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Abstract

Humans actively construct biological communities in gardens, yards and neighborhood parks. Different human communities and societal institutions may construct or manipulate landscapes differently. There
can be both intentional and unintentional consequences of these different constructions for ecosystem structure and function. Yet few studies have directly examined which sociocultural characteristics influence
variation in ecological characteristics such as biodiversity. We studied bird species diversity and vegetation structure in 15 small neighborhood parks in the city of Phoenix, Arizona, classifying parks as high,
medium, and low socioeconomic status using market cluster data, which provides a rank-ordered classification of human communities from the most urban-affluent to the most rural-impoverished. We conducted
point count censuses for birds in and around each park and took a variety of measures of vegetation structure. Bird species diversity was higher in parks in higher income areas than in lower income areas.
Neighborhood socioeconomic status was a better predictor of bird diversity than either tree species diversity or tree abundance, though tree abundance also varied with socioeconomic status. Thus, the human
imprint on biodiversity in urban settings appears not to be monolithic, but influenced by social, economic, or cultural attributes of user groups.
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| ‘ Conclusion and Future Work

e . Different ecological variables do indeed appear to vary differently with human social context. Both birds and trees in parks
S o et appear to be influenced by the socioeconomic characteristics of neighborhood residents, but in different ways. For example,
I~ . | bird diversity is lowest in parks in lower income areas while tree diversity appears to be highest in those same parks. Parks

in middle income areas have moderately high bird diversity but have the lowest tree diversity and tree abundance. Incidental
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