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Table 1 Names and number of 25 dominant species in 47 samples of 100 m*

iises W2 75 YiF

Vol INEESE: Aeluropus littoralis V02 UK Kalidium foliatum

Vo3 XK Halimodendron halodendron Vo4 MUK Halostachys caspica
Vo5 7535 Phragmites australis V06 ZREMI Tamarix ramosissima
Vo7 INWIEGE Suaeda microphylla Vo8 HE Glycyrrhiza uralensis
V09 THEEE Atriplex patens V10 AR Halocnemum strobilaceum
Vi1 FHK Poacynum henclersonii V12 H#fil Nitraria schoberi

Vi3 EEELE Reaumuria soogarica Vi4 RBEH| Alhagi sparsifolia

Vis AEAELE Karelinia caspica V16 WM. Haloxylon ammodendron
V17 BHRR Apocynum venetum V18 W Leymus secalinus

V19 VAL RIT4 Asparagus persicus V20 WK R Lactuca auriculata

V21 Wt Populus euphratica V22 F#RA2  Haloxylon persicum
V23 3% Suaeda glauca V24 Y8 Seriphidium gracilescens

V25 FEGE Cynanchum sibiricum
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Fig. 1 2-D NMDS ordination biplot based on the P-A data

of 25 dominant species in 47 samples
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Ecological species groups analysis of main plants in the typical lake wetland
of arid area
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Abstract: Based on the presence-absence data of 25 dominant plant species in 47 sampling plots from Ebinur Lake Wetland in Xin-
jiang in July-September 2007, the nonmetric multidimensional scale (NMDS) was employed to analyze the ecological species groups
of the plant communities in the typical lake wetland of arid area and the results were compared with those obtained by using hierar-
chical cluster analysis. The study shows that the main plant species in Ebinur Lake Wetland can be classified into five main ecologi-
cal species groups and the habitats and ecological niches are similar within each ecological species groups. Additionally, NMDS is a
robust nonlinear ordination method on the basis of Dimension reduction for the high dimensional data and can fully extract the
non-linear gathering information in sampling plot. Therefore, NMDS is more objective and effective than the conventional methods
in terms of ecological species groups. It has both theoretical and practical values to study the wetland restoration and protection of
plant diversity from the view of the ecological species groups.

Key words: ecological species groups; nonmetric multidimensional scale (NMDS); cluster analysis; Ebinur Lake Wetland



