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Human activities have positive and negative effects on the landscape. 
Negative effects, however, do not mean always negative effects only. In 
many cases, industrial activities (e.g. mining, construction etc.) provide 
good possibilities for nature and for nature conservationists. One good 
example is the mining activities. In most of the cases the recultivation of a 
smaller mining area is done by using it for study tours, introducing the 
geological values of deeper horizons for students and for tourists. In 
other cases, when mining is done in softer geological materials (e.g. sand, 
clay etc.), the freshly opened sides of the mine provide good nesting place 
for certain species. The advantage of this is also its disadvantage because 
mine walls are often ruined by newcomers, who only use these mining 
sites, not taking into account the other actors of nature, only their own 
well being. A lot of nesting birds suffered from this kind of disturbance. In 
the present work we wish to give an overview of a Hungarian population 
of the European Bee-eater (Merops apiaster). 

 
INTRODUCTION 

The history of the landscape plays an important role in its future 
viability; historical, botanical, pedological, geological, hydrological 
researches are extremely important to reveal its former life (Barczi et al. 
2006a, 2006b; Csontos et al. 2007, Demény 2007). Natural hazards must be 
identified and monitored in order to find possible solution for them 
(Gournellos et al. 2004). 

Honey plays an important role in the life of the countryside in 
Hungary. Extensive, low input agriculture has always been a favorite form 
of farming in Hungary. As energy prices are increasing to an unknown limit, 
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low input is looks more and more economically viable way of agricultural 
production. 

Beehives can be seen all over in Hungary. We can find them from 
the cities to remote places, in gardens and in forests, in orchards and near 
meadows. 

In remote areas, where local farmers are occupied with field work, 
some of them not having time for higher educations or have a view of life in 
an old timer (fishing, hunting, gathering) way, a lot of old story is still alive. 
They do not like night animals (bats and owls) and predators (eagles, hawks, 
foxes, wolfes etc.), so they kill them, whenever there is a chance. 

There is a conflict between honey producers and nature 
conservation. The European Bee-eater uses sand mines’ walls for nesting. 
These mines can usually be found near a settlement (mostly villages or 
smaller places), of course, since people need them for construction 
materials. When the settlement is close, there are beehives for sure! In these 
cases, hunting the birds are often reported. 

According to the estimations of Tucker and Heath (1994), the 
number of European nesting pairs is 86,000-360,000 in Europe. The 
strongest population lives in Spain. There are 23,000-30,000 pairs are 
nesting. 

Based on the estimations of BirdLife Hungary (http1), the nesting 
pairs of European Bee-eaters can be between 15000 and 25000 in Hungary. 
In 1979 their number was reduced to 1000 pairs. This is why this species 
became strictly protected in 1982, in Hungary. There are an average 15-25 
pairs on every 100km2. 

Field experiments proved that one pair of European Bee-eater is 
consuming 34 insects per day. Insects were examined, too. Bees were found 
in less than 10% of the consumed insects. This can be a reason for honey 
producers to kill the birds, because there are areas in Hungary where there 
are bigger population is gathered and there are white spots where there are 
no nesting places. 

 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Two sites were selected for investigation. The first is in Jászkisér, 
the second is in Albertirsa. 

We analyzed the following topography maps: 
1. No. 67-321 topography map (1:10 000), Jászkisér, Hungary. 
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2. No. 67-322 topography map (1:10 000), Jászkisér, Hungary. 
3. No. 67-323 topography map (1:10 000), Jászkisér, Hungary. 
4. No. 67-324 topography map (1:10 000), Jászkisér, Hungary. 
5. No. 56-142 topography map (1:10 000), Albertirsa, Hungary. 
6. No. 56-144 topography map (1:10 000), Albertirsa, Hungary. 
7. No. 56-231 topography map (1:10 000), Albertirsa, Hungary. 
8. No. 56-233 topography map (1:10 000), Albertirsa, Hungary. 
According to BirdLife Hungary (http2) European Bee-eaters are 

collecting food in the 2 km diameter of the nesting spots. On the 
topographic maps we draw a 2 km circle around the nesting sites and made 
a statistics about the surface cover of the area to find out the importance of 
land use on the size of a nesting size and on the viability of a certain 
landscape with a given surface cover. 

 
RESULTS 

The digital version of the surface cover map of Jászkisér can be seen 
on Figure 1. It is visible that similar classes of the surface covers form a 
well definable unit, they are not separated to smaller areas, do not scatter on 
the 2km sample area. 

Linear features, however criss-cross the whole territory. Most of 
them are roads and canals. This is the only feature that make the area a little 
more diverse. Most of the linear features do not endanger the European Bee-
eater’s life. There were no interactions reported, individuals do not die 
because of electricity lines or traffic. 

The first visible difference in Albertirsa (Figure 2.), compared to 
Jászkisér is the heterogenity of the area. The digital version of the surface 
cover map of Albertirsa shows that the surface cover is composed of more 
and smaller pieces of the different surface cover units. 

Linear features are equally diverse here like it was in Jászkisér 
(Figure 1.). The situation is also similar to Jászkisér from the point of view 
of the disturbance: linear feature do not endanger the European Bee-eater’s 
life here neither. 
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Figure 1. Nesting site and its 2 km diameter surrounding in Jászkisér, Hungary, 2007 

 

If we compare the two areas, we can state that there are more arable 
land, settlements and seedling garden in Albertirsa than in Jászkisér. On the 
other hand Jászkisér has more of the following surface cover types: arable 
land, settlement and seedling garden. 
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Figure 2. Nesting site and its 2 km diameter surrounding in Albertirsa, Hungary, 2007 
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The important question is, what aret he differences between the two 

sites from economical, and nature conservation point of view. How many 
disturbance are there on these two areas? 

 

 
Figure 3. Comparison of the surface cover of Albertirsa and Jászkisér, Hungary, 2007 

 
We can say that there are more nesting pairs on the Albertirsa site 

where the landscape is more diverse. In Jászkisér there are more smaller 
orchards, vineyards, bigger number of small gardens around the scattered 
houses etc. Seems like the birds find more place for feeding, thus have more 
power to inhabit a bigger mine site. 

Such reseraches can help to solve the problems arising between 
nature conservation and the players of economy. It is extremely important 
for both sides to find a solution since their viability depends on that. 
 

CITED REFERENCES 
 
1.BARCZI, A., TÓTH, T. M., CSANÁDI, A., SÜMEGI, P., 

CZINKOTA, I. (2006a): Reconstruction of the paleo-environment 
and soil evolution of the Csípő-halom kurgan, Hungary. Quaternary 
International, 156-157: 49-59. 

2.BARCZI, A., JOÓ, K., PETŐ, Á., BUCSI, T. (2006b): Survey of the 
buried paleosoil under the Lyukas-mound in Hungary. Eurasian Soil 
Science, 39(Suppl. 1): S133-S140. 



FACULTATEA DE MANAGEMENT AGRICOL 

3.CSONTOS P., ISÉPY I., TAMÁS J., LŐKÖS L. (2007): Védett 
növényfajok együttes előfordulása szárazgyepekben (Co-existence of 
protected plant species in dry grasslands). Tájökológiai Lapok, 5(2): 
249-260. 

4.DEMÉNY K. (2007): A Gödöllői-dombság általános bemutatása (General 
description of the Gödöllő Hillside). Tájökológiai Lapok, 5(2): 213-
223. 

5.GOURNELLOS, TH., EVELPIDOU, N., VASSILOPOULOS, A. 
(2004): Developing an Erosion risk map using soft computing 
methods (case study at Sifnos island). Natural Hazards 31(1): 39-61. 

6.TUCKER, G. M., HEATH, M. F. (1994): Birds in Europe: their 
conservation status. BirdLife International, Cambridge, UK (BirdLife 
Conservation Series No. 3). 

7.***http1: http://www.mme.hu/cgi-bin/cikk.pl?id=28 
8.***http2: http://www.mme.hu 
 


