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ShSRBIFRLE AL ERT RS M R IR AR M BF ZF IR

+/ 7 1,2 PA=EBAY AR :_ 1
YanES IHEMH ®EEK
(' GARAAE K FARFR, BREH A 7121005 > FTOL FRAKL A RAXM LT EERE, 7d-Fm.DL 467000)

B OE RASMRAEEMLART REKHERRARKHELEAMATIMHE 2 £
MR AL AR A TARK AR AR KRR E MR £ R, HREW: LAETMATAHE
% 5 A AR RS KRB B AL R BN 0,11, B\ AR RAR KA G 42 A A TAKHY
WARBE P B H T ARAE T ATAR(P<0.01) 5 4L AL R 48K £ A AR 42 L AL A TR
JE 2 89 Margalef 5 % Simpson 3§ %% .Shannon-Wiener 1§ 1 #2 Pielou 3 4] B 16 834 2 £ &
THAFEHMATMH(P<0.001) , IR HAHEZEEREMEREN 4 AL EMERENER
AR H(P>0.05) ; 4t A A TARBY B 4040 R 2 BOR AR (0.3) , S0 LA KA R A AR B
M AR R (5.2) , B L MA T K ERMKAE N 3.5, ZFFAEREF 27 (P<
0.001), VEHASMRMAALIFE PTG M1t R B RMFEEDH EEE Y ZHFEMRS
BRI, B AR EEEH 2 MM A TARE ISR A A TARE A A TAR T
A,

KB SR L ERM; MM SRR AAMR AR

FE4SES S791.22 XEEFRIEEE A XEHS  1000-4890(2012)9-2170-07

Effects of exotic tree species Larix principis-rupprechtii introduction on forest community in
Qinling Mountains of Northwest China. PENG Shun-lei'?, WANG De-xiang'* ", CHAI
Zong-zheng (' College of Forestry, Northwest A&F University, Yangling 712100, Shaanxi, Chi-
na; “Key Laboratory of Ecological Restoration in the Hilly Area, Pingdingshan University, Ping-
dingshan 200062 , Henan, China). Chinese Journal of Ecology, 2012, 31(9) : 2170-2176.
Abstract: By the method of plot investigation, a comparative study was made on the differences
in the community characteristics among the exotic tree species Larix principis-rupprechiii planta-
tion, indigenous tree species Pinus armandii plantation, and P. armandii secondary forest in
Huoditang forest area of Qinling Mountains. The similarity coefficient between L. principis-ruppre-
chtii plantation and P. armandii secondary forest was only 0. 11, and the species number in the
P. armandii secondary forest and P. armandii plantation was significantly greater than that in
L. principis-rupprechtii plantation ( P<0.01). The Margalef index, Simpson index, Shannon-
Wiener index, and Pielou evenness index in the arbor, shrub, and herb layers of P. armandii
secondary forest and P. armandii plantation were significantly higher than those in L. principis-
rupprechtii plantation ( P<0.001) , but the four diversity indices in the shrub layer and herb layer
in P. armandii secondary forest and P. armandii plantation had less difference (P>0.05). The
compose index ( CI) was the lowest (0. 3) in L. principis-rupprechtii plantation, 3. 5 in
P. armandii plantation, and the highest (5.2) in P. armandii secondary forest, showing a sig-
nificant difference among the three forest types ( P<0.001). This study indicated that exotic tree
species introduction led to the decrease of species abundance, species diversity, and stand’ s nat-
uralized degree in the forest community in Qinling Mountains, while natural secondary forest suc-
cession or indigenous tree species plantation were more beneficial to the restoration of understory
vegetation than exotic tree species plantation.

Key words: exotic tree species; indigenous tree species; species diversity index; compose

index.
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FIFR AN AR Fob 2 v [ T 28t b A S AR 1Y
FEEFBZ —  JF X — 2 b X A Molk 5 4 WA R
2 7 AAWRAES A (Quine & Humphrey, 2010) , {H
=, HAMRYIF I BN A AR E R —A 23k
PR 4 A S R 28 5 () (5 )1 21 RS 55 47, 2008 ) , Ah
SRAB P AR X FREE 28 55 1) 52 M 2 22 7 1T 1Y), Herp
o™ S R AR A R R S R G4
5 IIRER S (RRE SR, 2010) .

1AL YE M ( Larix principis-rupprechtii ) Ji 7= F
AL IX TR A AL PE AR, SRR MR 250 M 7
PR I O i I ATE e 55 R
WA/ N & 13K 1600 ~ 2500 m 17 1L i (55 3 74
25, 1997) , BRVEA H 1958 4E 505 7R 25 14 FlHE Jp 45
MR HEAT A b V% 48 5 | B it 50 F0 16 A, #81E 2008
AF BRTEA B8 N 75 A N T MR TR A 8700 hm?,
HA Z2 A AR X T AR IK 7900 hm? , (5 B2 PE 45 75 A8 A
TARETH AR 90% ( Bk 7E 4 Mol & J& X Ip A =
2008) . ZRUAHRIK T I As N Topk 32 22 DA b 7% iy
FHATE AN F, TEZR ISR, Xl I 44 5 |
Fg ot o J2 B4R vh G IR E S R G RE e L I
H AR TP LG A XU 9 35 R e 3 SR A K R B 1Y
SR b S ORI AR (2002) X ZR IR R B 23 4F
A AR VE RNV E TR TR I AE MR AT SR R W, 23 4F
A AR AN RO IR TE R e SR, TR R A
(1997 ) 3 3ot XF Z2 A R I 26 4F AR p L 5 A Y £
BEFFERFE R, 5 40 T 40 [F] 37 b 25 140 1 R AR 75 4F
ARFNEF FETR S AR , e A6 7% i i - ST ) il 1%
P 5 SRR ARG 55 R 45 (2005) BF STt 1, 25 4R A=
AL RS N PR A S Tl 5 P W 5 R A1 50 A
FERM, S0 TE AN PRXUE] 5 4T RS L (2
T HEFIRE AL, 1995 ; RIS RS, 1996) o A ICHIEA

PRI A 5 | b Xk 2 06 R AR 5 R 1) 52 WD AT
FEOE WARIE o X — IR B WFFE 0] LA PR Sh SR As il
FIPP RS R R PR HERL AR I ZR I 1B A AR bR AR
ARG ANE B BT A S AR A

1 HARMXREHARTE

1.1 IR

ST XA T Z2 00 p 33 v B (B PG 23 08 AR A 25
R G 5B AN 00 52 0 BT FE B i 3 AR X
(33°25'N—33°29'N,108°25'E—108°30'E) N, J&
] b Ay R R 3V by AR AR 8 ~
10 °C , 4ER& /K & 1000 ~ 1200 mm, X P L3 i
Hb S5 B B R AR B A RR e A BT LU M TR 4R
1450 ~2470 m, +3 FF L HAR @ Rk o0 3, +
JZJE 45 ~105 cm, pH {H 5. 14 ~5.81, X N R
R ZHE R 35 R 51K 93. 8% , 2 UM
FA 46 IS ( Pinus armandii) AN (P.  tabulaefor-
mis) | 5t 15 %k ( Quercus aliena var. acuteserrata ) %,
KHBERRIX A 20 fH2g 70 4RI b5 [ AL 7% i
TR, A TP G B Kk b B AR IX AR 2
DS AR @24 o = O = 1 = | o 30 o T o
b K TR I, ali AR AR R =2 K
B TJYr R FEFIR L, B T ey it
AR e e K i, IR OE AR A4, $E T AR
M
1.2 BRI
1.2.1 HEHbA 7 JOhIEMRIX KA P AR
B8 S5 A FUPRIS FEAS AR [m] () A2 b 7 - Fy N AR AR 1L
PAN TARFNAE AN RAR A ARBE IS, B FET 0 5]
P 3 ADNHAHK 20 mx20 m BYREHLHEFT T5 A I 2
(F1) , FERNFEH D S5 mxS mAGE AR

F1 FIRNMIERXKEIEMRA THEEE S L LMBERREBERTR

Table 1 Plot characteristics of Larix principis-rupprechtii plantation and Pinus armandi communities in Huoditang Forest Re-

gion of Qinling Mountain

REVE 2R FEHLS K Y1) e T HEIA i - Az I P E
(m) (°) (%) (cm)

A AR KRR AE R 1 1898 piNE] 38 FriE 38 25 0. 80
2 1890 e 32 i 38 24 0. 80
3 1894 "M 29 i 39 26 0.75

AB LA N TR 1 1896 EN] 36 FriE 38 23 0. 90
2 1891 p/NE] 32 s 38 21 0.85
3 1898 RE 34 i 38 20 0.90

At AR TR 1 1892 ENG 32 s 38 16 0. 90
2 1899 pN] 35 FriE 38 15 0.95
3 1894 RE 37 i 38 13 0. 90
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TA10 A1 mx1 m AR FEATREARFN LAY
RSN RN OR AR G LN S O I @)
HAR) BN R R R AR BE A I 2 I
ASERLIE  HEAR JHEAS RN REAS K ) ) A N 45 A0 45 .
P NN R
1.2.2 HEESSHOIE  HEZE (V) R
TR SRS s T Jaccard FHALTEFEEL(S)) L
BRI AL s FH Y P Margalef $6%%(D,,) . Simpson
F8%0(D) .Shannon-Wiener 1840 (H') Pielou ¥4 E
REL(J,,) S BT REIS B b Z A6k & R R iy 3155,
IS SCHR (74, 19955 k4 i, 2011)
1.2.3 BEEEEBRES M, AAMERE
(compose index, CI) I] D 5g 5 5 1A B V% B Ak B4 3
BoRA, Hita A 1 = Y v x cav v
(importance value, IV) AT A 2 REABF Y 5 Z(E
(R FHARDXS DI 35 B2 BV 7 AR ol e 2 D T A o 42
FRTT A i e o W T AR T S K0, CAV Sl TR B
MWAH ( climax adaptation value, CAV) ( Curtis & Mecln-
tosh, 1951) . CAV BB RE J5 i 2 IRAE ZR I ARIX K
AT R A BB TOURR AR e RN ARG A8 T 28, 255
B TRAN Bl LEBETE P A HLOL B 52 CAV (7 B I 4
1997 ; 7 Hii 545, 1996 ) , B i 516 f 2 THUK A i 119
CAV JBUE Ny 10, 48110 LA Ry bR, B 7 H & A Fl 2l
(1) CAV IR TEHA TP Ay 8 ~ 9 S WERFI R 5 ~ 7, ek
RN 1 ~4, CAV BUAVE N 1 ~ 10 (FFE4F,
1999) , #-WFHIY CAV TR AR IR 2,
1.3 Hdlekbp
KRR T 229007 (one-way ANOVA) Kz g 4E

AbTE RS TR A LA N T ARFNAE LA R AR AR
ARHE TR Z (B9 Fh B EAE A W) 2 FE I8 HOR H AR
ARG AR EZR, LR Prid SPss
(19.0) GEiH8A 58

2 HRE5HM

2.1 BEEYFR AN B LR

H1 ¢ 3 WAL, AR LA R AR UK 2B AR V5 245 R A
WALA 38 B 64 J& 82 Fh, AR IS N T ARHEYS 30 Bt
55 J& 71 B, A FEVE AR DL R B i, SAHALL R K
IRF] 0. 54 AR 2R FLAJZ B9 AL R R 3L 0. 63
F10.58, MR B AEAL 3 i b N T MRRE V& () P
L BUAR X ] B SR 4R AR ) 24 Bl 31 )R 43 Fl
A LR R SR UK AR MR V5 1Y) SR B P R BUBAIR
(0. 11) , HIFAKRZ W Fh 2 il dee M 2, AR 4 B 4

F2 FISNMYEMX F ERFHFRIENE
Table 2 CAYV of main tree species in Huoditing Forest Re-
gion of Qinling Mountain

i CAV  Rfps32
B LI ( Salix sp. ) 10 TR Fp
HFT ( Picea wilsoni) 9 WK TTAR A4 o
WAk ( Juglandaceae cathayensis) 10 THUR 4 A
BRAZ( Tsuga chinensis) 10 THAR AR b
HAE ( Cephalotaxus sinensis ) 8 R TGRS Fifr
A2 (Pinus asperata) 9 WK TBAR A o
B ( Toxicodendrom verniciflua ) 8 U TRUAR 4 b
B LVA 42 (Abies fargesii) 10 IO Fp
BEA AR ( Quercus aliena var. acuteserrata) 10 TR Fot
K+ (List pungens) 5 b PR AR
=R 5zy ( Lindera obtusiloba ) 7 o P AR o
T-4:4i ( Carpinus cordata) 6 SR Fh
BRA ( Cornus macrophylla) 7 S R T
IR M (Acer ginnala) 5 I PR A
T ( Corylus heterophylla) 7 T P AR Ao
FGEAM ( Carpinus turczaninowii) 5 T AR e
1EH ( Tilia chinensis) 6 S PR T

T VEW (Acer davidii) 5 I AR A
X HE ( Betula chinensis) 3 SR Tl
AR (Aralia chinensis) 1 ST
AL AL (Sorbus hupehensis) 1 SEEE R
1142 ( Populus davidiana) 2 SRR
AE 1S ( Pinus armandi) 3 SRR
A ( Pinus tabulaeformis) 3 SR R
e J2 ME ( Betula utilis) 1 S A
ZI#E ( Betula albo-sienensis ) 4 SR
AR (Aralia chinensis) 1 SEAE Tl
HEALTE M Hi (Larix principis-rupprechiii ) 0 AR Fp

R3 FGNHIER XL TR A T A5 £ # b4 Fh
40 B R AR LI P 3

Table 3 Comparison of species compositions and their sim-
ilarity indexes of Larix principis-rupprechtii plantation and
Pinus armandii forests in Huoditang Forest Region of Qin-
ling Mountain

il =Sl nE AR EAZ LN At
LAVISN B 23 17 38
SRR B 15 4 23 64

20 51 27 82
LSTILA B9 22 13 30
AT B 10 39 20 55

B 12(0.37) 50 (0.63) 23 (0.58) 71 (0.54)
b gt B4 12 10 24
AN T AR B4 20 15 31

B 5(0.02)  21(0.17) 20 (0.19) 43 (0.11)

TR PR R AR AR TR At it A A bk a3 ) 5 AR 1R R AR K A
WA B Jaccard FIEREL(S)) o

J& 5, SRR TR U A R A2 A B b 48 Y
FRARLTE REACH 0. 02, A IS N TAHRTEARZ 548
LLIFA VR A R T AR 2 W o 28 AR AL R R 0. 39, H:
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F4 FRNMBERRELZEMMAIKRSEURKEE
MMHNEEZEILR
Table 4 Comparison of importance values of dominant
species in Larix principis-rupprechtii plantation and Pinus
armandii forests in Huoditang Forest Region of Qinling
Mountain
N 4 GiUAE
LR ks Aedeit
RUCEMR ATAR A AT

FAR I (Pinus atmandii) 54.8a 86.2h 0.0c
ALty 0.0a 0.0a 97.9b
YK (Tsuga chinenesis ) 13.6 a 50b  0.4c¢
e 7.9a  0.0b  0.0b
Bkt 68a 0.2bh 0.0c
{?HXJ( Toxicodendron vernicifluum ) 5.4 a 0.6b 0.0 ¢
T 48a L1b 03¢
LA 33a  44a L2b
=2 lL4a 1.2a 0.0b
21 Mk 0.6 a 0.1b 0b
PRA 0.4a 0b 0b
JTEM (Cornus controversa) 0.3 a 0b 0b
JEEESR (Staphylea holocarpa) 0.2a 0b 0b
WALAE K ( Sorbus hupeashensis ) 0.0 a 0.3b  0.0a

WEARZ  BEVSZ3 (Spiraea wilsonii) 14.5a 12.7a 0.0b
i 61a 0.0b 0.0b
138 TF ( Euonymus phellomana) 6.6 a 55a 6.4a
FAUMEIE ( Celastrus orbiculatus) 6.3a 5.8a 2.0b
AKZF (Litsea pungens) 6.1a 5.5a 13.2b
B 38 8.4 ( Lonicera tangutica)) 8.0a 7.5a 11.2b
Bith 54a  0.0b 0.0b
JKKIF( Cotoneaste racutifolius ) 4.5a 3.6a 0.5b
il B4 F ( Rubus pungens) 4.1a 4.5a 64.4D
el 32a  0.0b 0.0b
HRAETE SN ( Helwingia chinensis) 2.6a 3.5a 0.0b
RAFE i ( Deutzia vilmorinae) 2.3a 0.0b 0.0b
PEM-SESE (Vibrunum betulifolium ) 2.3a 1.5b  0.0c¢
WFHI% (Vitis piasezkii) 23a  0.0b 0.0b
FillBR ( Corylus ferox) 2.1a 0.0b 0.0b
SRS 21a  45b  0.0c
B 2.0a  0.0b 0.0b
B Philadephus incunus ) 1.0a 1.4 a 0.0b
AR5 B ( Smilax stans) 0.0a 22b 0.0a
FEMARB ( Prunus stipulacea)) 1.0a 3.0b 0.0c¢
L AL 0.0a 47b 0.0a
[ TG % % ( Rosa giraldii) 1.2 a 1.7 a 1.0 a

FARRE B Carex capillifornis) 22.1a 17.8a 0.0b
PE B ( Carex lanceolata) 20.4a 16.3a 32.2b
FERR ( Carex siderosticta) 200a 18.6a 0.0b
b5 55 B% (Athyrium otophorum ) 18.6a 17.1a  0.8b
As i R E 4G ( Saussurea mutabilis) 8.3a 0.0b 0.0b
*ﬁﬁ(f’hlomis umbrosa) 3.7a 0.0b 0.0b
S} Glechoma longituba) 2.4a 0.0b 0.0b
NIZEWT ( Dipsacus asperoides ) 1.5a .5a 0.0b
H3% (Viola verecumda) 1.4a 1.2a 9.7b
K3 (Erigeron acer) 1.2a 0.0b 0.0b
YT ( Rodgersia aesculifolia) 0.0 a 9.6b 0.0a
B2 ( Malachium aquaticum) 0.3a 7.1b  2.1¢
6% ( Duchesnea indica) 0.9a 4.7h 13.8¢

TeARJZSHEARZ YA 5w BB 8 s AL vs
AN TR,

M 4 Al TETRAR)R ARt i AN TA Y E 2
{H(97.9) 3 = TR LA N T RS LA Y 3 24
(86.2) FHAEILIAN KAR K A AR B 2EE (54.8) (P<
0.05) , EEAH T 1 BYPELEM AP Aot v it b AL
MRAAT 1 Bl AR IS N AR A 4 Tl AR IS RIR IR
IR Z A T M AR TE A MREE R Z RN D
BT (Rubus pungens) (F4aXH R HHE ZH A
64. 4, HUJE e ZE R A IR 7 HAR A AN TARFI
RAEMRBHEA JZAT A 0 35 22 57+ (P<0.01) , 4R1L
PN ARG AR ARTE R TE A2 PN 2% e 1) B S 1
BN MR 2 A W BRI YR BT S
2854 ( Spiraea wilsonii ) | 13 T ¥ | K 2 F ( Litsea
pungens ) Mg %€ 2.4 ( Lonicera tangutica) 55 , HL A 1R
e AR BLPE s Aty A N AR FAE b %
Bty EEALH 5 Z AR I, AR LA A TARFIR
RN B A P R 2B A X R 22, 4 B (Carex
capillifornis) PEEH & H (C. lanceolata) | FEFy: ( C.
siderosticta ) F1YGIH 55 Bk (Athyrium otophorum )4 4~
B MR, R
2.2 YRR AL

H128 5 A, ARb 7% A RS AR JZ Y Mar-
galef 45 %1, Simpson #& %, Shannon-Wiener 5 %1 #il
Pielou 5] FEFR 53924 0. 22 0. 15.,0. 43 Fi1 0. 45,
RIS N TARTEARIZI 4 A ZHEERE 551 0. 92
0.37 1. 15H10. 56 , #2 LA RIRUE MR TR A 244

x5 FIRMNMIERX LI FM AT HSE LRI
SEMIEHLE

Table 5 Comparison of species diversity indexes between
Larix principis-rupprechtii plantation and Pinus armandii
forests in Huoditang Forest Region of Qinling Mountain

ZREPERREL N LETIEA EITEIN fedrignt
WM AT Hk AT
Margalef 44K FiARE  2.2240.62a 0.92+0.10 b 0.220.04 ¢
(Dy) WEAZE 476 £0.39 a 4.5620.58 a  2.45+0.41 b
BAE 1.81£0.61a 1.60 £0.11a 0.68+0.07 b
Simpson 154X BFAZ 0.78 £0.08 a 0.37:0.12b  0.150.04 ¢
(D) HEARZE  0.89£0.08 a 0.86£0.04 a 0.36+0.02 b
AR 0.75:0.11a 0.71£0.06 a 0.28+0.03 b
Shannon-Wiener TTARZE  2.38¢0.51a 1.15+0.30 b 0.43+0.05 ¢
fRE(H") HEAZE  3.90:0.27a 3.7420.48a 1.4120.13 b
WAE  2.37:0.51a 2.22+0.43a 1.21x0.11 b
Pielou ¥%) iARJZ  0.8120.06 a 0.56+0.10 b 0.45+0.02 ¢
() HEAZE  0.89:0.04a 0.8120.08a 0.51%0.02 b

BAJE  0.79:0.02a 0.7240.04 a 0.590.05 b

] — AT AN FBERARTE 0. 05 /KF 122 57 2% (LSD ki) o

Al —AT Al FREFRAE 0. 05 7K [ 255 % (LSD Kk .
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F6 FIRIHMERRELZFHMATHRSELMRKNESRMLILE R BRMBRILLE (%)
Table 6 Comparison of successional tree species ratio and compose index ( CI) between Larix principis-rupprechtii plantation
and Pinus armandii forests in Huoditang Forest Region of Qinling Mountain

M SEBFPELG] e RG] G IERRR B TR RN B TSR R B SR LA
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (cn

A AR R IR AE R 0a 41 a 23 a 11 a 25 a 5.2a

LTINS N 0a 66 b 17 a 5b 12 b 3.5b

AedLIE AN N TR 96 b 2¢ 1b 0c lc 0.3 ¢

AR FRELRTE 0. 05 K- L2257 8 3% (LSD &)

ZREPEFE SR 2. 22 0. 78 2. 38 F10. 81, ILFA K
SRUEMTT AR JZ 1) 4 > ZREPEFR B W35 5 T 18
IS N TAR S A& s N T AR (df=2, F=89.5,
P<0.001) , I LRI, AR 10N N T AT RE Y
4 2R B I W3 R T AR AL TR R N AR
(P<0.001) , HE1LIAS AR A MRAGTHEA )2 R R AR 2
1) 4 Y ZREEFE B R A B E (P>0.05) (H =&
¥4 2 s TR IE A TR (P<0.05)
2.3 HEREERAS LR

M 6 Tl 0, ARt v RS AR P SR A ol
Y XL, LA R 96 % , R PN e B AR b | 3k Y A% o AR
TOURR AR A i) LU A5 A 8640, AR 2% (1% R 1%, WKF
HbHP AR 2D A I AR T AR LS N R SR IR AR AR
AR IS AT (P<0.01) , RN RIRK A PR
S TR BN 41% | B F AR TAE LA N AR
66% (P<0.01) , {HAE LIFA YR A B N TOUAR A% 11 EE
B 25% , 42 & AL N TR 12% (P<
0.01), T ER MWL —HFEERAEE (P>
0.05) . R ILFA KR UK AE MR A SR 48 B 2R B0 0
(5.2) RIS N T AR FH AR B R R 3.5, 4L
TR N TR A SR B R B AR (0. 3) , =& AF
T 25 (df=2, F=135.7, P<0.001)

3 i i

SRR ARV AN I R ZR IR IS AR RV
YIRS — PR LB R R AR D A&t
40 4ERIPKE , 5 IS N T ARORT K AR R AE PR EE
AU TE S N AT B2 A YR o B AR,
EJAE LA KR U A PR T 1 S AR LM R B R
0. 11,3X 5 Christer %5 (2008 ) HHF 57 45 F— 2%, A
SEAEACTE RN AR AN Tl | 55 - 2R R o (i) SC I6K
BN ARMEW S | HEAOE TR . TR, RERIKAE
AR E B N 54. 8, B E R TR AT
AR B BLE 86. 2 FIAEILI& I F N TAK 1) 8 BL{H
97.9(P<0.05) , XK b N TARIUAT 1) S 2l bR v

ARBE SRR ol B — 7T R 2R MRV 2 7E S B v 1Y)
AR BRI OR 1Y, A B8 1Y S o 1R EOR M 1 1Y
SeTrE, T LAY AR H B 2 (Aot s, 2005) , fH
ST, 450 40 AERYMRE AR IR N TARTERZ P E
B2 RV A B ¥ B o N S i B R T THE VAN BEZ /2
BB X SEA A i EEAEE RN, TEREARZ
AL A N AR B FE AR Wy Tl /b | Tif B 1) 2 4 1
LS, FLE AR R 5 64 4 IR ZAEAR IR A
AR B UL A A B L G B T 45 2k 34 ( Spiraea
wilsonit) T HET JEM ( Helwingia chinensis) < A5 7%
i ( Deutzia vilmorinae ) S FE AL AL % M FA N T AR JIf:
A B SRR AR S N AR R ROl
HRAUK IS A 22 1T HLAM SRR B 5 28 A o 1) B 5
B8 , AR TFART A 7% 19 244 ( Cherister et
al. ,2008) , TAE AN N T AR YR Az bRPH AN T V% Y
TR 22 RIRE ) S S S B/ BT A 24 L 8 =
&L FEA T A ) BRI R B
PHE L3 e T ( Euonymus phellomana) KZE¥
( Litsea pungens) B A jf(*ﬁ]?( Cotoneaste racu-
tifolius ) %5 , ARIPERECH 0. 65, AR i A AR BIE
HE L FA N AR5 AR ARRE A 2 1 T 2 O & A bR
AT GANAEREL ( Tilia chinenesis) (RKZET Bl ik 1B
I Z | RARTIF A N TR X 25 N TR
TR BT RAT 6, TERAZ  ARALIE A N T
MR B A P AT BH B 8% 1 35 52 ( Carex lanceo-
lata) (5 AXT L, B ZE R Ik 32. 2, TE AR I 1
FPLHETS o AR LIS N TARB A MRECHE 7 1 AR
2, EIER At &5 (C. capillifornis) PEEFTHE
¥ AR (C. siderosticta) FIGIE 55 BR 4 A~ B EAE 1L
B T BRI A 20 B R0 Vg o Aty AR
OYEFEROR  TARZ LT 4l T iR n B A (] Ak
TGN, HHERAE (R B TES 1997 5 55 oRaE,
2005) , BT DL A Dy 0, i AE LR T AR AR
A PRTR AR JZ U 5 (0 e I 5 2 R TR T A )2 1) gl 9
PP TE AR A BE 24 L3RR, R AR E AR T B A 2 i
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BRI R Ve iy 25 H S TART R3S
PR Y& T FA MR G (BB A 1997 ), T LA HbK
TRAFEY AR IR AN TR E

SR B ALV AN I FhZR IR 5 | 3 AR MR
TEAHY) Z BT AR, A db g i N TAMRTR R Z 1Y
Margalef % \Simpson 8% . Shannon-Wiener 7840 F1
Pielou ¥ 2] B 48 £ {43 %1 4 0.22,0.15,0. 43 A
0. 45, MR IS KIRKAEMTTARIZ 4 > ZREPERE L
93K 2.22.0.78 2. 38 M10. 81, AEILIFAKEM G AT
MIT HE FLZ 0 4 DR B W Tl
TEIRAN AR, AR INFARIRUAE MRS N TARHEARZ
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