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Abstract: The degree of completeness of large-scale floristic inventories is often difficult to judge.
We compared prior vascular plant species inventories of the Mediterranean island of Limnos
(North Aegean, Greece) with 231 recent records from 2016–2021. Together with the recent records, the
known number of vascular plant species on the island is 960 native taxa, 63 established neophytes,
and 27 species of as yet casual status for a total of 1050 taxa. We looked at a number of traits (plant
family, size, flower color, perceptibility, habitat, reproduction period, rarity, and status) to investigate
whether they were overrepresented in the dataset of the newly found taxa. Overrepresentation was
found in some plant families (e.g., Poaceae and Chenopodiaceae) and for traits such as hydrophytic
life form, unobtrusive flower color, coastal as well as agricultural and ruderal habitats, and late
(summer/autumn) reproduction period. Apart from the well-known fact of esthetic bias, we found
evidence for ecological and perceptibility biases. Plant species inventories based on prior piece-
meal collated data should focus on regionally specific species groups and underrepresented and
rare habitats.

Keywords: Aegean flora; floristic survey; Mediterranean island; perceptibility; habitat; plant traits;
rarity

1. Introduction

Assessing species diversity has been one of the earliest and still major goals in natural
history research, conservation science, and biogeography [1,2]. However, detection errors
and imperfect detection may compromise the results of species distribution studies and
limit effective conservation management [3,4]. Among the major issues in species diversity
assessment is data quality: How complete are the data, and how big is the error to be consid-
ered in terms of imperfect detection [3], phantom species, and “hidden diversity” [5,6]? The
advantages of objective (nonpreferential) sampling of the presence and absence of species,
of improved species detection, and of cross-validation procedures have been emphasized in
numerous studies (e.g., [7–11]), but even in standardized monitoring programs imperfect
detection of plants is common [3,12].

Most large-scale plant inventories such as of islands are based on unsystematically col-
lated data of heterogeneous spatial precision and detection capability by various observers.
Between-observer variation and sampling bias are the rule rather than the exception [3,13].
Plant species detectability depends on a combination of factors, including species mor-
phology, ecology and rarity, spatial (habitat density and habitat suitability) and temporal
variation (season, phenology, and disturbance), observer skills, detection method, and
timing and effort of the survey [3,4,14,15]. Some of these factors and especially observer
experience are hard to quantify, and standardization may not always be effective when
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recording rare species [13,16]. Skilled botanists look for species of particular interest in sites
where they sense a priori that they may occur.

With its 480 km2, Limnos is the 8th largest island in the Aegean Sea and the largest of
the North Aegean islands. Somewhat surprisingly, it ranked merely 20th in terms of species
numbers among the Aegean islands [17], and only the most recent survey [18] prompted
an upgrade to island number 12 in species richness. In terms of floristic knowledge,
Strid [17] classified Limnos among “the more poorly explored” islands “with perhaps
20–25% [species] to be added”. The rather uniform geology and in contrast to other Aegean
islands the low relief (the highest summits of the island reach only just above 400 m) in
addition to the scarceness of forests and cliff habitats are among the most plausible factors
for the relatively low overall species richness of Limnos.

The botanical exploration of Limnos started with the renowned Austrian botanist K.H.
Rechinger [19,20]. Since then, various workers have contributed to the knowledge of the
island’s flora, with different aims and backgrounds, e.g., [21] (vegetation survey), [22] (trees
and shrubs), [23] (orchids), [24] (entire flora), [25] (crops and crop wild relatives), and [26]
(summer and ruderal flora), as well as several minor contributions published by [27–33]
and others, summing up the species number to 817 taxa [17]. Our own records between
2016 and 2021 provided further 231 species, an addition of 28% [18]. Such erratic history of
research over a whole century is not untypical in regional floristics in Europe, but it renders
it difficult to assess the research intensity and the degree of floristic coverage.

In view of the miscellaneous approaches by former collectors, our intention at the begin-
ning was not inventorying the plant species of Limnos, and our approach was as preferential
as the sampling before. But the number of newly found species was surprisingly high, which
is why we wanted to know if patterns can be revealed in the set of newly found species.

Specifically, our aims are to explore (a) whether there are differences in traits between
the previously known taxa and the newly detected ones, (b) which species are prone to
disregard, and (c) which characteristics make plant species particularly neglectable in a
Mediterranean island setting. We further related our findings to the question of the extent to
which skills and observer experience and sampling effort contribute to the new detections.

2. Materials and Methods

The present study is based on historical and recent floristic surveys for the island of
Limnos—historical data included in the previous floristic milestones by [17,24] and new
data as described in the floristic update by [18]. Most historical data reported as new in the
inventory by [24] were collected between 1989 and 1997 during 24 days of field work (2 days
in March, 3 in April, 12 in May, 3 in June, and 4 days in November) by four researchers.
The new data were collected by the authors in 2016 and 2018–2021 in spring (21 days in
April and 40 days in May) and autumn (4 days at the end of September and 18 days in
October). The authors formed two independent groups, somewhat in a complementary
way, one focused on the vegetation of the predominant agropastoral landscapes (Bergmeier,
Meyer, and Panitsa) and the other searched for plants as a leisure activity in special places
and habitats (Krause and Ristow). A stratified sampling strategy (e.g., [11]) covering the
entire island was not attempted and was beyond our scope.

We created a floristic catalogue including the names of all plant taxa registered for
the island of Limnos, as well as life forms, size (height), flower color, reproduction period
(flowering and/or fruiting), perceptibility, rarity (abundance on the island of Limnos),
status (native on Limnos or non-native, the latter mostly neophytes), and broad habitat
preferences. Of the 231 newly reported taxa, 14 were considered nonestablished (compared
to 24 such taxa in the former inventories). They were not included in the analyses, since
we believe that casuals follow different patterns than established species. New casuals
comprise less than 2% of the flora, but more than 1/3 of the total nonestablished flora.
Established non-native taxa were included in the database to be analyzed. Twenty-one taxa
(c. 2%) were not mentioned but noted in another name or taxon concept. Mere taxonomic
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specifications of aggregates or subspecies were disregarded. Taxonomy, life form, chorology,
status categories, and habitat preferences followed Dimopoulos et al. [34–36].

We used the following main Life forms for the floristic analysis: phanerophytes (P),
chamaephytes (Ch), hemicryptophytes (H), geophytes (G), therophytes (T), and hydrophytes
(Aq). The Size (height) of the plant taxa was classified as vs.: very small < 0.05 m, s: small
0.5–0.15 m, m: medium 0.15–0.5 m, l: large 0.5–1.8 m, vl: very large > 1.8 m. Flower colors
were grouped as blue, greenish-unobtrusive (incl. brown-black-grey), pink-purple (incl. vio-
let), red, white (incl. cream), and yellow (incl. orange). The Reproduction (flowering) period
was recognized as: w-winter to early spring, s-mid-late spring and a-summer and autumn.
Perceptibility highlighted several plant groups, which are commonly neglected or undercol-
lected in the field, such as “thistles” (prickly plants not easy to handle), graminoids (species
with grass-like appearance, mainly Cyperaceae, Juncaceae, and Poaceae), yellow-flowering
Asteraceae (this and the previous group with often concealed characters), hydrophytes (highly
variable and sometimes difficult to access), and shrub/tree (incl. woody lianas) (commonly
encountered only vegetatively). Rarity–the abundance on the island of Limnos was classified,
based on dot density [17] and chiefly on own collection and observation data, as: 5–Abundant,
taxa common in numerous sites of the island, 4–Scattered, taxa widely scattered in many sites
or sometimes abundant, 3–Sparse, taxa constantly sparse or locally gregarious in several sites,
2–Rare, taxa sparse or locally gregarious but restricted to a few sites and 1–Very rare, taxa
rare in only 1–2 sites of the island. Habitat preferences were grouped as: A-Freshwater habi-
tats (including seasonally inundated), C-Cliffs, rocks, walls, ravines, boulders, G-Temperate
and submediterranean grasslands, M-Coastal habitats, P-Xeric Mediterranean phrygana and
grasslands, R-Agricultural and ruderal habitats, W-Woodlands and scrub [35].

To test the similarities and differences between the two data subsets—the previously
already known plant taxa and the newly recorded ones—we calculated the Sørensen
dissimilarity index (βSOR) formulated as:[

∑i<j min
(
bij, bji

)]
[∑i Si − ST ] +

[
∑i<j min

(
bij, bji

)]
where Si is the total number of taxa in site i, ST is the total number of taxa in all sites
considered together, and bij, bji are the number of taxa exclusive to sites i and j, respectively,
when compared in pairs [37].

3. Results

The update of the phytodiversity of Limnos revealed a high number of newly detected
taxa not previously known to occur on the island [18]. While most of the newly recorded
taxa were found in spring (73.5% in April and May), a considerable proportion was collected
during autumn (26.5% in September and October) (Figure 1). About 10% of the newly
recorded plant species are established neophytes (as opposed to 6% neophytes among the
previously known species) of which 50% were detected during autumn fieldwork.

More than half of all taxa (53%) belong to seven plant families: Poaceae, Asteraceae,
Fabaceae, Caryophyllaceae, Brassicaceae, Apiaceae, and Lamiaceae. These families are
represented by 67.5% among the newly detected taxa and by 50.5% among the formerly
known ones. Seven plant families (Rutaceae, Sapindaceae, Cymodoceaceae, Haloragaceae,
Molluginaceae, Posidoniaceae, and Zosteraceae), each with one species, were represented
only among the new records but not in the previously known flora.
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Figure 1. Number of newly detected taxa and their first collection time period. Autumn (orange
bars), spring (green bars).

The Convolvulaceae, Chenopodiaceae, Malvaceae, Poaceae, Boraginaceae, Polygo-
naceae, Ranunculaceae, and Rubiaceae occurred with higher proportions among the newly
detected taxa than among the previously known flora, in contrast to other species-rich
plant families such as Juncaceae, Orchidaceae, Euphorbiaceae, Geraniaceae, Brassicaceae,
Fabaceae, Veronicaceae, Caryophyllaceae, Lamiaceae, Asteraceae, and Cyperaceae, which
were underrepresented among the newly detected species (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Proportions of newly detected taxa related to the total number of taxa of the families (blue
bars), total taxon numbers (above bars) in the most species-rich plant families in the flora of Limnos,
and the proportion of newly detected species across all families (horizontal line, 28%).

The newly detected taxa belong to 164 genera of which 56 were not formerly known for
the flora of Limnos. The newly found genera include 13 genera of Poaceae, 7 of Asteraceae, 7
of Apiaceae, 3 of Chenopodiaceae, 2 genera each of Polygonaceae, Malvaceae, Brassicaceae,
Caryophyllaceae, and Ranunculaceae; and 13 genera of 13 other families.
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Therophytes predominate in the flora of Limnos with 55.8% (of which 12.5% were
newly detected) followed by hemicryptophytes 20.5% (4.1% newly detected). Although
newly found hydrophytes were few, they added almost 46% to this life form proportion
(Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Percentages of life forms of newly detected (blue bars), of previously known taxa (orange
bars), and of the whole flora (green squares). Aq = hydrophytes, Ch = chamaephytes, G = geophytes,
H = hemicryptophytes, P = phanerophytes, and T = therophytes.

Newly detected taxa comprised mainly medium-sized plants (52,5%), followed by
small (22.5%), large (16.7%), very large (4.9%), and very small taxa (3.4%) (Figure 4).
However, the newly detected taxa of large-sized plants were found to represent 27.9% of
all the large-sized ones, and the newly detected taxa of very small-sized plants represent
36.8% of all very small-sized ones, both have distinctly higher proportions than among the
earlier known taxa.
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Figure 4. Percentages of plant size groups (height) of newly detected taxa (blue bars), of previously
known taxa (orange bars), and of the whole flora (green squares). vs.: very small < 0.05 m, s: small
0.5–0.15 m, m: medium 0.15–0.5 m, l: large 0.5–1.8 m, and vl: very large > 1.8.

Concerning the trends of the proportions of plant size in different life form categories,
newly detected taxa include small and medium-sized hydrophytes and higher percentages
of very large geophytes and hemicryptophytes and also higher percentages of very small
and large therophytes than former ones (Supplementary Figure S1).

Plants with greenish-unobtrusive flowers dominate in the flora (34%), followed
by pink-purple-(24.8%) and yellow-flowered plants (21.7%). Plant taxa with greenish-
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unobtrusive flowers presented the higher proportion among the newly detected species
(42.8%) followed by those with yellow flowers (20.9%), (Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Percentages of different flower colors of newly detected taxa (blue bars), of previously
known taxa (orange bars), and of the whole flora (green squares).

Graminoids and hydrophytes were represented by higher proportions among the
newly detected taxa than among the previously known taxa. Yellow-flowering Asteraceae
had rather similar proportions (Figure 6a). Newly detected graminoids represented 29.8%
of all graminoids, newly detected water plants 60% of all water plants, newly detected
yellow-flowering Asteraceae 24.4% of all yellow-flowering Asteraceae, and newly detected
thistles 16.6% of all thistles registered.
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Figure 6. (a) Proportions of species groups suspectedly neglected among the newly detected taxa (blue
bars), the previously known taxa (orange bars), and the whole flora (green squares); (b) proportions
of taxa in different reproduction periods: newly detected (blue bars), previously known (orange bars),
and whole flora (green squares). w-winter to early spring, s-mid-late spring, a-summer, and autumn.

Most plants of Limnos (86,4%) reproduce during spring (s) or spring and early summer
(s-a), and the pattern was similar for newly detected taxa (82.4%) and for previously known
taxa (87.4%) (Figure 6b). Plants reproducing during summer and autumn represent 15% of
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the newly detected taxa, a much higher proportion than for all registered taxa (10.1%) and
for the previously known ones (8.8%).

Rarity (abundance) estimates of the plant taxa of Limnos showed that more than 78%
of the newly detected taxa were classified as very rare or rare on the island, and there were
no abundant taxa among them (Figure 7). While the proportions of previously known taxa
(and of the entire flora) form a normal curve, the newly detected taxa follow a degressive
order with highest proportions for very rare and rare species. Newly detected hydrophytes,
sparse hemicryptophytes, scattered geophytes, and very rare, rare, sparse, and scattered
therophytes were represented among the newly detected taxa with proportions higher than
those among the whole flora (Supplementary Figure S2).
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Figure 7. Percentages of different rarity degrees of newly detected taxa (blue bars), of previously
known taxa (orange bars), and of the whole flora (green squares). 1–Very rare taxa, 2–Rare, 3–Sparse,
4–Scattered, and 5–Abundant.

Plants of freshwater and coastal habitats were found with higher proportions among
the newly detected species than among the previously known species (Figure 8). Plants
of agricultural and ruderal habitats as well as those of grasslands had generally high and
similar proportions both among the newly detected and the previously known taxa.

Diversity 2022, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 8 of 12 
 

 

 

Figure 8. Habitat preferences of the newly detected taxa (blue bars), of the previously known taxa 

(orange bars), and of the whole flora (green squares). C-Cliffs, rocks, walls, ravines, boulders, G-

Temperate and submediterranean grasslands, M-Coastal habitats, P-Xeric Mediterranean phrygana 

and grasslands, R-Agricultural and ruderal habitats, W-Woodlands and scrub, and A-Freshwater 

habitats. 

Wild plants of arable fields which were the focus of our fieldwork represent 10.7% of 

the newly detected taxa and belong to 13 families and 21 genera. No less than 63.5% of 

them are rare or very rare on the island. Most of them are spring flowering and thero-

phytes (86.4%). 

The value of the Sørensen dissimilarity index (βSOR) when comparing newly detected 

and formerly known taxa of Limnos is 0.434. The values of βSOR for families and genera 

are rather low (0.12 and 0.18, respectively), while values of βSOR for very rare taxa (0.53), 

very large-sized taxa (0.58), large-sized taxa (0.54), hydrophytes (0.46), therophytes (0.46), 

and hemicryptophytes (0.47) were found to be high (Supplementary Figure S3). 

4. Discussion 

Our results show that there are differences in traits between the species previously 

known on the island and the newly detected ones. Some species groups appear to be more 

prone to observation and others to oversight. Overrepresented among the previously 

overlooked species are certain plant families, very small-sized but also large-sized plants, 

species with unobtrusive flowers, such as grasses, seagrasses, and other hydrophytes, au-

tumnal species, plants of coastal and freshwater habitats, to a lesser extent also ruderal 

and arable habitats, and in general (very) rare species. The relatively high proportion of 

plants with inconspicuous flowers, very small size, and human-made (ruderal and arable) 

habitats among the newly detected species confirms [38] who detected an esthetic bias 

among researchers. However, our results suggest not only a lack of esthetic plant traits 

(such as flower color or size) to be more common among newly detected taxa but also 

plants of unattractive (to many observers) or allegedly trivial habitats. Moreover, apart 

from an esthetic (plant-related) and ecological (habitat-related) bias, a perceptibility bias 

is detectable in that even among large plants a considerable proportion had been ne-

glected. Perceptibility, in turn, appears to be a syndrome of various factors including re-

production seasonality, plant morphology, and specimen handiness. Such shortcomings 

in floristic investigations are sometimes generalized as observer bias but, as they may be 

of significance in biogeography, ecology, macroecology, and conservation studies and in-

terpretation, specifications are needed. Species traits and rarity, habitat characteristics, 

phenology, spatial and temporal variation together with survey characteristics as the tim-

ing of survey are of high importance for species detection [12,14] and for the conservation 

of plant and phylogenetic diversity (among others, [15,38]). It is essential that such 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

C G M P R W A

%

Figure 8. Habitat preferences of the newly detected taxa (blue bars), of the previously known taxa
(orange bars), and of the whole flora (green squares). C-Cliffs, rocks, walls, ravines, boulders, G-
Temperate and submediterranean grasslands, M-Coastal habitats, P-Xeric Mediterranean phrygana and
grasslands, R-Agricultural and ruderal habitats, W-Woodlands and scrub, and A-Freshwater habitats.
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Wild plants of arable fields which were the focus of our fieldwork represent 10.7% of
the newly detected taxa and belong to 13 families and 21 genera. No less than 63.5% of
them are rare or very rare on the island. Most of them are spring flowering and therophytes
(86.4%).

The value of the Sørensen dissimilarity index (βSOR) when comparing newly detected
and formerly known taxa of Limnos is 0.434. The values of βSOR for families and genera
are rather low (0.12 and 0.18, respectively), while values of βSOR for very rare taxa (0.53),
very large-sized taxa (0.58), large-sized taxa (0.54), hydrophytes (0.46), therophytes (0.46),
and hemicryptophytes (0.47) were found to be high (Supplementary Figure S3).

4. Discussion

Our results show that there are differences in traits between the species previously
known on the island and the newly detected ones. Some species groups appear to be
more prone to observation and others to oversight. Overrepresented among the previously
overlooked species are certain plant families, very small-sized but also large-sized plants,
species with unobtrusive flowers, such as grasses, seagrasses, and other hydrophytes,
autumnal species, plants of coastal and freshwater habitats, to a lesser extent also ruderal
and arable habitats, and in general (very) rare species. The relatively high proportion of
plants with inconspicuous flowers, very small size, and human-made (ruderal and arable)
habitats among the newly detected species confirms [38] who detected an esthetic bias
among researchers. However, our results suggest not only a lack of esthetic plant traits
(such as flower color or size) to be more common among newly detected taxa but also
plants of unattractive (to many observers) or allegedly trivial habitats. Moreover, apart
from an esthetic (plant-related) and ecological (habitat-related) bias, a perceptibility bias is
detectable in that even among large plants a considerable proportion had been neglected.
Perceptibility, in turn, appears to be a syndrome of various factors including reproduction
seasonality, plant morphology, and specimen handiness. Such shortcomings in floristic
investigations are sometimes generalized as observer bias but, as they may be of signifi-
cance in biogeography, ecology, macroecology, and conservation studies and interpretation,
specifications are needed. Species traits and rarity, habitat characteristics, phenology, spa-
tial and temporal variation together with survey characteristics as the timing of survey
are of high importance for species detection [12,14] and for the conservation of plant and
phylogenetic diversity (among others, [15,38]). It is essential that such morphological, eco-
logical and phenological information is provided in as much detail as possible in taxonomic
identification work and flora (currently in common use in our study are chiefly the regional
flora of Davis et al. [39], Strid [17], and Kleinsteuber et al. [40]). Among the influencing
background factors of esthetic, ecological, and perceptibility biases are taxonomic skills,
floristic mapping experience [41], sampling effort, an evolutionary adaptation of human
cognition, cultural and learned preferences of researchers, and practical constraints in the
field [38].

4.1. Taxonomic Skills and Experience

The newly found taxa cover a wide range of 163 genera and 60 plant families including
bindweed (Convolvulaceae), mallow (Malvaceae), chenopod (Chenopodiaceae), grass
(Poaceae), and knotweed (Polygonaceae) families. The chenopod and grass families are
notorious for being difficult to recognize or identify (small character traits not easy to
see), which may result in a certain observer disinclination. Other plant families are less
species-rich, and a few previously undercollected genera such as Cuscuta, Heliotropium,
Ranunculus sect. Batrachium, and Galium might change the overall picture of representation
of these families. On the other hand, the families of Orchidaceae and Juncaceae, which are
taxonomically and floristically difficult but are barely represented among the new records,
show the relevance of taxonomic specialism in floristic surveys. Orchids and rushes were
studied on the island by B. Biel and S. Snogerup, respectively [23,24], two well-known
specialists of these groups. However, all in all, taxonomic skills and specialism, while
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all-important in plant inventorying, appear to be exceeded in relevance by rarity effects:
most of the newly detected species were classified as rare or very rare, thus spotted either
by chance or as a result of high sampling effort.

Experience in floristic surveying is the filter to reduce the effort of sampling. As a rule
of thumb, the larger the study area, the more important experience appears to be–mainly
due to the increasing number of sampling options. An experienced botanist filters the
sampling options and prefers to sample representatively considering first of all habitat
diversity and habitat rarity.

Different species groups and habitats may need different sampling strategies. Incom-
plete detection especially of (very) small plant species was to be expected, but in Poaceae,
both (very) large and very small grasses were found disproportionately represented among
the newly detected species suggesting that sampling experience may be more important
than plant size to overcome the perceptibility bias, at least in some generally undercollected
groups. In Chenopodiaceae, newly detected species were commonly of small size, and here
it is about overcoming both the esthetic and the ecological bias.

Our figures show a certain overrepresentation among the newly found species of
agricultural and ruderal habitats as well as of neophytes. Such seemingly trivial sites (and
mostly “unesthetic” species) are commonly under recorded, especially in areas with a lot
of “natural” vegetation. This coincides also with the overrepresentation of species of late
(summer and autumn) reproduction. Neophytes such as Dysphania multifida and Phyla
canescens may be the only real newcomers in the flora of the island, which may have been
introduced and established in the last 20 or so years. But they contribute only very little to
the newly found species.

Equally, coastal habitats require more thorough examination beyond a few represen-
tative sites, chiefly due to high local variation (beta diversity), especially on the island of
Limnos that has the highest coastline–area ratio of all major Aegean islands. In contrast,
permanent or seasonal freshwater habitats are rare and small-scale on all Aegean islands.
The habitat is characterized by plants uncommon in the Mediterranean [42,43], fairly low
within-site (alpha) but considerable turnover (beta) diversity (own data). Therefore, it
requires spatial overrepresentative sampling in comparison to large-scale habitats.

Flower color is an obvious trait for recognition. It does not come as a surprise but
confirms the esthetic bias [38] that a major part of the newly found species has unobtrusive
flowers, such as Poaceae.

With the itemization of plant groups with reduced “perceptibility”, we hypothesized
that certain groups are more commonly neglected or undercollected than others. Our
hypotheses were found to be confirmed in graminoids (yet only Poaceae, the other two
major families Juncaceae and Cyperaceae were well sampled before) and water plants but
not obviously in yellow Asteraceae, thistles, and shrubs/trees. The latter group of woody
plants was extensively studied before [22].

4.2. Effort of Sampling

Floristic inventories require a harmonic combination of taxonomic skills, knowledge
of the studied area and the related floristic literature, well-developed systematic awareness,
and an appropriate sampling design [44]. It may seem self-explanatory that a higher
sampling effort results in a higher amount of detected species diversity. The very high
amount of sampling time and timing representativity are surely crucial for the new survey.
Our results show that the autumn was insufficiently covered in the previous surveys. The
need for intensive exploration of Mediterranean island flora during autumn and early
spring and the importance of “all-season” floristic investigation was also emphasized
by [15]. Almost all newly found species with an abundance class higher than rare were
found in the first half of the survey [18], which highlights the importance of increased
sampling effort. However, even later in the survey period, several new rare or very rare
species were found (Figure 1), including species of plant geographical importance (e.g.,
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new to the North Aegean islands). We may conclude that a certain number of rare species
still awaits detection, unveiling our own inventory deficits and blind spots.

From a methodological point of view, it depends on the research or monitoring
objective and on the resources in time and money whether the additional diversity that can
be expected is worth the extra effort. In our study, it appears to be worthwhile: as much as
20% of the newly found taxa were classified as not rare (but as scattered or scarce); the vast
majority (78%) were classified as very rare or rare on the island, independent of phenology
and sampling period. Generally, the rarer a species, the more important the sampling effort
is. If the research objective is landscape-scale, where chiefly large-scale habitats are to be
characterized by dominant or gregarious plants, then the sampling effort may be much
lower than in diversity-based research, e.g., in the field of nature conservation science,
where also small-scale habitats and within-habitat variation is to be considered. In the latter
case, yet with limited resources and time budgets, a compromise in sampling effort must be
made to which our findings and considerations regarding taxonomic skills and experience,
species traits and perceptibility, habitat frequency, and variation may contribute. Although
our factor analysis casts merely a single island’s flashlight on some species that are more
likely overlooked than others, it has become clear that a combination of multiple factors
applies in large-scale surveys controlling detection and nondetection of species. Detection
probability in unstandardized sampling such as commonly on Mediterranean islands is
largely a function of botanist skills, experience, and sampling effort. Nondetection due
to esthetic, ecological, and perceptibility observer biases may result in uneven taxonomic,
growth form, season, and habitat coverage of species inventories.

In-depth biodiversity studies in medium- to large-sized study areas, such as on species
richness patterns, species-habitat relations, and conservation status assessments, can hardly
be successful if not underpinned by sufficient research time and geographical, ecological,
and taxonomic experience. Floristic research should be focused on certain (regionally
specific) taxa or species groups, in order to systematically improve existing piecemeal
collated data. Moreover, rare target species may not be detected or only randomly detected
by unsystematic sampling. Concerning specific plant traits and fine-grained species–habitat
relationships, further studies are wanted.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https:
//www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/d14040303/s1, Figure S1. Trends of the proportions of plant size
in different life form categories; Figure S2. (a) Percentages of life forms of newly detected (new)
and of formerly known taxa (former) per rarity degree separately in comparison with those of the
whole flora (All), all newly detected (new) and formerly known (former) taxa; (b) Proportions of
different size types of the newly detected taxa per rarity degree (separately) and in comparison, with
the proportions of different size types in all newly detected, all formerly known and all (new and
former) taxa; Figure S3. Values of bSOR for habitat preferences, rarity, perceptibility, reproduction
period, flower color, size, life forms, genera, and families.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.R., M.P. and E.B.; methodology, M.R., M.P. and E.B.;
validation, M.R., M.P. and E.B.; formal analysis M.R. and M.P.; investigation, M.R., M.P., S.M. and E.B.;
resources, M.R., M.P., S.M. and E.B.; data curation, M.R. and E.B.; writing—original draft preparation,
M.R., M.P. and E.B.; writing—review and editing, M.R., M.P., S.M. and E.B.; supervision, M.P. and
E.B. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/d14040303/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/d14040303/s1


Diversity 2022, 14, 303 11 of 12

Acknowledgments: E.B.: S.M., and M.P. appreciate the collaboration with the Terra Lemnia (“Lemnos
Island—A characteristic agro–pastoral mosaic of high biodiversity in the Aegean Sea”, funded by
MAVA, Fondation pour la Nature) project team as well as the financial support by MedINA to the
travels. M.R. is very grateful for the joint fieldwork with Josephin Krause and thanks Katja Geißler
for statistical advice.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Stohlgren, T.J. Measuring Plant Diversity: Lessons from the Field; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2007.
2. Rosenzweig, M.L. Species Diversity in Space and Time; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1995.
3. Chen, G.; Kéry, M.; Plattner, M.; Ma, K.; Gardner, B. Imperfect Detection Is the Rule Rather than the Exception in Plant Distribution

Studies. J. Ecol. 2013, 101, 183–191. [CrossRef]
4. Garrard, G.E.; McCarthy, M.A.; Williams, N.S.G.; Bekessy, S.A.; Wintle, B.A. A General Model of Detectability Using Species

Traits. Methods Ecol. Evol. 2013, 4, 45–52. [CrossRef]
5. Beck, J.J.; Larget, B.; Waller, D.M. Phantom Species: Adjusting Estimates of Colonization and Extinction for Pseudo-Turnover.

Oikos 2018, 127, 1605–1618. [CrossRef]
6. Pärtel, M. Community Ecology of Absent Species: Hidden and Dark Diversity. J. Veg. Sci. 2014, 25, 1154–1159. [CrossRef]
7. Leroy, B.; Delsol, R.; Hugueny, B.; Meynard, C.N.; Barhoumi, C.; Barbet-Massin, M.; Bellard, C. Without Quality Presence–Absence

Data, Discrimination Metrics Such as TSS Can Be Misleading Measures of Model Performance. J. Biogeogr. 2018, 45, 1994–2002.
[CrossRef]

8. Phillips, S.J.; Elith, J. On Estimating Probability of Presence from Use-Availability or Presence-Background Data. Ecology 2013, 94,
1409–1419. [CrossRef]

9. Lahoz-Monfort, J.J.; Guillera-Arroita, G.; Wintle, B.A. Imperfect Detection Impacts the Performance of Species Distribution
Models. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 2014, 23, 504–515. [CrossRef]

10. Roberts, D.R.; Bahn, V.; Ciuti, S.; Boyce, M.S.; Elith, J.; Guillera-Arroita, G.; Hauenstein, S.; Lahoz-Monfort, J.J.; Schröder, B.;
Thuiller, W.; et al. Cross-Validation Strategies for Data with Temporal, Spatial, Hierarchical, or Phylogenetic Structure. Ecography
2017, 40, 913–929. [CrossRef]

11. D’Antraccoli, M.; Bacaro, G.; Tordoni, E.; Bedini, G.; Peruzzi, L. More Species, Less Effort: Designing and Comparing Sampling
Strategies to Draft Optimised Floristic Inventories. Perspect. Plant Ecol. Evol. Syst. 2020, 45, 125547. [CrossRef]

12. Zhang, J.; Nielsen, S.E.; Grainger, T.N.; Kohler, M.; Chipchar, T.; Farr, D.R. Sampling Plant Diversity and Rarity at Landscape
Scales: Importance of Sampling Time in Species Detectability. PLoS ONE 2014, 9, e95334. [CrossRef]

13. Nilsson, I.N.; Nilsson, S.G. Experimental Estimates of Census Efficiency and Pseudoturnover on Islands: Error Trend and
Between-Observer Variation When Recording Vascular Plants. J. Ecol. 1985, 73, 65–70. [CrossRef]

14. Guillera-Arroita, G. Modelling of Species Distributions, Range Dynamics and Communities under Imperfect Detection: Advances,
Challenges and Opportunities. Ecography 2017, 40, 281–295. [CrossRef]

15. Tzanoudakis, D.; Panitsa, M.; Trigas, P.; Iatrou, G. Floristic and Phytosociological Investigation of the Island Antikythera and
Nearby Islets (SW Aegean, Greece). Willdenowia 2006, 36, 285–301. [CrossRef]

16. Varela, S.; Anderson, R.P.; García-Valdés, R.; Fernández-González, F. Environmental Filters Reduce the Effects of Sampling Bias
and Improve Predictions of Ecological Niche Models. Ecography 2014, 37, 1084–1091. [CrossRef]

17. Strid, A. Atlas of the Aegean Flora. Part 1: Text & Plates; Part 2: Maps. Englera 2016, 33, 1–700.
18. Bergmeier, E.; Ristow, M.; Krause, J.; Meyer, S.; Panitsa, M. Phytodiversity of Limnos (North Aegean, Greece)—An Update and

Evaluation. Fl. Medit. 2021, 31, 233–246.
19. Rechinger, K.H. Beitrag zur Kenntnis der Flora der Ägäischen Inseln und Ost-Griechenlands. Ann. Naturhist. Mus. Wien 1929, 43,

269–340.
20. Rechinger, K.H. Flora Aegaea. Flora der Inseln und Halbinseln des ägäischen Meeres. Akad. Wiss. Wien Math.-Naturwiss. Kl.

Denkschr. 1949, 105, 924p.
21. Rauh, W. Klimatologie und Vegetationsverhältnisse der Athos-Halbinsel und der ostägäischen Inseln Lemnos, Evstratios, Mytiline

Und Chios. Sitzungsber. Heidelb. Akad. Wiss. Math.-Naturwiss. Kl. 1949, 1949, 511–615.
22. Browicz, K. Trees and Shrubs of Lemnos Island. (Greece). Arbor. Korn. 1991, 36, 5–25.
23. Biel, B. Zur Orchideenflora Der Insel Limnos. Ber. Arb. Heim. Orchid. 2000, 17, 51–78.
24. Panitsa, M.; Snogerup, B.; Snogerup, S.; Tzanoudakis, D. Floristic Investigation of Lemnos Island (NE Aegean Area, Greece).

Willdenowia 2003, 33, 79–105. [CrossRef]
25. Thomas, K.; Thanopoulos, R.; Knüpffer, H.; Bebeli, P.J. Plant Genetic Resources of Lemnos (Greece), an Isolated Island in the

Northern Aegean Sea, with Emphasis on Landraces. Genet. Resour. Crop Evol. 2012, 59, 1417–1440. [CrossRef]
26. Baliousis, E. Recent Data from the Flora of the Island of Limnos (NE Aegean, Greece): New alien invasive species affecting the

agricultural economy of the. Edinb. J. Bot. 2014, 71, 275–285. [CrossRef]
27. Biel, B. Contributions to the Flora of the Aegean Islands of Lesvos and Limnos, Greece. Willdenowia 2002, 32, 209–219. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2745.12021
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-210x.2012.00257.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/oik.05114
http://doi.org/10.1111/jvs.12169
http://doi.org/10.1111/jbi.13402
http://doi.org/10.1890/12-1520.1
http://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12138
http://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.02881
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppees.2020.125547
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0095334
http://doi.org/10.2307/2259768
http://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.02445
http://doi.org/10.3372/wi.36.36123
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.2013.00441.x
http://doi.org/10.3372/wi.33.33108
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10722-011-9770-x
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0960428614000110
http://doi.org/10.3372/wi.32.32203


Diversity 2022, 14, 303 12 of 12

28. Tan, K.; Sfikas, G.; Vold, G. Reports 76-82. In: Vladimirov, V., Dane, F. & Tan, K. (Eds): New Floristic Records in the Balkans: 9.
Phytol. Balcan. 2008, 14, 445–446.

29. Tan, K.; Sfikas, G.; Vold, G. Reports 99-104. In: Vladimirov, V., Dane, F. & Tan, K. (Eds): New Floristic Records in the Balkans: 7.
Phytol. Balcan. 2008, 14, 146–147.

30. Biel, B.; Tan, K. Reports 1-19. In: Vladimirov, V. & Tan, K. (Eds): New Floristic Records in the Balkans: 16. Phytol. Balcan. 2011, 17,
248–250.

31. Biel, B.; Tan, K. Reports 70-1879. In: Vladimirov, V., Dane, F. & Tan, K. (Eds): New Floristic Records in the Balkans: 26. Phytol.
Balcan. 2014, 21, 69–72.

32. Biel, B.; Tan, K. Reports 13-61. In: Vladimirov, V., Dane, F., Matevski, V. & Tan, K. (Eds): New Floristic Records in the Balkans: 25.
Phytol. Balkan. 2014, 20, 269–273.

33. Tan, K.; Sfikas, G.; Vold, G. Consolida arenaria Carlström. In: Greuter, W. & Raus, T. (Eds): Med-Checklist Notulae, 21. Willdenowia
2002, 32, 203.

34. Dimopoulos, P.; Raus, T.; Strid, A. Flora of Greece Web. Vascular Plants of Greece, an Annotated Checklist. Available online:
https://portal.cybertaxonomy.org/flora-greece/ (accessed on 10 March 2022).

35. Dimopoulos, P.; Raus, T.; Bergmeier, E.; Constantinidis, T.; Iatrou, G.; Kokkini, S.; Strid, A.; Tzanoudakis, D. Vascular Plants of
Greece: An Annotated Checklist. Englera 2013, 31, 1–372. [CrossRef]

36. Dimopoulos, P.; Raus, T.; Bergmeier, E.; Constantinidis, T.; Iatrou, G.; Kokkini, S.; Strid, A.; Tzanoudakis, D. Vascular Plants of
Greece: An Annotated Checklist. Supplement. Willdenowia 2016, 46, 301–347. [CrossRef]

37. Baselga, A. Multiplicative Partition of True Diversity Yields Independent Alpha and Beta Components; Additive Partition Does
Not. Ecology 2010, 91, 1974–1981. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. Adamo, M.; Chialva, M.; Calevo, J.; Bertoni, F.; Dixon, K.; Mammola, S. Plant Scientists’ Research Attention Is Skewed towards
Colourful, Conspicuous and Broadly Distributed Flowers. Nat. Plants 2021, 7, 574–578. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

39. Davis, P.H. (Ed.) 1965–1985: Flora of Turkey and the East Aegean Islands; Edinburgh University Press: Edinburgh, UK, 1965–1985;
Volume 1–9.

40. Kleinsteuber, A.; Ristow; Hassler, M. (Eds.) Flora von Rhodos und Chalki, 1; Verlag Kleinsteuber Books: Karlsruhe, Germany, 2016.
41. Palmer, M.W.; Earls, P.G.; Hoagland, B.W.; White, P.S.; Wohlgemuth, T. Quantitative Tools for Perfecting Species Lists. Environ.

Off. J. Int. Environ. Soc. 2002, 13, 121–137. [CrossRef]
42. Bergmeier, E.; Abrahamczyk, S. Current and Historical Diversity and New Records of Wetland Plants in Crete, Greece. Willdenowia

2008, 38, 433–453. [CrossRef]
43. Bazos, I.; Yannitsaros, A. Floristic Reports from the Island of Lesvos (Greece) I. Dicotyledones: Aceraceae to Guttiferae. Edinb. J.

Bot. 2004, 61, 49–86. [CrossRef]
44. D’Antraccoli, M.; Bedini, G.; Peruzzi, L. Next generation floristics: A workflow to integrate novel methods in traditional floristic

research. Plant Biosyst. 2022. [CrossRef]

https://portal.cybertaxonomy.org/flora-greece/
http://doi.org/10.3372/wi.46.46303
http://doi.org/10.3372/wi.46.46303
http://doi.org/10.1890/09-0320.1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20715618
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41477-021-00912-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33972712
http://doi.org/10.1002/env.516
http://doi.org/10.3372/wi.38.38205
http://doi.org/10.1017/S096042860400006X
http://doi.org/10.1080/11263504.2022.2056650

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Results 
	Discussion 
	Taxonomic Skills and Experience 
	Effort of Sampling 

	References

