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DBH and stand density regulate intraspecific competition of Larix gmelinii in eastern Inner
Mongolia. LIU Yi-qing, TIAN Yu-hong”, SONG Han-zhang, HUANG Wei-lin ( State Key
Laboratory of Earth Surface Processes and Resource Ecology, School of Natural Resources, Beijing
Normal University, Beijing 100875, China).

Abstract; Competition is one of the main drivers for forest decline and restoration. In this study,
we investigated 293 target trees in a Larix gmelinii plantation in a semi-arid area of eastern Inner
Mongolia. We used Heygi individual competition index model to quantify the competition intensity
at both individual and plot levels and analyzed the determinant factors. Results showed that the
competition intensity of L. gmelinii decreased with the increases of diameter at breast height
(DBH). Their relationship followed the power function. Results from Pearson’s correlation ana-
lysis indicated that individual competition index was negatively correlated with tree height and
crown width, and positively correlated with tree decline index. A multiple linear regression model
analysis demonstrated that the competition intensity at the plot level was mainly influenced by
stand density. Our results had implications for uncovering the mechanism for the forest decline in

eastern Inner Mongolia.

Key words: eastern Inner Mongolia; Larix gmelinii; intraspecies competition; individual level;
plot level.
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Table 1 Basic information of the study sites

RBFER T ZIRNE % X I P fi fe R f) AE 2sad
T O S W 7 - i R S UL 3 O G0 T i
MR T, 2 AR A 19 T 2 4% FR ( Bannikova,
2003) , FhAE 5 4 N AR Bl A AR Ak R R URR
(Liu et al. ,2002;Liu et al.,2005) . 7E3L 2 40 4E
KRR AER R K M 330 mm, B ZE(6—8 ) ¥
SARFFEK N 16.5 C 1232 mm, & F(12—2 H)
SEXR IR AR K R -24 °C FIl 8 mm ( Kharuk et al. ,
2013;Liu,2013) , e TN 5 IOHE, 1o R K
PR ILA K FEYEIE LLVE A (Larix gmelinii)
REIRMANN T AL S FAME ( Betula platyphylla) | 11145
( Populus davidiana) RIRM K £, 144 /b5 BEAHE (B
dahurica) , BFFE X N (1) 3 A8 N T ARSF- 34 MR S 7
40 a Ay, T 2 HBARAR ORI B 25 TIECR , AR T3k
T it S ZE RIS BR AN AT AT B AR, X VR A
N TARAFREESE e AE AN B 5, R 7E X LA
1.2 Wk

1.2.1 e B ARSI A 32T 2016 4F
7—8 AT, FEWFFE X N H m A6 A 5 ) Lk B
BT W AR IR I i LA 8 A (1T 1) iR
B AL 30 mx30 m, FEAE M, 0 SRR
MINEE (XY AabRfl) fe e W eiE kT
1 R TE I 7 E A I [R] B R R Y 2
VR 3B I 1) A TR TR - AR SRS A A I At A Bt
Hi T A LS B LIV E AR IR R R, A Y
8 AR Hiu 389 A VR A N T4l bR, B AR 22 [ 1) S 4 el
RETRIMAFNTES,

M 1 AT LUE Y REHT AR BREC R 25 ~ 65
NG BB 1 TUANRE M ACSE 5 A — s
SRR A T AR e, BEHL A AR YRR A
450 mm , B A 10, H A A b AR 4 [ RY &2 350 ~
380 mm, BN T AH UL 5, A M A B 55 4

FEHL Hi Tk X% E¥IME EYMRE BSRE FXREWE K Yo MO
' eIt AE (em) (m) (mm) (m) (°) (¥ -hm™)
A Ly 22 bk AU /NNERI YN 29 24.2 11.7 0.28 450 973 0 567

B FHRHK AU /ANERZIY: N 41 18.9 9.6 0.50 350 1154 5 711

C G HASHT R T AR V& IR A T 4k 31 18.8 8.5 0.30 350 1224 2 578

D FikFMIG RN AN RZ TN 26 18.6 10.5 0.20 350 885 5 478

E HIZ M AU /NNERZY N 51 20.0 9.1 0.40 380 850 12 878

F A VAMI KA VRS A T Ak 25 23.3 9.6 0.35 380 900 10 478

G LR TR T 4k 65 17.8 9.9 0.40 360 620 3 956

H R AR N NIV 25 27.6 14.5 0.35 360 714 0 417
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Fig.1 Distribution of plots and precipitation in the study sites
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Fig.2 Competition intensity index at the plot level in study
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TEPPREE ORI KON E 1Y 4.05, /A
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/N AR R EEAE 0.57 ~0.99,

HE A b T8 AT G (1) 55 ik B 5 g 8 a0E
ATIE ST, 5 R R B 0 OC R IR R R B R,
R
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.
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Xof A A b R R A Ry AR AT 2
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Fig.3 Relationship between competition index and diameter
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Table 2 Fitting parameters of power functions in study sites

FEHb A B R?
A 391.381 1.834 0.682
B 149.592 1.580 0.803
C 319.38 1.856 0.747
D 1209.244 2.347 0.677
E 1261.999 2.205 0.804
F 57.263 1.233 0.577
G 316.225 1.820 0.647
H 458.026 1.837 0.556
61 o
5t 0 \o© »=149.368x75%
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Fig.4 Power function of competition intensity of artificial
Larix gmelinii and DBH of object trees

2.3 MR L BRI S 45 B R 25 A HiE
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FIH Pearson A3 M5 734 45 HE LR A A4
KL B A B S R R e i A s AR
AR AR ISR G R, MRIR 3, X3 B
IR A HITE SR BT R ROR A /N 2 2 A
RKF B LT K0S e R i 2 2 2 DA
KRFR L A SH H AR SE S 5T B ¢
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Table 3 Correlation between competition index and physi-
ological index

R Jilog e W i MARER MR
pils
A -0.801** -0.262  -0.135 0.093 -0.270
B -0.898**  -0.629** -0.574"* 0.163 -0.446* "
C -0.869**  -0.545** -0.412% -0.138 -0.189
D -0.811** -0.388* -0.623** 0.499** -0.071
E -0.885°*  -0.491** -0.364"* -0.090 -0.005
F -0.751**  -0.817** -0.381  -0.241 -0.185
G -0.806**  -0.307* -0.492** 0.567°*  0.326"*
H -0.776** -0.232  -0.360  -0.120 0.297
Bk -07707*  -0.405** -0.387°* 0.180"* -0.026

# FRORTE 0.05 K- WA+« RIRTE 0.01 KT L2,
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Table 4 Multivariate linear regression analysis on factors of competition index at plot level

P AR it T AR ER N YA FRifEfk R AL t P R? F P
B PR 22 Beta
FEH 58 5 W 44.244 16.26 2.721 0.053 0.991 259.622 0
/%L cI o 0.164 0.006 0.936 25.455 0
EHREWNE -0.179 0.037 -0.175 -4.878 0.008
TR -0.022 0.006 -0.128 -3.496 0.025
W -46.984 10.458 -4.493 0.004 0.943 116.086 0
G 0.171 0.016 0.975 10.744 0

AAREE FEH A F 5 H BMESE S HEE0S iR %
AARE, FI, MR AR, k&8, Bz
()50 4 IR/ 25 FEHL S 8 BUS AT i AR
KR IANG —  Horb e B S8 B 0 2 T
KRFR M G RIBEFEMKEER, FHHbD 5
FEHL G IR AR G2 IR P2 B 5 5 8 40 10 38 IE A G
KZR, HADAEHL A AR 5 G 48 50 S WA IR B B 1
KRZHABE DA K L MATE RS AR
PR R IEAHOCOC R, VLRI B 32 1Y 5 4
FEITRE K, 1 PR T RS Wik s . IRl 24k 1%
IR A B & AR PRI RE I T B, S e b 2
2.4 STHBAEXTREML KOS b S AR B R

FEAHSCAT M AR A RA TR o IR IR S MR
i ABHBE SR AR Z [ A B e R, UL DARE
HuSE A EC AR B VAR RE I L R SR AR
Gy BE AR BEAE S B AR R, R B AP A E Ty vk
( Stepwise ) T A8 i, 7 2 ok P Rl A AR AY | i J5
B UG 3E P8 BOE M N R TR (R 4) .
FEHLTE 4850 C1=0.936 X MK 735 i - 0. 175 x 434 [
W —0. 128 x Wik, Ll L/, F=259.622,P=
0.00,R*>=0.991, RIS RL i 5 | A f 725 sk W] ik R A b 5
R R 99.1% , (ATEMG 2 BEAE Ry Rl — T 3R
I, 07 22 REHL SR8 88 CT=0.975x PR3 B B 4
JERIIR 0.943, RELE T A B R v, Moy 25 B % T4
Hi K- 5 4 R B 5 e T ik f R

3 i
3.1 AR SR AR K % b R S R R D e
A ¥

AT AR A N TARAARIKE 138 G dis Sy
fiE R Hgm P R K B4 /N B % G2 K T 52 1) 5 4 e
HER, 10~15 em BRI LW 3Z B 1) 55 R S %5
S BN RS | F 5 AR R BCRE S AR AR

TR R HEZAE DL, 25~ 30 em R IIAR AR Y
RS AR A T R, se e T TR , 2 213
B2 AN

BRI SE R RO A B AR BT
RYR/NEVIM R, TELIR B B, ¥ 4L 52 21 J4 F
[F)FRBY S MR 5K, e e Bl B v . PRBEE 32 4
KFRMARENY B BRI hNGE , SOk E 55 IR
il (455, 2015) | [A] I BE 25 AR RR 19 AR 22 A
W T B 4 LBT IR I AY RE 1 1 s 0T AR E
B2 se e R A i 22 . S5 SR A (S B, &
PUAEHE G AR % B2 B e, M BRI, 48 1 [ T
WK, WA At de /), A TE S8 Ky P29
IR 192, [AVRE R AR 3 B O L B A TS S 45 5K
- BIE AR =, FEHE B MR %% B AR g, (B
WS PR RO E I AN = S I i O SE 1 b
FESE (IRIENESF ,2016) . 738F 7E0~5 em 2RI
TR AN A P AR A A, R R B . i LA X
AW BR N T A E S5 A, (2 P A BT
R SR IR RE ) 2 B A AR K B gt g ik o
R, DRI DG T tbR Ay Al 355 7 BHRN 5 B 28 AT AR A
XA T R

3L [l AL, 25 SR 7S 45 A b 1Y) 5 4 0 BE
X QAR I AL B 2 W R R EOCFR | IR
AR PN B i BE 23 B X SR M AR AR R/, 3X
5L/ A (2015 ) X 0 1l FEF#2 ( Pinus dabes-
hanensis ) (TN TE 4 22 BR 45 (2015) %48 77 LAk
Wk AR ( Cunninghamia lanceolata ) H) w4k i
I (2016) X AMRIR A LS BB ( Pinus massoni-
ana ) FYFH A R0 ) SE 55 A O 50 45 2R LU RCHRALL (22 P
A 2015 T/NESE 2015 AP AR B4R 2016) . TEAH
AL b | A5 A b Y i A2 5 A AR 5 4 i i
AR I HAXHEIA ] 0.7 DU L, UIIAE
ARV Y AR 0T 7 A 1S AR SE AR A AR R
MR, B EXTRARMRIRS] 20 em LS, 565
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TEECBAF 22 BARFFTERBAR 7K X455 ARR
A R RN AL (X7 R 45 ,2010) o X AT REZ
TEMTAAMRAE AR R B 20 em S, B4 57 i 18 L 5 4
A 58— B BT S (8], A2 0 36 4 1080
WM A IS0 DX I ) A L R 228 3 BT XTI AR < 20 em
R T SR I — i 8 it 2 At LS 4 )5 0, L sk
TS LRI T I RA Gk, Ak 25 A b AR ek
TR/INFIRR ot 11 5 4 48 K052 AN [m) 2 8 4 AH G OC
FUEWIRE R AR BGRB8 ) 5 P 32 19 56 4
TVEEH , BORMIR ARG BRI R E A e R
MR B TR A 3R B8 ) Aokt 1 387K 43 il
FRIFHARIRE Sy (T/NHEESE ) 2015) o TR/ NSRS AR
B ORI &R A i S , o i 5 RO 8 R g
ARFEFOCIR IR FNE TR B, e 4 B K2 30
il ( Coomes et al.,2007) . BLAN, AR KNG IR H
BEAS BHR I FEARRE ST . BORBIBAIA BE 2 A 77
i BE IR, XA B AT A/ A AR B SR 5E AL
A I A7 B 3E S 1 5 0 45 20 ( McDonald et al.
2002) . AABIELT w5 e HAR TR AR AR AR K
(RS, 2015) , — ORI, 75 25 2 85 m B AR 3 v
TEAPUNEN AR BB ) A AR G I A
BT (R ST 57, 2005) o (HZE LRI 5T
METEFHEECGRCT BRI B3 TR A
RN E SRR PR EE Y, R EIR R S5
FIRECEIIEADCOE R, RN AT A 158 4+ 15 )
N 95 W TN = i 2 N = s O
AKRFEE A FRIRE YR B ADG 5 HUR T R, Kot 5
ROR T RS Se A RE IR 2 Wss , 52 3] Jo] FRLAR A 1Y
Sa R v o 3G R IE T KU (Lugo et al., 1996;
Domec et al.,2008)
3.2 MBI REAEHUKY BRI E R
AN [ b B A A ] 8 BR824 A, 3 B 2 [
— TR o P T A 5 R A 2 i A TR (X 3
2013) , JE i T 220307, R B A% R S i o A
ZIfEE2E S, R Z 02tk Il AR R 47 5347
8RR 3 25 P 2 B W R 55 G KT e B T R
TTTAE F 86 R o R AR AT W 2 R PR B 4
SRR AR 1 B A A B R A 23 B R 02
JT 0N X AE— L 58 TP A5 3 1 B8O — BN 4
(22455 ,2003 ; 5K EAIAE, 2007 ) o [R) B AR 2% 3 A,
SRR T B RO B BRI [ 1Y
SE MR . ) 46 O ek W At 2% 7 /N (AR R A 2008)
WA R332 i 8 O B 2R A R - S AR AT 52

W - 382 A BILBT A9 5 B (R VKSR, 2009 ; 8K ¥ 7R 4%
2012) o MEHE R UL, AR 2325 BE 23 52 W AR ) %o Ol R 5E
U5 B0 IR B AR, 2R MKV R S 4 i p
PERF . BT B R AP R BOK SR I B 2R IR, 78
TR AT S DX K G B AT R R R AR ) A
KIEER R, FBEREED KRR EK, S
YR se e E T, FEADER v AF SR T i o ey 1Y
FEHE A (T FRRBUABRT 22, 5 G B 2L G AR
AERIREK AR D AN A — S5 At Fil
TESe P e BRI ) S RN B2 4 DR 7 S SR AR
R AR, TR a4 4 1R X G B 5 i) 4 25
A (Grace ,1991)

AR AT DL S bR o3 5 46 0 85 B (250K 77 5%
2008) . — AL, A AT BE K A A ROl N S ] 1Y
e IR 5 350 Ao B A HEOR (i A 2045 ,2008)
SR, ASWFFE AN S B, 1 2 b TR A PAD 88 25 5 0
AN AR K B 9 5 G 4 RO B 5 AR P R 1Y G
FRIEARE ARV LI R, R HK T
AR T g

TR 2 4 2 ARMRIE T INTE SRS BL I, SR T 7
IR TR L ] P o B 5o 4 e 52 e A AR BE T 34 2 AR
(TR, ASBIFFEXT FRARBE T A X IO S50 o 1)
FEse g S R R AT T A A0 Hr, R — 205
o OG5 4 A0 AnT 52 M) ARARBE T, A5 AR 4
fapxof -3 b K 3 FE TR L RO RS AT S 4
QAT FE T SR T FEAT K 3 A ROR LA R AE K
[ RUBE EAESE G 5 ARMRIE TG R 5

&% 3k

I8, AT, 2 W1, £ 2016, MMERIEACH D MY
AP ETE S, R R K=, (3) : 311-317.
2, JESUR. 2003, A BRSSO R O R IR

BF Mol Bz, (4) . 35.

BE K, XUHSE, ZGEME, 45 2009. DR T MM 35 5
AT HE 8% A+ S vk B A R . N AR S FE R, 20
(10) . 2323-2331.

PR, B, B 52, 4. 2015, FETFHIAL Voronoi F ()
MRARTESAEEL. JLRTMoll K 2E2540, 37(3) : 61-68.
AT, KB 2L ZRINEE ) 25 2008. A EE K H E ki

LS R, HEEAOLAFST, 21(1) ; 40-46.

XOEE, 2 B, XU 4 2013, TR R R Py 3%
i, HhEARF, 29(10) . 51-57.

X . 2010. FEIAA A TR BAA A K BER A AFF 5T (A1 2
PEIRSC) . RIREE . ARl 2.

X546, 25 B, BEAER 4 2010. PGP R AN ALE
KB KRR 5N a4, Mok B2=, 46(10) .
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