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ABSTRACT: The effects of number of host plants and nectar plants on the number and diversity of butterflies were monitored and
analyzed by simple and multiple regression from May 2008 to Sep 2009 in the Bubjusa region (Mt. Sokri, Boeun-gun,
Chungcheongbuk-do), which was divided into four regions. The results demonstrate that the number of butterflies has a positive
correlation with the number of host plant species, the number of nectar plant species, and the number of host plants multiple regression
analysis. The number of butterflies also increased habitat area. However, the butterfly species number and diversity index showed lower
correlation with the number of host plants and the area size of the divided region, respectively, when analyzed by simple regression. In
addition, increased species diversity in a region with more diverse plant flora. These results suggest that the composite distribution of
host and nectar plants with diverse plant flora is required for butterfly diversity and population preservation. Additionally, it also suggest
that vegetation types complementarity all factors.
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Fig. 1. Vegetation types of butterfly monitoring sites from Mt.
Sokrisan.
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Fig. 2. Relative abundance curve plots of individuals of each species, ranked from most to least abundant, 2008-09.
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th0 2 elek(Table 1) Askn MR dstiel Y Be Aom Uski

A S A EE 127972 2AHE A Sshes Slu (Appendix 1).
o] Lp]7} 252 0] 11 901 347072 40l A A TH=
L7k oA 31 gl 2o 2 Wbyt T AR el QET. CibE - QAME
vl 5 AL Aol AAlShe St dubgo] 71 B
Z20 HASE YERY o1 Eo|EL8. 2171 71 =7 UEl 2008-09A7}A] ZAF A7) TRl S - = 2| == HukE]

O 2 WA LERTH(Table 2). WH|7h 71 wo] WAysh= 54

Table 1. Number of butterfly species recorded at each section

S.1 S.2 S.3 S.4

No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of
species individuals  species individuals species individuals species individuals

Grassland  Generalist

species 14 71 12 89 7 36 6 11
Specialist
species 3 5 4 22 3 6 2 2
Forest Generalist
. 8 28 3 11 15 43 10 64
species
Specialist
. 3 3 11 39 7 8 2 6
species
Butterfly Univoltine 9 9 16
voltinism Bivoltine 4 4 4
Multivoltine 15 17 12 12
Total 28 107 30 161 32 93 20 83
Range of  Oligophagous 3 ) 5 )
acceptable
larval Polyphagous
hostplants 25 28 27 18

Table 2. Index of species diversity (H)) and dominance index (D) throughout the survey period

2008 2009
pate 5.9 529 9.4 4.10 4.28 519 530 67 626 7.1 7.22 814 831 9.9 9.16
Folded SWI 1.09 091 108 063 105 1.0 1.14 075 082 075 086 1.00 1.05 093 1.03
section  §J 0.07 013 008 031 008 009 003 0.17 018 0.07 009 007 008 0.13 0.09
S.1 070 028 095 - 083 1.00 060 054 058 - 048 045 030 047 0.72

S2 097 076 060 - 079 083 095 058 057 060 068 075 080 067 0.79

SWI'S3 064 048 063 060 048 045 060 053 028 028 041 065 080 060 052

Each S4 06 057 026 031 06 076 048 - - - - 030 024 015 -
section S1 016 033 010 - 011 004 - 020 026 - - 017 - 036 0.l
S2 008 - - - 013 013 - 022 019 - 007 008 009 010 0.5

'S5 014 - 020 - - 011 017 - 033 033 03 016 008 - 0.4

S4 021 027 065 - 014 - - - - - 050 078 1.00

Sl: Simpson'’s index, SWI: Shannon-Wiener index.
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3] 472710014 o] Aol FES Ik E A7 FALE o
A 7 K71l 57 SRR 9o, 24 fAbmt 2e 72t
Uhok Al71o] A 2] Hlgo] obAl RO ekt
Th(Fig. 3). o]z 2 70k A ARV A Eshe F50] 2|44
o PR Yok

AlS3} L

AR RS0 A7 A 2 1911H(164), 277K(142), 3
TZH104), 477H(127)F 2.8 24} E QU TH(Table 3). o]% &4
A1 2T} Ho Al E-2 | JL71E 44, 30, 28, 28, 29, 27, 25, 23
FTo= eyt ZF b =8 FEAERs 19 EYE
(Rosa multiflora), FVEUF(Ligustrum obtusifolium), 7%
(Trifolium repens), 87\ 0| 3(Miyamayomena Koraiensis), At
< Chrysanthemum boreale), 7\5-2(Stenactis annuus), A%
WNEH|(Taraxacum officinale) 5, 277+ AU Acer ginnale),
SN Stephanandra incisa, AFZ2Y 5 Zanthoxylum schini-

Jolium), BV Z(T. repens), 257 o|(Kalimeris yomena), 7|5



Table 3. The relationship between butterflies and plants

St 2008 2009
59 529 94 410 428 519 530 6.7 626 7.1 722 8.14 831 9.9 9.16
Butterfly no. of species 15 11 15 7 15 17 15 7 10 6 8 11 14 13 13
S.1 22 22 22 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 29 29 29 29
Host-plant no. of S2 25 25 25 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 27 27 27 27
species S.3 26 26 26 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 25 25 25 25
S.4 27 27 27 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 23 23 23 23
S.1 6 2 11 0 8 10 5 4 4 1 3 3 2 4 6
Butterfly no. of s2 11 6 4 0 7 8 9 4 5 6 7 510
appearance species S.3 5 3 5 1 6 5 3 5 3 5 7 4 5
S.4 5 5 3 3 4 7 3 - 1 - - 2 2 2 1
S.1 0.55 025 1.00 0.00 067 0.63 033 067 057 020 043 033 0.17 031 046
%(1/100) S.2 0.79 0.67 044 000 054 080 056 080 050 080 0.71 0.75 058 050 1.11
S.3 0.38 033 042 050 050 036 023 067 050 040 050 056 054 033 042
sS4 071 056 023 150 050 054 023 000 0.11 0.00 0.00 022 0.17 0.18 0.09
S.1 6 2 8 - 8 9 4 4 4 1 3 3 2 4 6
Butterfly no. of s2 11 6 3 - 6 8 8 4 4 2 5 5 7 5 8
appearance species V.S
No. of host-plant S.3 5 3 5 1 5 4 3 3 5 1 3 5 7 4 4
S.4 4 5 3 2 2 6 3 - 1 - - 2 2 1 1
S.1 1.00 1.00 1.38 - 1.00 1.11 125 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
%(1/100) S.2 1.00 1.00 1.33 - 1.17 1.00 1.13 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 120 1.00 1.00 1.25
S.3 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 120 125 1.00 133 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.25
S.4 125 1.00 1.00 150 2.00 1.17 1.00 - 1.00 - - 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00
(S, anmuus), 2 Eriger canadensis) 5, 377 wjo] 4| o] 7ol ZAakA] Qreieh FuoA ol 1
(Swida controversa), BHZHR. multiflora), /;l—il%—,—(Z. schini- B7F AT Qe A0 2 e S50 S HolAlE |
folium), N2 (Lespedeza bicolor), 228 H Elsholtzia splendens), = SR EoL} A JLo) RS Wk A o 72 Vet

o1°E(Lonicera japonica), 7\&2(S. annuus), "&Z(Eriger cana-
5, 477 UK. incisa), AFEZ(Rhododendron
yedoense var. poukhanense), ‘=AU (Symplocos chinensis)

502 et

densis) &

ol
7H xﬂ(leythea celtis, Kaniska
canace, Polygonia c-aureum)_J o] Fof 2 H]&S Hol
11 9Jo] Y 2E] HF 2|08 srhE Tk m}a}k] 71—;
210] S490] Aol T 447 1ekAS] o] Tioke
of AAAE AT AR ML
RS RRE EEESEp R AESE

pil

H|&2 1.0-1.388

(Table 3). Z12] 12 2} 7ol A E&3H U] Z527) DA L7
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2% 27740 7P i 47 70) 1 e ul S madr:
BRI
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F3I7) B4 AT L GolAo] i A Uehtont 77hy
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Table 4. Result of regressions of butterflies, plants and section monitored

No. of Individuals

Butterfly
No. of species

Shannon-Wiener

Plant
No. of all species

No. of all plant species [A]
No. of nectar plants [B]
No. of hostplants [C]
section area [D]

section length [E]

F=1.625 (0.249)
F=0.258 (0.629)
F=2.395 (0.172)
F=19.63 (0.004)
F=0.198 (0.671)

Simple

F=3.918 (0.095)
F=1.901 (0.217)
F=4.776 (0.071)
F=4.229 (0.085)
F=0.018 (0.898)

F=3.388 (0.115)
F=2.011 (0.205)
F=4.958 (0.067)
F=4.681 (0.073)
F=0.117 (0.743)

F=24.21 (0.002)
F=32.46 (0.001)
F=1.298 (0.298)
F=0.540 (0.490)

A+B+C F=17.60 (0.009)
A+B F=23.46 (0.003)
D+E F=20.82 (0.003)
B+D F=8.598 (0.024)

Multiple C+D F=8.269 (0.026)

B+C+D F=17.68 (0.009)
B+E F=0.540 (0.490)
C+E F=1.069 (0.410)
B+C+E F=17.60 (0.009)

F=1.860 (0.277)
F=3.188 (0.128)
F=2.920 (0.144)
F=2.493 (0.177)
F=2.711 (0.159)
F=1.860 (0.277)
F=0.810 (0.495)
F=1.994 (0.230)
F=1.680 (0.277)

F=1.733 (0.298)
F=3.209 (0.126)
F=2.590 (0.169)
F=2.783 (0.154)
F=2.941 (0.143)
F=1.733 (0.298)
F=0.940 (0.450)
F=2.099 (0.217)
F=1.733 (0.298)

F=14.99 (0.007)
F=3.170 (0.129)

(): p-value, n=16.

FolAo] gl Ao et w ulopstALa o] 4
Eo] Zsaol= Al A o] Q1S Ao 7 =A R 7re L]—E]—LH
QATH(F=4.22, p=0.085). 12|11 Urﬂl A2} sl 7
4291 7744 Zoloh WA(D, B), Ho| 423t FuA %47-

TR dol ot A Uha] A=} thE3] A ol A
TS Rol 3 gl Aoz ekt

o FIF rEa
~|

1%

UH| U B |2 s sto] digh Al#d 4 Qe A==
(Thomas et al., 2004), Aol A A A] 1|11 7] EH 3lo)| uh
2hA] Ul o) R x|} FHE7E Skt (Parmesan er al.,
1999; Asher et al., 2001). XY E]H-& o]¢ 37 o] H3IE ¢hot
H7] 9ot A RES webd 13 1oz 455 7t
SESH= WS oA AJZBIS Tt Pollard and Yates,
1993). - ollA HUEF Hel= 545 molWE A48k 3l
o AJoprh 2 SR oAM= 6 m7HA| &8tk ey
SF o] U] g HES oo} Ko} 11 I 7|7} Ao EEAlo] &

2 UH7} FHE o] 211 3)o|(Tolman and Lewington, 1997)
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charonda) 52 oA AAISHL QL= 5 mH 9IS Hlojuh=
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oA HPE AR WS At 2 Hyun and Choi
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FE Z AT AN EZE W) = FasH| g Hoa
Tk
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Appendix 1. List of butterflies in Beopjusa from 2008 to 2009

Range of acceptable

Species name in(Ii\iI\(/)i' d(l)]fé;ls Generalist Specialist larval host plants Butterfly voltinism
Oligophagous Polyphagous Univoltine  Bivoltine Multivoltine

Sericinus montela 7 O O O

Parnassius stubbendorfii 14 O O O

Papilio machaon 1 (@) O O

Papilio xuthus 12 O O O

Papilio macilentus 35 O O O

Papilio bianor 12 O O O

Atrophaneura alcinous 8 O O O

Celastrina argiolus 11 O O O

Lycaena phlaeas 1 O O O

Scolitandides orion 1 O O O

Tongeia fischeri 2 O O O

Everes argiades 26 (@) O O

Pseudozizeeria maha 2 O O O

Fixsenia herzi 1 O O O

Japonica lutea 1 O O O

Rapala caerulea 2 O O O

Pieris melete 36 O O O

Pieris rapae 56 O O O

Anthocharis scolymus 11 O O O

Artogeia canidia 9 O O O

Colias erate 25 O O O

Libythea celtisc 25 O O O

Polygonia c-aureum 21 O O O

Neptis sppho 6 O O O

Limenitis camilla 1 O O O

Limenitis doerriesi 6 O O O

Neptis thisbe 1 @) (@) O

Dilipa fenestra 1 O O O

Neptis raddei 1 O O O

Kaniska canace 3 O O O

Neptis alwina 1 O O O

Argyronome laodice 10 O O O

Brenthis ino 1 O O

Fabriciana niobe 1 O O O

Fabriciana nerippe 1 O O O

Argynnis paphia 1 (@) O O

Cyntia cardui 5 O O O

Vanessa indica 1 O O O

Erebia wanga 7 O O O

Coenonympha amaryllis 1 O O O

Coenonympha hero 1 O O O

Ypthima argus 11 O O O

Ypthima motschulskyi 2 O O O

Mycalesis gotama 5 (@) O O

Lopinga achine 1 O O O

Minois dryas 1 O O O

Lethe diana 33 O O O

Pamara guttata 11 O O O

Pelopidas jansonis 7 O O O

Carterocephalus dieckmanni 2 O O O

Daimio thehys 1 (@) O O

Erynnis montanus 1 O O O

Ochlodes venata 2 O O O

No. of individuals 445

No. of species 53 46 7 13 39 21 12 20

342  Korean J. Appl. Entomol. 51(4): 331~342 (2012)





