Baeten L, Boberg J, Carnol M, Castagneyrol B, Charbonnier Y, Dawud 
SM, Deconchat M, De, Smedt P, De Wandeler H, Guyot V, Hättenschwiler S, Joly F-X, Koricheva J, 
Milligan H, Muys B, Nguyen D, Ratcliffe S, Raulund‐Rasmussen K, Scherer‐Lorenzen M, van der Plas 
F, Van Keer J, Verheyen K, Vesterdal L, Allan E (2019) Tree diversity is key for promoting the diver-
sity and abundance of forest‐associated taxa in Europe. Oikos 129(2) 133-146  https://doi.org/10.1111/
oik.06290 

Anderson MJ (2001) A new method for non-parametric multivariate analysis of variance. Austral Ecol 
26:32–46

Blick T, Finch O-Det, Harms KH et al (2016) Rote Liste und Gesamtartenliste der Spinnen (Arachnida: 
Araneae) deutschlands. 3. Fassung, stand: April 2008, einzelne ̈ Anderungen und Nachtr¨age bis August 
2015. Naturschutz und Biologische Vielfalt 70(4):383–510

Brockerhoff EG, Jactel H, Parrotta JA, Quine CP, Sayer J (2008) Plantation forests and biodiversity: 
oxymoron or opportunity?. Biodiversity and Conservation 17(5) 925-951 https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10531-008-9380-x 

Burnham KP, Anderson DR (2010) Model selection and multimodel inference. A practical information-theo-
retic approach, 2nd edn. Springer, New York, NY

Cardoso P, Pekár S, Jocqué R, Coddington JA (2011) Global patterns of guild composition and functional 
diversity of spiders. In PloS one 6(6):e21710. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0021710

Castro A, Wise DH (2010) Influence of fallen coarse woody debris on the diversity and community struc-
ture of forest-floor spiders (Arachnida: Araneae). For Ecol Manag 260(12):2088–2101. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.foreco.2010.08.051

1 3

1247

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10531-023-02547-5
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0021710
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2010.08.051
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2010.08.051


Biodiversity and Conservation (2023) 32:1233–1250

Černecká Ľ, Mihál I, Gajdoš P, Jarčuška B (2020) The effect of canopy openness of european beech (Fagus 
sylvatica) forests on ground-dwelling spider communities. Insect Conserv Divers 13(3):250–261. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/icad.12380

Dorrow WHO, Blick T, Pauls SU, Schneider A (2019) Waldbindung ausgewählter Tiergruppen Deutsch-
lands.: Lumbricidae, Araneae, Opiliones, Pseudoscorpiones, Heteroptera, Coleoptera, Aculeata, Macro-
lepidoptera, Aves. Bundesamt für Naturschutz, Bonn, DE

Dufrêne M, Legendre P (1997) Species assemblages and indicator species: the need for a flexible asymmetri-
cal approach. Ecol Monogr 67(3):345. https://doi.org/10.2307/2963459

Ennos R, Cottrell J, Hall J, O’Brien D (2019) Is the introduction of novel exotic forest tree species a rational 
response to rapid environmental change?–A british perspective. For Ecol Manag 432:718–728. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2018.10.018

Entling W, Schmidt MH, Bacher S, Brandl R, Nentwig W (2007) Niche properties of central european spi-
ders: shading, moisture and the evolution of the habitat niche. Glob Ecol Biogeogr 16(4):440–448. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-8238.2006.00305.x

Finch O-D, Szumelda A (2007) Introduction of Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii (Mirb.) Franco) into 
Western Europe: epigaeic arthropods in intermediate-aged pure stands in northwestern Germany. For 
Ecol Manag 242(2–3):260–272. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2007.01.039

Foltran EC, Ammer C, Lamersdorf N (2021) Douglas fir and Norway spruce admixtures to beech forests along 
in Northern Germany – Are soil nutrient conditions affected? https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.25.313213

Fox J, Weisberg S (2018) An R companion to applied regression. SAGE, Los Angeles
Glatthorn J (2021) A spatially explicit index for tree species or trait diversity at neighborhood and stand level. 

Ecol Ind 130:108073. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2021.108073
Gossner MM, Lewinsohn TM, Kahl T et al (2016) Land-use intensification causes multitrophic homogeniza-

tion of grassland communities. Nature 540:266. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature20575
Gspaltl M, Sterba H, O’hara KL (2012) The relationship between available area efficiency and area exploi-

tation index in an even-aged coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens) stand. Forestry 85(5):567–577. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/forestry/cps052

Hsieh TC, Ma KH, Chao A (2016) iNEXT: an R package for rarefaction and extrapolation of species diversity 
(Hill numbers). Methods Ecol Evol 7(12):1451–1456. https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12613

Ingle K, Kaur H, Gallé-Szpisjak N, Bürgés J, Szabó Á, Gallé R (2020) Winter-Active Spider Fauna is 
Affected by Plantation Forest Type. Environmental Entomology 49(3) 601-606 https://doi.org/10.1093/
ee/nvaa025 

Jonsson M, Kaartinen R, Straub CS (2017) Relationships between natural enemy diversity and biological 
control. Curr Opin insect Sci 20:1–6. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cois.2017.01.001

Jost L (2007) Partitioning diversity into independent alpha and beta components. Ecology 88:2427–2439. 
https://doi.org/10.1890/06-1736.1

Jost L, Chao A, Chazdon RL (2011) Compositional similarity and beta diversity. In: Megurran AE, McGill 
BJ (eds) Biological Diversity: frontiers in measurement and assesment. Oxford University Press, New 
York, pp 66–84

Košulič O, Michalko R, Hula V (2016) Impact of Canopy openness on Spider Communities: implications for 
Conservation Management of formerly coppiced Oak forests. PLoS ONE 11(2):e0148585. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0148585

Kriegel P, Matevski D, Schuldt A (2021) Monoculture and mixture-planting of non-native Douglas fir alters 
species composition, but promotes the diversity of ground beetles in a temperate forest system. Biodiv-
ers Conserv 30(5):1479–1499. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-021-02155-1

Krejza J, Cienciala E, Světlík J, Bellan M, Noyer E, Horáček P, Štěpánek P, Marek MV (2021) Evidence 
of climate-induced stress of Norway spruce along elevation gradient preceding the current dieback in 
Central Europe. Trees 35(1):103–119. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00468-020-02022-6

Laliberté E, Legendre P (2010) A distance-based framework for measuring functional diversity from multiple 
traits. Ecology 91:299–305. https://doi.org/10.1890/08-2244.1

Laliberté E, Legendre P, Shipley B (2014) FD: measuring functional diversity from multiple traits, and other 
tools for functional ecology. R package version 1:0–12

Langellotto GA, Denno RF (2004) Responses of invertebrate natural enemies to complex-structured habitats: 
a meta-analytical synthesis. Oecologia 139(1):1–10. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-004-1497-3

Lawrence KL, Wise DH (2000) Spider predation on forest-floor Collembola and evidence for indirect effects 
on decomposition. Pedobiologia 44.1 (2000): 33–39. https://doi.org/10.1078/S0031-4056(04)70026-8

Legendre P, Anderson MJ (1999) Distance-based redundancy analysis: testing multispe-
cies responses in multifactorial ecological experiments. Ecol Monogr 69:1–24. https://doi.
org/10.1890/0012-9615(1999)069[0001:DBRATM]2.0.CO;2

1 3

1248

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/icad.12380
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2963459
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2018.10.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2018.10.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-8238.2006.00305.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2007.01.039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.25.313213
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2021.108073
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature20575
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/forestry/cps052
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12613
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cois.2017.01.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/06-1736.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0148585
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0148585
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10531-021-02155-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00468-020-02022-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/08-2244.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00442-004-1497-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1078/S0031-4056(04)70026-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/0012-9615(1999)069
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/0012-9615(1999)069


Biodiversity and Conservation (2023) 32:1233–1250

Marta S, Brunetti M, Manenti R, Provenzale A, Ficetola GF (2021) Climate and land-use changes drive 
biodiversity turnover in arthropod assemblages over 150 years. Nature Ecology & Evolution 5(9) 1291-
1300 https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-021-01513-0 

Matevski D, Foltran E, Lamersdorf N, Schuldt A (2022) Introduction of non-native Douglas fir reduces leaf 
damage on beech saplings and mature trees in European beech forests. Ecological Applications. https://
doi.org/10.1002/eap.2786

Matevski D, Glatthorn J, Kriegel P, Schuldt A (2021) Non-native Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) pro-
motes sentinel prey attack rates in central european forests. For Ecol Manag 489:119099. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.foreco.2021.119099

Matevski D, Schuldt A (2021) Tree species richness, tree identity and non-native tree proportion affect arbo-
real spider diversity, abundance and biomass. For Ecol Manag 483:118775. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
foreco.2020.118775

Menezes-Silva PE, Loram‐Lourenço L, Alves RDFB, Sousa LF, Almeida SEDS, Farnese FS (2019) Different 
ways to die in a changing world: consequences of climate change for tree species performance and sur-
vival through an ecophysiological perspective. Ecol Evol 9(20):11979–11999. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ece3.5663

Mezei P, Jakuš R, Pennerstorfer et al (2017) Storms, temperature maxima and the eurasian spruce bark beetle 
Ips typographus—An infernal trio in Norway spruce forests of the Central European High Tatra Moun-
tains. Agric For Meteorol 242:85–95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2017.04.004

Michalko R, Košulič O, Martinek P, Birkhofer K (2021) Disturbance by invasive pathogenic fungus alters 
arthropod predator–prey food-webs in ash plantations. J Anim Ecol 90(9):2213–2226. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1365-2656.13537

Michalko R, Pekár S, Entling MH (2019) An updated perspective on spiders as generalist predators in bio-
logical control. Oecologia 189(1):21–36. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-018-4313-1

Nadrowski K, Wirth C, Scherer-Lorenzen M (2010) Is forest diversity driving ecosystem function and ser-
vice? Curr Opin Environ Sustain 2(1–2):75–79. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2010.02.003

Nentwig W, Blick T, Bosmans R, Gloor D, Hänggi A, Kropf C (2021) Spiders of Europe. Version 12.2021
Oxbrough A, French V, Irwin S et al (2012) Can mixed species stands enhance arthropod diversity in planta-

tion forests? For Ecol Manag 270:11–18. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2012.01.006
Oxbrough A, García-Tejero S, Spence J, O’Halloran J (2016) Can mixed stands of native and non-native 

tree species enhance diversity of epigaeic arthropods in plantation forests? For Ecol Manag 367:21–29. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2016.02.023

Oxbrough A, Gittings T, O’Halloran J, Giller PS, Smith GF (2005) Structural indicators of spider communi-
ties across the forest plantation cycle. For Ecol Manag 212(1–3):171–183. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
foreco.2005.03.040

Pfeifer M, Boyle MJW, Dunning S, Olivier PI (2019) Forest floor temperature and greenness link signifi-
cantly to canopy attributes in South Africa’s fragmented coastal forests. PeerJ 7e6190-e6190 https://doi.
org/10.7717/peerj.6190

Penell A, Raub F, Höfer H (2018) Estimating biomass from body size of european spiders based on regression 
models. J Arachnology 46(3):413. https://doi.org/10.1636/JoA-S-17-044.1

Penone C, Allan E, Soliveres S, Felipe‐Lucia MR, Gossner MM, Seibold S, Simons NK, Schall P, van der 
Plas F, Manning P, Manzanedo RD, Boch S, Prati D, Ammer C, Bauhus J, Buscot F, Ehbrecht M, Gold-
mann K, Jung K, Müller J, Müller JC, Pena R, Polle A, Renner SC, Ruess L, Schönig I, Schrumpf M, 
Solly EF, Tschapka M, Weisser WW, Wubet T, Fischer M (2019) Specialisation and diversity of multiple 
trophic groups are promoted by different forest features. Ecology Letters 22(1) 170-180 https://doi.
org/10.1111/ele.13182 

Pereira HM, Navarro LM, Martins IS (2012) Global Biodiversity Change: the bad, the Good, and the 
unknown. Annu Rev Environ Resour 37:25–50

Perry KI, Wallin KF, Wenzel JW, Herms DA (2018) Forest disturbance and arthropods: small-scale canopy 
gaps drive invertebrate community structure and composition. Ecosphere 9(10):e02463. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ecs2.2463

Pinheiro J, Bates D, DebRoy S, Sarkar D, Core Team R (2020) nlme: Linear and Nonlinear Mixed Effects 
Models. R package version 3.1–148, https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=nlme

Pretzsch H, Biber P, Uhl E et al (2015) Crown size and growing space requirement of common tree spe-
cies in urban centres, parks, and forests. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening 14(3):466–479. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ufug.2015.04.006

Roberts M (1993) The Spiders of Great Britain and Ireland, Compact Edition (Part 1), Brill
Root RB (1973) Organization of a Plant-Arthropod Association in Simple and Diverse Habitats: The 

Fauna of Collards (Brassica Oleracea). In Ecological Monographs 43(1):95–124. https://doi.
org/10.2307/1942161

1 3

1249

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2021.119099
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2021.119099
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2020.118775
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2020.118775
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ece3.5663
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ece3.5663
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2017.04.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.13537
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.13537
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00442-018-4313-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2010.02.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2012.01.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2016.02.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2005.03.040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2005.03.040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1636/JoA-S-17-044.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.2463
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.2463
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=nlme
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2015.04.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2015.04.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1942161
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1942161


Biodiversity and Conservation (2023) 32:1233–1250

Ruckelshaus M, McKenzie E, Tallis H et al (2015) Notes from the field: Lessons learned from using ecosys-
tem service approaches to inform real-world decisions. Ecol Econ 115:11–21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ecolecon.2013.07.009

Ryndock JA, Stratton GE, Brewer JS, Holland MM (2012) Differences in spider community composition 
among adjacent sites during initial stages of oak woodland restoration. Restor Ecol 20(1):24–32. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1526-100X.2011.00797.x

Scheffers BR, Meester L, Bridge TCL et al (2016) The broad footprint of climate change from genes to 
biomes to people. Sci (New York N Y) 354:6313. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaf7671

Schmid M, Pautasso M, Holdenrieder O (2014) Ecological consequences of Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga men-
ziesii) cultivation in Europe. Eur J Forest Res 133(1):13–29. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10342-013-0745-7

Schowalter TD, Noriega JA, Tscharntke T (2018) Insect effects on ecosystem services—Introduction. In 
Basic and Applied Ecology 26:1–7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2017.09.011 Schuldt A, Bruelheide 
H, Durka W, Michalski SG, Purschke O, Assmann T (2014) Tree diversity promotes functional dis-
similarity and maintains functional richness despite species loss in predator assemblages. In Oecologia 
174(2):533–543. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00442-013-2790-9

Schuldt A, Huke P, Glatthorn J, Hagge J, Wildermuth B, Matevski D (2022) Tree mixtures mediate negative 
effects of introduced tree species on bird taxonomic and functional diversity. J Appl Ecol. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1365-2664.14300

Schuldt A, Scherer-Lorenzen M (2014) Non-native tree species (Pseudotsuga menziesii) strongly decreases 
predator biomass and abundance in mixed-species plantations of a tree diversity experiment. For Ecol 
Manag 327:10–17. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2014.04.036

Searle SR, Speed FM, Milliken GA (1980) Population marginal means in the Linear Model: an alternative to 
least Squares Means. Am Stat 34(4):216–221. doi: https://doi.org/10.1080/00031305.1980.10483031

Seibold S, Bässler C, Baldrian P et al (2016) Dead-wood addition promotes non-saproxylic epigeal arthro-
pods but effects are mediated by canopy openness. Biol Conserv 204:181–188. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
biocon.2016.09.031

Seibold S, Gossner MM, Simons NK et al (2019) Arthropod decline in grasslands and forests is associated 
with landscape-level drivers. Nature 574(7780):671–674. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1684-3

Staab M, Schuldt A (2020) The influence of Tree Diversity on Natural Enemies—a review of the “Enemies” 
hypothesis in forests. Curr Forestry Rep 6(4):243–259. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40725-020-00123-6

Thurm EA, Pretzsch H (2016) Improved productivity and modified tree morphology of mixed versus pure 
stands of european beech (Fagus sylvatica) and Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) with increasing 
precipitation and age. Ann For Sci 73(4):1047–1061. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13595-016-0588-8

Tognetti PM, Chaneton EJ, Omacini M, Trebino HJ, León RJC (2010) Exotic vs. native plant dominance over 
20 years of old-field succession on set-aside farmland in Argentina. Biol Conserv 143(11):2494–2503. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.06.016

Uetz GW (1991) Habitat structure and spider foraging. In: Bell SS, McCoy ED, Mushinsky HR (eds) Habitat 
structure. Springer Netherlands, Dordrecht, pp 325–348

Villéger S, Mason NWH, Mouillot D (2008) New multidimensional functional diversity indices for a multi-
faceted framework in functional ecology. Ecology 89(8):2290–2301. https://doi.org/10.1890/07-1206.1

Vymazalová P, Košulič O, Hamřík T, Šipoš J, Hédl R (2021) Positive impact of traditional coppicing res-
toration on biodiversity of ground-dwelling spiders in a protected lowland forest. Forest Ecology and 
Management 490119084-S0378112721001730 119084 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2021.119084 

Wise DH (1993) Spiders in ecological webs. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
World Spider Catalog (2021) World Spider Catalog. Version 22.5. Natural History Museum Bern, online at 

http://wsc.nmbe.ch, accessed on 09.12.2021
Ziesche TM, Roth M (2008) Influence of environmental parameters on small-scale distribution of soil-

dwelling spiders in forests: what makes the difference, tree species or microhabitat? For Ecol Manag 
255(3–4):738–752. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2007.09.060

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

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds exclusive rights to this article under a 
publishing agreement with the author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted manu-
script version of this article is solely governed by the terms of such publishing agreement and applicable law.

1 3

1250

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2013.07.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2013.07.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1526-100X.2011.00797.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1526-100X.2011.00797.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aaf7671
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10342-013-0745-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2017.09.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.14300
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.14300
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2014.04.036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00031305.1980.10483031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.09.031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.09.031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-019-1684-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40725-020-00123-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13595-016-0588-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.06.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/07-1206.1
http://wsc.nmbe.ch
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2007.09.060

	Non-native Douglas fir promotes epigeal spider density, but has a mixed effect on functional diversity
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Study sites and plot design
	Data collection
	Statistical analyses

	Results
	Effects of stand type and region
	Effects of plot characteristics
	Spider community structure

	Discussion
	Tree identity effects depend on spatial scale
	Local habitat context differentially affects spider diversity and activity density
	Community structure is mostly affected by regional differences

	Conclusion
	References


