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The influence of Tibetan pig uprooting on plant community characteristics in

different types of alpine meadow and the underlying soil driving forces
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Abstract; The fragile alpine meadow ecosystem is a hotspot for ecological studies. Pig uprooting is characteristic of feeding
behaviors on roots below-ground, which is a unique herding pattern in the Tibetan area; yet its impact on Tibetan alpine
meadow has not been extensively studied. The study area was Napahai, which is located in the Northwestern Yunnan and
belongs to the Ramsar Site of international importance. The responses of plant community characteristics in two alpine
meadow types (terrestrial meadow and swamp meadow) to pig uprooting were studied. The results showed that pig uprooting

significantly decreased plant coverage (63.5% ), above-ground biomass (84.6% ), below-ground biomass (97.4%) , and

EEWA : HEKARR2EEE ST H (31500409, 31370497 ) , 5 4 I ZE R F2 320350 H (2015FD026 ) LA K 2 g 44 e Ji 0 Hb B} 27 4 B11 141 BA
(2012HC007)

75 B H#:2017-02-22; ¥ £& tH kit B 81 :2017-00- 00

# WM IHAEH Corresponding author. E-mail ; derongxiaol @ 163.com

http ://www.ecologica.cn



2 S % 38 &

promoted the re-distribution of biomass from below-to above-ground. Under pig uprooting, accompanied by decreased plant
coverage and biomass, the competition among different species decreased, which increased the plant height and degree of
space utilization. We further observed divergent responses of the community structure in two typical alpine meadow types to
pig uprooting. The structure remained unchanged in terrestrial meadow, while the dominant plant shifted from Blysmus
sinocompyessus to an annual aquatic plant ( Polygonum hydropiper) in swamp meadow. Soil moisture was the key driving
force explaining the divergent responses of plants to pig uprooting. Overall, pig uprooting was detrimental to plant biomass
and coverage, leading to reduced biomass accumulation in the alpine meadow ecosystem. The changed community structure
resulted from the synergistic effects among bio-disturbance, soil moisture, and spatial competition, and thus may reflect the
divergent responses of plants in different environments to pig uprooting. The study of coupling relationships between regional
environments and herding disturbance could provide a scientific basis for plant protection and restoration under Tibetan pig

uprooting in alpine meadow.

Key Words: Northwestern Yunnan; alpine meadow; herding; plant community; biomass; Tibetan pig
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Fig.2 Pictures for two sampling sites ( pig-uprooted patches and controls included)
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