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Figure 2. 1,+06$+:'+"(80%60+2(,0-7+()+-0$+(%$&+&06$%;0(%'"#)"40#,+0
"';5+$02"&0#87+0%60-7+()+-06$%;0<=0-2;7/+-9 Descriptions of the dis-
tinguished species are along the x-axis based on the researcher’s view 
of distinct morpho-characteristics. The y-axis denotes frequency [%].

)UHTXHQF\� DQDO\VLV� RI� WKH� VL[� VSHFLHV� SUHVHQW� LQ� WKH� IRUW\�¿YH� VDP-
ples taken showed that the armpit and the knee had the maximum spe-
cies types (5 out of 6), while the elbow samples only contained 3 out 
of 6 (Figure 2). The most common species across all three locations 
were the small-smooth, medium-smooth, and large-smooth circles. 
/DUJH�VPRRWK� FLUFOH� GLVWULEXWLRQ� ZDV� IRXQG� WR� EH� LQVLJQL¿FDQW� �$12-
VA: F2,42 = 0.05, p= 0.949) while the medium-smooth circle distribution 
(ANOVA: F2,42 = 3.38, p*=0.044) and the small-smooth circle distri-
EXWLRQV� �$129$�� )�����  ������ S
 � ������� ZHUH� IRXQG� WR� EH� VLJQL¿FDQW��
Three t-tests were performed between each of the locations on the body 
for both the medium-smooth and small-smooth circles. Each of the me-
GLXP�VPRRWK� ORFDWLRQ� FRPSDULVRQV� ZHUH� QRW� IRXQG� WR� KDYH� VLJQL¿FDQFH�
(Paired t-testAE: tdf = 1.73, p= 0.105, Paired t-testAK: tdf = 1.92, p= 0.076, 
Paired t-testEK: tdf = 1.92, p= 0.076), indicated by the mean abundanc-
es measured in Figure 3. Of the small-smooth circle data, comparisons 
between the armpit and the elbow (Paired t-test: tdf = 2.54, p*= 0.024), 
as well as the armpit and the knee (Paired t-test: tdf = 2.68, p*= 0.018), 
ERWK� ZHUH� IRXQG� WR� EH� VLJQL¿FDQW�� ZKLOH� WKH� FRPSDUHG� DEXQGDQFHV� EH-
WZHHQ� WKH� HOERZ� DQG� NQHH� ZHUH� LQVLJQL¿FDQW� �3DLUHG� W�WHVW�� WGI�  � ������
p= 0.346), as shown in Figure 4. The small-smooth circles had greater 
preferential abundance on the armpit than both the armpit and the knee.
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Figure 3.0 *+2"0 25'"&2"(+0 %60 ;+&)';A-;%%#,0 ()$('/2$0 -7+()+-9 
Comparison of medium smooth species between (A) armpit and elbow, 
Paired t-test: tdf = 1.73, p= 0.105; (B) armpit and knee, Paired t-test: tdf 
= 1.92, p= 0.076; (C) elbow and knee, Paired t-test: tdf = 0.63, p= 0.542.
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Figure 4. *+2"025'"&2"(+0%60-;2//A-;%%#,0()$('/2$0-7+()+-0B)#,0-)4")6A
)(2"#0&2#20)"&)(2#+&0580C9 Comparison of differences between (A) armpit and 
elbow, Paired t-test: tdf = 2.54, p*= 0.024; (B) armpit and knee, Paired t-test: 
tdf = 2.68, p*= 0.018; (C) elbow and knee, Paired t-test: tdf = 0.97, p= 0.346.
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While the hypotheses posited that the armpit would have the greatest 
amount of species diversity, species richness data were not found to be 
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VLJQL¿FDQW��+RZHYHU��GHVSLWH�WKH�LQVLJQL¿FDQW�VSHFLHV�ULFKQHVV�YDOXH��WKH�
armpit was found to have the highest frequency of species (Figure 2) and 
the greatest total abundance (Figure 1) of the three sampled locations. Ad-
ditionally, the armpit did have the greatest calculated diversity index. How-
HYHU��WKLV�DOVR�ZDV�QRW�IRXQG�WR�EH�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�VLJQL¿FDQW��%DVHG�RQ�WKHVH�


