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Abstract Target tree management is the main measure for near-natural forest management. Studies on the
niche of shrub and herb layers in forests can improve the ecosystem service functions of Pinus massoniana
plantations, which is of great significance for the sustainable management of P. massoniana plantations. In this
study, a 36-year-old P. massoniana plantation in the Tianchi Forest Farm of Huaying City in Sichuan, China, was
selected as the study area, and three target tree densities (100, 150, and 200 trees/hm?) and a control stand (CK)
were set up. The effects of target tree density on the niche breadth and niche overlap of shrub and herb layers
in P. massoniana plantations were analyzed after three years of target tree management. Results showed that:
(1) compared with CK, the species richness index of both shrub and herb layers increased significantly after the
target tree management regardless of the density; (2) the dominant species of both shrub and grass layers were
different among the three target tree management treatments, but niche of dominant species overlapped among
the treatments; (3) the dominant species in the shrub layer after the target tree management were Cinnamomum
camphora, Quercus serrata, Litsea pungens, and Mallotus barbatus, while the dominant species in the herb
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layer were Setaria plicata, Dryopteris fuscipes, Miscanthus sinensis, and Dicranopteris dichotoma, which
occupied the important position in the community and could make full use of the resources in the ecosystem; (4)
heliophilous plants in the shrub and herb layers accounted for 67.6% and 62.5% respectively, while sciophiles
plants in the shrub and herb layers only accounted for 14.7% and 4%, respectively; and (5) the niche breadth
and overlap of the herb layer plants were at a low level, which suggested that these plants could not make
full use of resources and did not compete fiercely with each other. These results showed that the target tree
management treatments of P. massoiana plantations at the three densities led to diverse changes in the niche
and overlap of the vegetation but could promote the development of the plant community in a highly stable

direction.
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Table 1 Situation of the plots in different treatments
[a]£% #i Before thinning [A]fkJ5 After thinning
b # P4 4z SR P4 4z PR b i) 2 52
Treatment Average breast diameter Average height Average breast diameter Average height Density of the target trees
(d/cm) (h/m) (d/cm) (h/m) (n/hm™®)
CK 19.8 £ 0.4a 10.05 +0.2d — — 0
A1l 19.4 £ 0.4a 10.52 + 0.1c 19.4 £ 0.5a 10.52 £ 0.2a 100
A2 19.8 £0.3a 12.02 £ 0.3a 19.9 £ 0.5a 12.02 £ 0.3b 150
A3 19.7+0.2a 11.05+0.1b 19.8 £0.3a 11.05 + 0.3b 200

CK: OFk/hm?; A1: 100#k/hm?; A2: 150%k/hm?; A3: 200%k/hm?. T[] A3 [ 52 Rf 2 /R b 3017 22 53 3% (P < 0.05) .
CK: 0 tree/hm? A1: 100 tree/hm?; A2: 150 tree/hm? A3: 200 tree/hm?®. The same as below. Different letters indicate significant difference between

the treatments.
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Fig. 1 Effect of target tree management with different densities
on species richness index of shrub and herb layer in Pinus
massoniana plantation. Different small letters represent the difference
of species richness index in herb layer; different capital letters represent
the difference of species richness index in shrub layer (P < 0.05).
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Table 2 Main species composition and important value of shrub layer in the early stage of Pinus massoniana plantation target tree
management

B & Wy Fh S & #{H Important value (1V/%)
Family Genus Species Ecological habit CK A1 A2 A3
L&k Myrsinaceae  #k1FJ@ Myrsine AF Myrsine africana EFHHE4Y Heliophiles 3.13 542  3.45
1%} Lauraceae %@ Cinnamomum 1% Cinnamomum camphora  # [HAEY) Heliophiles 18.25 8.51 4.98  4.42
#7Fl Rosaceae = F @ Rubus i 24T Rubus pirifolius — FFAE4Y) Sciophiles 3.92 400 6.06
K#L &} Euphorbiaceae  ¥7#dJ& mallotus FEHid Mallotus barbatus EFHfEY) Heliophiles 16.07 8.09 23.03 2213
TLnEl Araliaceae HAKJE Aralia K&K Aralia chinensis E [HAEY) Heliophiles 1.04 1.78
1iZEFl Theaceae ¥AJE Eurya JHFEAS Eurya brevistyla F Y Heliophiles 417  8.59 5.11 3.01
HAF Liliaceae )8 Smilax #% %3 Smilax china E[HAEY) Heliophiles 290 224
#i Al Lauraceae KZETJE Litsea K#ET Litsea pungens Y Heliophiles 11.96 1752 16.21 14.64
#fti kL Verbenaceae “4¥kJE Callicarpa 25 W Callicarpa giraldii = [HAEY) Heliophiles 3.65 0.91
ﬁjﬁaﬁj};ataceae B4 FHE Melastoma I%iﬁi%n?normale E[HAEY) Heliophiles 5.08 3.35 4.31 6.07
24 Myrsinaceae  %4:/1)8 Ardisia 44 Ardisia japonica Ak Sciophiles 1.90 234 241
722} %} Fagaceae Kk Quercus itk Quercus serrata B ALY Heliophiles 1041 5.57 6.30 573
# % £} Rubiaceae H Y H & Serissa 7NHE Serissa japonica FFHIEY) Heliophiles 4.10 1.54
Al Rosaceae =T JE Rubus % Rubus buergeri %ﬁa ‘Sjnf)?;szjel—ipelggfsh"e 1.89
H &R Liliaceae ¥ )®m Smilax FEIR 3 Smilax discotis A Sciophiles 294 2.05
SR : _ ; - e H B EBIEY Heliophile
7 %kl Rubiaceae We ¥ )& Gardenia W1 Gardenia jasminoides and sem)iqs}fhade pIantps 298 3.23 1.84 3.48
%} Moraceae Y& Ficus ZEMA Ficus pandurata = [HAEY) Heliophiles 3.95 458  3.53
TR} Leguminosae % H- 3K & Pithecellobium i‘;f;ﬁfjjﬁium lucidum B Semishade plants 0.97
#H2EF Malvaceae FERAEIE Urena HiBk1E Urena lobata = [HAEY) Heliophiles 782  3.61 1.34 0.84
A4 F Liliaceae $K#)® Smilax RH-3E# Smilax arisanensis  # A4 Sciophiles 213 1.71
L iRl Verbenaceae #X¥kJE Callicarpa 482k Callicarpa bodinieri = [HAEY) Heliophiles 0.82
FAS 4R} Ericaceae FLY )8 Rhododendron  #1/% Rhododendron simsii B Semishade plants 3.10 1.85
Rl Rosaceae =48 Rubus 11% Rubus corchorifolius E[HHEY) Heliophiles 412 1.59 1.66
ZAF} Caprifoliaceae 24 )& Lonicera 2.4 Lonicera japonica FBHH44 Heliophiles 1.08
Kk £l Euphorbiaceae & Mallotus HURELE Mallotus philippensis — EFHH4 Heliophiles 0.78
4R Myrsinaceae %4:4°& Ardisia T W4 Ardisia crispa B Semishade plants 1.62
B . Ft Menispermaceae 41[E ik Pericampylus 4l Pericampylus glaucus izﬁé j;rifriﬁaﬁ ';Ieal:ﬁgh"e 4.88 413 3.34
Hi%i R Vitaceae Wi J® Ampelopsis e P Heliophiles 3.07 1.03
Ampelopsis delavayana
S} Leguminosae 15 R Millettia ﬁiﬁ’%fﬁngesﬁﬂm H R4 Heliophiles 400 288
LRl Urticaceae /K ik J8 Debregeasia 7Kk Debregeasia orientalis ~ #FH14%Y) Heliophiles 9.01
R Anacardiaceae  #h Ik KJE Rhus h kK Rhus chinensis FFH#Y) Heliophiles 2.28
IR Symplocaceae  1LIHLJE Symplocos Sl Symplocos lancifolia igdﬂsj;ﬁ)grﬁ%ﬁﬁ gg:ﬁgh'le 3.41
%%l Moraceae )& Broussonetia Jé14 Broussonetia kaempferi = [HAEY) Heliophiles 4.03
ZF} Leguminosae HH 7)J& Lespedeza AT Lespedeza bicolor EHAEY) Heliophiles 1.88
&} Leguminosae {8 J& Dalbergia 8 Dalbergia hupeana = FHAEY) Heliophiles 6.26

TG P R (R B e AL B R B AH L A .

The missing data in the table indicate that there are no corresponding species under this treatment.

EOpA R4 E, BN THRAFEHARREE KT
HEAR Y A TR AR A, AFAE AR T I T %, &
Wi\ MM ANZE AR AFD, B b7 ES I M AR, £
X P E % A B R RE TS 4 R PR, CRKEH AR 2547 56 FEAK I
RMER. RBEFH P #E. BN ZEHHE (Ficus pandurata) .

KT HHkTE (Urena lobata) , CKEZH [ 5 HE4) A= 252 96 FiF
DARE], SFIME N0.340. ATAEZS A7 58 5 fe K R e/ 70 3l
AN (Eurya brevistyla) 1M, A2 T il A4 25 47 08 i
T CKAL, A3RbFEH A= A5 A7 98 5 f oK A& AR 22 1, 291,042,

it T AL A, & R R R TR R AR L T EEES
BRI BRI BT AR, ABIERBEIE BT AR AR, 1 FL Al =t
WM Bk AR AR FOMTAR 0 A 25 AL T8 JE R, AR YERETE0.257-
0.365, ULHAAKRZ TIEZ A B b i B A 0. k5T
A1, Pearson i it & W i A J2 1) =1 SR AN A A5 67 98 E 2 1) AT

M (P>0.05) .

H#6-90] Jil, @i 0 B RSN TR A REAA: & S
FEMI T, BT LG H 4N [ A 2 AR 5 FEE A R 40 2 B ik
1EFIIK bR (Debregeasia orientalis) (0.183) . EE -4 A1 3

(0.118) . EHAM:AT (Myrsine africana) (0.055) . L4l
ARZET (0.589) . CKALI bR IERIK B2 LB ESFm
(1, oAt A = B B > 0.1 5 MBI 71%, AT A SE
AN TR ) B B R > 0.1, Ui W) AR I AT R SR 7 AR AL,
HoAth Wy b 2 7] B B M i (6. A4 FR A A 25 o B8 B A K
(12 B AR FIRAT (0.055) , Ml FIA 22 75 = i A5 I 11
AR A o B 7 FEARIR], TR B 3R R A R H BER R SRAHIE. A2
TP A 25 A7 % M i oy, 5 8 > 0115 S A1 55%,
Forp R 32 7R BAR 1 A A 1 B B T B (0.556) , KT
JR BT A S E &K (0.457) , H=HEBMEE
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Table 3 Main species composition and important value of herb layer in the early stage of Pinus massoniana plantation target tree

management

Bt & Wy A # % {} Important value (IV/%)

Family Genus Species Ecological habit CK A1 A2 A3
E N . .
AAFE} Gramineae WRYTHJE Lophatherum %11 Lophatherum gracile :nzaéjnris}grﬁﬁai@e I;;I:‘(:ghlle 285 6.24 228  6.47
5 F %l Blechnaceae ¥ Woodwardia — J14 Woodwardia japonica HEFHAEY) Heliophiles 4.83 9.42 9.43
%%l Compositae %iJ& Dendranthema  ¥7%j Dendranthema indicum = FHAEY) Heliophiles 378 1.31
= S n . .
%% £} Dryopteridaceae i % J& Dryopteris /25T Bk Dryopteris fuscipes ;Eaéei[ifrﬁﬁaiwe l;leE]I:;ghlle 1179 890 22.06 3.35
& B RE EEBRE K=Y R - —
Thelypteridaceae Parathelypteris Parathelypteris glanduligera # Y Heliophiles e
%%} Compositae k3% JE Erigeron —4E¥%E Erigeron annuus HFHAEY) Heliophiles 1.56 3.82
F A F Gramineae JR R Setaria 42 2 Setaria plicata #A, LHEY Heliophile g 53 1381 1052  7.56
p and semishade plants : . . .
fif: ¢ % Fl Oxalidaceae I3 5 )& Oxalis fif: 3 & Oxalis corniculata ;S;E’Bé eﬁ'iﬁ%ﬁ% I;Iealﬁghile 6.62 2.57
#74#} Rosaceae HiiiJ® Sanguisorba Ml Sanguisorba officinalis E Y Heliophiles 1.31
fi% £ % £} Dryopteridaceae TiAxJE Cyrtomium TiAx Cyrtomium fortunei iﬂaé eﬁ%ﬁﬁaiﬁe ';gﬁgh"e 2.61
47 #} Lygodiaceae 54 V0JE Lygodium 47> Lygodium japonicum EHAEY Heliophiles 285 1.71
KAFl Gramineae MR Capillipedium 4R % Capillipedium parviflorum =-FHAEY) Heliophiles 2.50
H %} Gleicheniaceae  T:HJ& Dicranopteris ~ 1-# Dicranopteris dichotoma = [H1E%) Heliophiles 11.99 436 1115
%%} Compositae VYN #E )& Blumea AR Blumea megacephala FBHHEY Heliophiles 7.09
p gacep p
ZF} Zingiberaceae 11Z & Alpinia 1l1Z Alpinia japonica = Y144 Sciophiles 1.64
y i S o B i = Opli ; FFH. P Heliophile
AAE} Gramineae SRAKEE Oplismenus 775 Oplismenus compositus and semishade plants 3.56
A4 Fl Liliaceae 1= 4@ Liriope 1# 4 Liriope spicata H I Heliophiles 2.91 413
B Ui Rl Lindsaeaceae 3 J& Stenoloma 5% Stenoloma chusanum iﬂﬂéeﬂéﬁﬁﬁaﬁ ';g'n(;gh"e 6.00 12.86
7Bl Dioscoreaceae % )& Dioscorea i Dioscorea polystachya = eliophiles .

Z Bl Di Z R Di = % Di polystachy: B4 Heliophil 1.75
W% Fl Dennstaedtiaceae %5 i J& Microlepia — *ERif 35 3k Microlepia hancei & B4 Heliophiles 6.58 12.70 1217
AAFL Gramineae L@ Arthraxon JLEL Arthraxon hispidus E A4 Heliophiles 3.98 991 228 2.33
B F Pteridiaceae W)@ Pteridium Wk Pteridium aquilinum FBH14 4 Heliophiles 420 712 2.28 7.56
ARl Gramineae )& Miscanthus 5 Miscanthus sinensis E[HHEY) Heliophiles 13.02 6.88 14.20 10.44
SRF} Iridaceae SRR Iris 2 Iris tectorum # ., EUIT) Heliophile 15 53 1159 7,89

and semishade plants

FE TR (U R R R AL B R B AH RL ) .
The missing data in the table indicate that there are no corresponding species under this treatment.

F4 DEMAIMBGRREE
Table 4 Niche breadth of dominant species in shrub layer under target tree management of Pinus massoniana plantation

TEABRBMESOERE

HE A58 Niche breadth

&l Family J& Genus Y)F Species 42 %5 311 Ecological habit oK A Ao A3
W%l Lauraceae #iJ& Cinnamomum 1% Cinnamomum camphora HPHAEY) Heliophiles 0.345 0.341 0.257
Kk Fl Euphorbiaceae 54 J& mallotus B Mallotus barbatus A Heliophiles 0.339 0.251 0.366 0.344
~ERRFF Urticaceae JKIFkJE Debregeasia  /KJik Debregeasia orientalis iﬂagiﬁﬁﬁaﬁ ;'Izl:]‘?[gh"e 0
T4t PR Melastomataceae B4t J1 g Melastoma & E 174/} Melastoma normale & 144 Heliophiles 0.354 0.365
HHZEF Malvaceae FERAC)E Urena HiBk7E Urena lobata = [HAEY) Heliophiles 0.318 0.352
723 Bl Fagaceae ¥kJ& Quercus Mi¥k Quercus serrata H MY Heliophiles 0.368 0.321 0.336 0.325
# %} Lauraceae ARZETJE Litsea K%ET Litsea pungens #PH144 Heliophiles 0.321 0.359 0.353 1.042
iz Fl Theaceae ¥AJE Eurya JFEAS Eurya brevistyla F B Heliophiles 0.365 0.345
%} Moraceae &)@ Ficus ZEM% Ficus pandurata E %) Heliophiles 0.334
#4444 % Myrsinaceae AT JE Myrsine ¥kAF Myrsine africana B FHHEY) Heliophiles 0.359
&kl Leguminosae 51 )& Dalbergia 5 f# Dalbergia hupeana E [HAEY Heliophiles 0

e th R K B 0 AL B T AR A A

The missing data in the table indicate that the species is non-dominant under this treatment.

=5 EABRENEEESESMEENEXESH
Table5 Analysis on the relationship between important value and
niche breadth of shrub layer

Ab 2 Pearsonitf ¢ &% BEE
Treatment Pearson correlation index Significance (P)

CK 0.220 0.470

A1 0.243 0.289

A2 0.235 0.304

A3 0.103 0.610

ARABL, S A 22 1 B A0 R 26 B A s R R R R ARBL O L3
GrBUREAL.

232 HEHERNEEMNDZERALIMKTREMERARES
MIRIEM  BFR100T A, TR T HAR W &5 B A Y
HA5F, CKAM LR D, F 65, Al. A2, ASHELCK4L
Sy T4 1. 2R Y. CKELAZS AL RIS R T4,
gt R R EEE R BEK S (Oxalis corniculata) . 4
B (Parathelypteris glanduligera) . A1HE A SR %47
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Table 6 Niche overlap of shrub dominant population in CK

£ H & KRR RBEALT  HHE Habs A%T
Speci Cinnamom Mallotus Debregeasia Melastoma Urena Quercus Litsea
pecies . .
camphora barbatus orientalis normale lobata serrata pungens
& Cinnamomum camphora 0.040 0.174 0.047 0.100 0.065 0.035
EAi Mallotus barbatus 0.040 0.079 0.021 0.045 0.029 0.016
JKIk Debregeasia orientalis 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
J& & # 4L S} Melastoma normale 0.048 0.022 0.096 0.055 0.035 0.019
HiBk1E Urena lobata 0.092 0.042 0.183 0.049 0.068 0.036
¥i#E Quercus serrata 0.069 0.032 0.137 0.037 0.079 0.027
KZF Litsea pungens 0.032 0.015 0.064 0.017 0.037 0.024
RT AMEMERREMBEESVNERE
Table 7 Niche overlap of shrub dominant population in A1
A A SRS KET o SNt Wl MR
Species Mallotus Eu.rya Litsea Cinnamomu Ficus Dalbergia Quercus
barbatus brevistyla pungens mcamphora pandurata hupeana serrata
EAi Mallotus barbatus 0.012 0.008 0.007 0.009 0.002 0.000
FikEA4 Eurya brevistyla 0.018 0.044 0.035 0.049 0.009 0.002
KZEF Litsea pungens 0.012 0.043 0.025 0.034 0.007 0.001
& Cinnamomum camphora 0.009 0.033 0.023 0.026 0.080 0.016
22 Ficus pandurata 0.014 0.049 0.034 0.028 0.118 0.024
A8 Dalbergia hupeana 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
MKk Quercus serrata 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.004
<8 AP MEAMBMEIESMNERE
Table 8 Niche overlap of shrub dominant population in A2
i E BRIT RET bR i SAER
Species Mallotus barbatus Myrsine africana Litsea pungens  Quercus serrata  Ficus pandurata  Eurya brevistyla
EAil Mallotus barbatus 0.055 0.033 0.027 0.033 0.030
B:AF Myrsine africana 0.054 0.044 0.037 0.044 0.040
KZET Litsea pungens 0.032 0.043 0.021 0.026 0.023
¥k Quercus serrata 0.025 0.034 0.020 0.020 0.018
E M Ficus pandurata 0.032 0.043 0.026 0.021 0.023
JEFEAS Eurya brevistyla 0.028 0.038 0.023 0.019 0.023
RO ASFHEARRLMBESMNESRE
Table 9 Niche overlap of shrub dominant population in A3
i HuR & AET AU B T JEEEF A
Species Quercus serrata Mallotus barbatus Quercus serrata Rubus pirifolius ~ Melastoma normale
Mi¥k Quercus serrata 0.076 0.094 0.029 0.021
EAi Mallotus barbatus 0.085 0.589 0.180 0.134
KT Quercus serrata 0.100 0.556 0.211 0.157
FLI- BT Rubus pirifolius 0.032 0.179 0.222 0.051
& & ¥ 4L S+ Melastoma normale 0.066 0.368 0.457 0.140

- (Lophatherum gracile) BRI 4= 25 457 58 B AL, 23 il
0.368. 0.367. 0.366, 5] =& M H FIERE /JHHIT. A2
{78 BEAK ORI A 00 JE IR TERE 0I5 R 5. R 0% B .
SR G, MELCKALER, 8N T 3R A A A T RN
AT (R4 b, AB A B ) A2 25 A0 T8 0 0 4 v, R AP T T e 11
T PR BN 0.368, i o5 R AN E Bk N 0.367, B /MUAE AL
B AR AR R (Blumea megacephala) . H#117]
H1, Pearson’y b7 3% W B AR 2 (1) B BEAE AN A 25 07 %6 5 2 81
Mzt (P>0.05).
FHR12-150 %0, 4NAN[F 4 22 1 B b E R IVA
R AN, CKALEE A & AL 5 1 > 0110 &2 5
SR (0.105) | B A4 2B (0.170) , SR M4 2
(0.142) , IX 3R (1) A= 25 o7 25 B J5E AR, 0 PR A AT % % 9
M7 SRAE, $03F BRCIR LI ZY . AT B 1) A2 25 4 5 8 T 3
AR, YR 22 58 G /b, AR AR 25 47 5 B B K T/
{843 )2 A 6 B B2 W B R (0.070) . 55 R4 -4t B
(0.015) . A3 F H A= 25 A0 B 25 I fo K 1902 VR T I R 2 X B

==
%®H,

(0.133) , Bt IZ A8 2 A NI RE W6 78 73 M I % J2 B3 R B
ATt EON
3 iR
31 BEMEAEMNIEMAIMNEERENFEE
HIFZ T
P 2 R M S B W P AL A0 RS R bk o 5 A 4L 7,
B P = AR O A 5 R 2 R T AR R 0 G B 4R A,
AT TR W HE A T2 RV A 2 ) ) = R R A N AR A
() 8 B (K MR oy W 2 AL AN ). B 5 R R N TEARAN IR A b
FERARA, 2 RE BRI B AR ) A AR ER A AN, AR
PR H b 22 i 4 S T AR ' IR P 20 S, D IR AR AL B P B
M PRl P 98 2 DA B 3 P45, T I 4 PR T 3L R R i
e, DR S AR AR AP0 M Ab, BRI AR A B R —
S I TA] 91 Pl P9 2 D03 A 158 2% 1, (HLVE A J2 AT B B A 2 0 7 1
ANAE 3% 75 58, AT BOR Bt i T LARRISOB I, 3R (1 S A A )
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Table 10 Niche breadth of dominant species in shrub layer under target tree management of Pinus massoniana plantation

: i ; A A #4758 £ Niche breadth
Fl Family J& Genus Y)Fh Species Ecological habit oK A1 A2 A3
i E % £l Dryopteridaceae fiE k)& Dryopteris %2 EJRk Dryopteris fuscipes ¥ [t Heliophiles 0.349 0.318 0.353
SRR K=Y o N
S AT Thelypteridaceae Parathelypteris Parathelypteris glanduligera #HH#) Heliophiles 0
AAF Gramineae )& Miscanthus 1 Miscanthus sinensis H FHAEY) Heliophiles 0.360 0.288 0.364 0.340
SRR I SERE S I B i BIAEY Heliophile
FEEl Iridaceae HIRJE Iris & Iris tectorum and semishade plants 0.367 0.368 0.345
3 ; : o B 1Y) Heliophile
AAEL Gramineae M5 JE Setaria 4 M5 Setaria plicata o et e 0.354 0.337 0.304 0.260
S g . — . - : . HFH. B Heliophile
= ) =2 =2
3 5 Rl Oxalidaceae FE4 5 s Oxalis [EJK E Oxalis corniculata and Semishade plants 0.236
: i D s g B =AY Heliophile
AR Gramineae R JE Lophatherum 71 Lophatherum gracile and semishade plants 0.367 0.368
KA F} Gramineae S JE Arthraxon JEHE Arthraxonhispidus FPHHE Y Heliophiles 0.334
%%l Pteridiaceae % )& Pteridium % Pteridium aquilinum E [HAEY Heliophiles 0.366 0.368
Wi Ft Dennstaedtiaceae %55 i J& Microlepia £k 55 ik Microlepia hance & BHfH% Heliophiles 0.327 0.366 0.367
H A%l Gleicheniaceae T-H & Dicranopteris  T=H: Dicranopteris dichotoma = [H1H%) Heliophiles 0.362 0.366
"y . o HMH. 2EBIHLY) Heliophile
SRR
WAl Lindsaeaceae k)& Stenoloma 5% Stenoloma chusanum and semishade plants 0.364 0.261
5 E % £l Blechnaceae 1% & Woodwardia %1% Woodwardia japonica H FHAEY) Heliophiles 0.367 0.367
4 ¥R} Lygodiaceae #E 4 V)8 Lygodium 40 Lygodium japonicum — EBAKEY) Heliophiles 0.368
%iF} Compositae YN FJE Blumea R A% Blumea megacephala = [H1H%) Heliophiles 0

A R R (0 B 2 i AL BN A RO AR S R,

The missing data in the table indicate that the species is non-dominant under this treatment.

RN ERREYERESESMEENEX S
Table11 Analysis on the relationship between important value
and niche breadth of herb layer

23 DR SR A A7 7 A7 2 18] 15 97 43 40 25 1 0, [T AR K3
72 WERJZ WA E AR BRI 3 n, AKEHON 4T i
I R T A TR AT e A K BRI TR] b P 2 T S 5

b2 Pearson # ¢ 7 4L i

Treatment Pearson correlation index Significance (P) K, A7 ECHE Y IE A0 A8 B A K a3 B E AR, ANREH A G
oK YA Py B KR T R BRI SUAT IS AV B . ASKLTE I e
A2 -0.063 0.893 TRBUE TR, X5 5 SR AR TR R R 2
A3 -0.166 0.694

2008k /hm? (¥ H AR 2 5 Bk, AR Pl R AR AR, A7 AE W
FABEFRIE, MRARR T BRI AL T R5E, EA 5

HEME S AR AL EAEP > 0.057KF LI A S .
There was no significance correlation between the important value and

IEEikvES

niche breadth at the level of 0.05. R T R ES S, RIMEY AR, SRR,
F12 CKIEEMBEARMAMBEESUERE
Table 12 Niche overlap of herbaceous dominant populations in CK
i 4 SR S SR 40t R 2 2
Species Dryopterls Parathelypter/s M/gcanthus Iris tectorum S(gtarla O){a//s
fuscipes glanduligera sinensis plicata corniculata
L85 E Rk Dryopteris fuscipes 0.089 0.026 0.035 0.042 0.064
42§ Parathelypteris glanduligera 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
¢ Miscanthus sinensis 0.027 0.105 0.041 0.050 0.076
5 ¢ Iris tectorum 0.036 0.142 0.042 0.067 0.102
gyt H 5 Setaria plicata 0.089 0.089 0.049 0.065 0.121
[ 4% ¥ Oxalis corniculata 0.044 0.170 0.050 0.066 0.080
F13 AMEMBERMEBMBEFESUERE
Table 13 Niche overlap of herbaceous dominant populations in A1
Fh wr BEBEEH ORI B e R i TR L2 3 SR MR
Species Lophatherum Dryopter/s Arthraxon Pteridium Microlepia Miscanthus Dicranopteris Stenoloma  Iris Sejaria
gracile fuscipes  hispidus aquilinum  hancei sinensis  dichotoma chusanum tectorum  plicata
W Lophatherum gracile 0.025 0.033 0.043 0.027 0.020 0.056 0.041 0.017 0.010
e @Bk Dryopteris fuscipes  0.021 0.597 0.021 0.013 0.009 0.027 0.019 0.022 0.014
I Arthraxon hispidus 0.063 0.035 0.060 0.037 0.028 0.078 0.057 0.066 0.041
B Pteridium aquilinum 0.043 0.024 0.066 0.026 0.019 0.054 0.039 0.045 0.028
i %5 ik Microlepia hance 0.024 0.022 0.037 0.023 0.011 0.030 0.022 0.025 0.016
T Miscanthus sinensis 0.016 0.009 0.024 0.015 0.009 0.019 0.014 0.016 0.010
2 # Dicranopteris dichotoma 0.058 0.030 0.085 0.053 0.033 0.024 0.050 0.058 0.036
5% Stenoloma chusanum 0.040 0.061 0.062 0.039 0.024 0.018 0.051 0.042 0.073
) Iris tectorum 0.047 0.026 0.072 0.045 0.028 0.021 0.059 0.043 0.084
4 A 5 Setaria plicata 0.027 0.015 0.041 0.026 0.016 0.012 0.034 0.025 0.028
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Table 14 Niche overlap of herbaceous dominant populations in A2

A JAFE 1341 WEGTY SR G B 4t AR A
Species Wgodwgrdla /_ygoq/um Dryopterls Mlcrolep/a Mlspanthus Iris Sgtar/a
Jjaponica Japonicum fuscipes hancei sinensis tectorum plicata
145 B Woodwardia japonica 0.055 0.070 0.059 0.047 0.036 0.025
470 Lygodium japonicum 0.055 0.066 0.056 0.044 0.034 0.024
LBk Dryopteris fuscipes 0.067 0.063 0.068 0.054 0.042 0.009
1T 8% 55 Bk Microlepia hancei 0.059 0.055 0.071 0.047 0.036 0.026
T Miscanthus sinensis 0.046 0.044 0.056 0.047 0.029 0.020
B JE Iris tectorum 0.034 0.032 0.041 0.100 0.027 0.015
44 R 5 Setaria plicata 0.021 0.020 0.025 0.021 0.017 0.013
F15 ASHMBEARBEMBEESVNERE
Table15 Niche overlap of herbaceous dominant populations in A3
- wATIE FREE B B EmsbER T
Species Lophathgrum Blumea Wpodwgrd/a Pterf(_;’lum M/crolep_la M/s_canthus ch_ranopter/s Stenoloma Sefaria
gracile megacephala  japonica aquilinum hancei sinensis dichotoma  chusanum plicata
R Lophatherum gracile 0.133 0.053 0.048 0.052 0.031 0.054 0.091 0.017
R A% Blumea megacephala 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
F# B Woodwardia japonica 0.053 0.146 0.052 0.056 0.034 0.059 0.100 0.018
% Pteridium aquilinum 0.048 0.131 0.052 0.051 0.031 0.053 0.090 0.016
16T % 55 B Microlepia hancei 0.052 0.142 0.057 0.051 0.033 0.058 0.097 0.018
T Miscanthus sinensis 0.029 0.080 0.032 0.028 0.031 0.032 0.054 0.010
T2 # Dicranopteris dichotoma 0.054 0.148 0.059 0.053 0.057 0.035 0.101 0.019
55% Stenoloma chusanum 0.065 0.178 0.071 0.064 0.069 0.042 0.072 0.022
44 2 5 Setaria plicata 0.012 0.033 0.013 0.012 0.013 0.008 0.013 0.022

PN S 2y k7R S AR RS R S ISV P
3.2 HEMAENSEMA LN EEREYE KA

AL

WL R ELE B AR MM RS RS L
BEMET ARG Z MR ESHE AN AESSE LR
P2 REE R AR R 2 E AR T — BN TR, @
YR S5, AOE IR K s IR Y, i H
25 HAR B AR B R I s 1), ATz P B RS AR
BRI TTIX ) AR AR SR SR E
(34%151/m 59, H e SR N TH T HEARIL345, HA24
i HARW AR, A1 A2, A3 R AL T
BT, BT 4B A H AR RSO W n, SRR A
HIS A 2, 58 ' BRI K 23 () -3 R A 0 L Ok A AR
. IR G U AR WM 2 I AT L T 3 BOMR R Dl R R
VR R AR JZ A 2 R AR A R R s E
PR 2 TE I AR Y A B T R R %, HASK P
J3 5 200k /b bR H 30 2 BE T PR, 7T A RS et I
JE 2 BRAR N, 26 B BUBRTEE T B A R, D B e,
WA TEHEY AR BT HAMZE N RIAK, EYE
AMEAE T P, X i R S BRI TR 75 2 ), PR
PR 5 AL 250388 187 2% b BB
3.3 BimEENDEMATIHERERE SN

A A B R B AR AR AR A B R K, A A A 5
J3E S PR FR BT B R — A e 7 T IE SR A AR
TIHE R JE LA 10 A 2 AR B AN T B R K A 9 45 A ) A R AR
IR, EE SRS EE— e R LR
PUONIEAR GG R, EBEA R, A A0 TE K, U Fh
BEFI I ZE BT AR BRI, A2, X5 ARG RA—
B AR TG RV SR T4 RO AL, AR ST T R AL
N AR WA AR A J2 e 5 R R 90 ) 7 25 o 9 P2 A0 B A O
ARI—-BoEY, EEEBOR MRS AL TE 2, J A
TP Sk, ASFVE R B AR 22 B AR BR T2 R A T AR,

RIS RS, UGB, K RE SR 11
H& A AR NG B R, AT 1200 B 1 HAR A Kk
B B H AR B AR K, A BN 0, AR
A B0 %E EAE ARE PRI B B K fE. AR TAEA R b H g f b
SR AEIZHT T, 042507 98 BEANFEAN W I I, 2R W34 o 2 2L
EEEB L2 A R ELNE LR, EEEEHEAT
B AT R BCY. AR OR I, P34 HEA 1 A 75 3 95 2T
YA BE F AR 35 B2 A 1 K BN BT S, IR AR
A LYE LT (ELRE H b 5 FZ A3 K S B S L THE TR R
e, HLPEA2UL K B di i i, 7T AR JERZ 150k /hm?ry F iz 4
# R BOE A AR AR Z Y A KO B A 2 TR g 78 A
7&}%[16].

AFRFER BRI RIS A A S EE, W3k
BRI 6 IR KRR [ 40L A 2 Ao B B AR A BB A A
A S S B BN A RUR AR R G R — Ok
WS ESESMMEEEE S 2 MR KRR, HBE
EEK, 3540 E. Gause AN, BEINTE S & H T
BB ERIER, Kb L, “FEZEIFLLIREK R, AR
TR, YFha Al e R AEBAZE S £ R LI
DU, R A6 4TI e A2 W 0 AR 25 SR A AR A 2 (A A, Xt
R TRV B R PR A R A 2 (g R B4 RIS 4 SRR
TE Ty FEAA N bR E om0 8 G R oy, A2 25 80 98 B K I 4 ok
IR SO S VA = e e AV R R/ R P S
B QIABFEME A 22 7 AR 25 A B8 BEBOK, A 3 A B S
A2, ASFEM IR AN SO B AR N R R, ARSI
ARIZHIRIER— 2. ARG R A L A T8
{ELFE A5 55 LRI R AL T BT 3y, (HA S A & T2y
B 3 AR, 38 A% L R I J R AT RE 2 AR A 0 B R A
PR BV AR IT S SR R T A R RIA, AT AR
REIR I PR R R, AR R AN AR A R R 3L R
FECE SRR E . B G & A, PR
AL TE P A B 2 R AR, R A 58 B K I
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