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Feature of forest community with Russula vinosa lindbl Fr. depending on for existance in Dingban
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Abstract: Structural features of forest community which Russula vinosa lindbl Fr. depends on for existance in
Dingban village of Datian county, Fujian Province were studied. The results showed that this community
consists of 46 species of woody plant, mainly including species of Fagaceae such as Castanopsis forgesii
Franch. According to the determination of species diversity, the species abundance, high index of species
diversity and evenness are indicated. The spacial pattemn of main tree species often distributes in clump in the

community .
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Table 1 Imporiant value of

tree species in arbor layer of the forest with Russula vinosa lindbl Fr. depending on for existance'’

MAtZE  HAHBIE M RER O EEH
it Relzif've Relative Rel'ntive Important MR Onder
Tioe specics density frequency dominance value
(%) (%) (%) (%)
W8 Costanopsis furgesii Franch. 17.43 14.00 55.11 o iy
TIFHE Castanopsis fabri Hanco 14.29 12.80 14.82 41.91 z
B Cinnamomum camphora (Linn.) Pres] 4.00 5.20 10.08 19.28 3
259 MBS Rhododendron henryi Hance 8.00 8.40 1.41 17.81 a
¥ Camellia ocoperala Hu 7.71 6.00 1.42 15.13 5
Y% BN Machilus velutina Champ. ex Benth. 4.29 4.80 3.10 12.19 6
AT T Ormaosia xylocarpa Chin ex L. Chen 6.00 4.00 0.96 10.96 7
14,44 Lindera aggregata (Sims.) Kosterm. 4.86 5.20 0.29 10.35 8
{E A Loropetalum chinense (R. Br.) Oliv. 4.57 4.40 1.16 10.13 9
B K Adinandra millettii (Hook. et Am.) Benth, 4.00 4.80 0.91 9.71 10
R Symplocos swmuntia Buch.-Ham. ex D. Don 3.43 4.80 0.24 8.47 11
Kt Castanopsis carlesii (Hemsl.) Hayata 1.71 2.40 3.70 7.81 12
R Vaccinium carlesii Dunn 3.43 3.60 0.23 7.26 13
F# M Cyclobalanopsis glauca (Thunb.) Oerst. 2.86 3.20 0.23 6.29 14
R Pinus massoniana Lamb. 0.86 1.20 3.43 5.49 15
Z ¥4 Diospyros morrisiana Hance 2.29 2.40 0.54 5.23 16
UiAE2E Eleocarpus sylvestris (Lour. ) Poir 1.71 2.40 0.30 4.41 17
W Lidhowrpus polystachyus (DC. ) Rehd. 1.71 2.40 0.09 4.20 18
KF Mex purpuren Hassk. 1.7 2.00 0.48 4.19 19
A Guuninghamia lanceolasa (Lamb, ) Hook. 0.86 1.20 0.11 2.17 20
WG Elaeocarpus japonicus Sieb. et Zuce. 0.86 0.80 0.11 L.77 21
R Vyssa sinensis Oliv. 0.29 0.40 1.03 1.72 2
K Burya nitida Korthals 0.86 0.80 0.05 1.7 23
BNl Machilus grijsii Hance 0.57 0.80 0.04 1.41 2%
R Camellia edithae Hance 0.57 0.40 0.03 1.00 25
EHE Castanopsis sclerophylla (Lindl. ) Schott. 0.29 0.40 0.07 0.76 26
¥ Liquidambar formosana Hance 0.29 0.40 0.02 0.71 7
E14E 18 Styrax faberi Perk. 0.29 0.40 0.02 0.71 28
% Dendropanax dentiger (Harms) Merr. 0.29 0.40 0.02 0.71 29

D fi#% 3200 m? 'The area is 3 200 m®.

X8, ifit 8 ( Millettia reticulata Benth. ) .3% 32 ( Smilax china
L), 8 4§ % W % ( Ampelopsis grossedentata
( Hand . -Mazz. ) W. T . Wang ] % . Hbi [ 4 &% 3% R
Z AERYS B P a0
AEAK
3.3 EUBKRGHBDMS Y

J3 i Shannon ] H 4§ %X .Simpson i) D 5 %(. %)
MOEEE BESOERREAZRENYFZ
Bt (F 4), I E 4 REH IEA B IKFERABEE A
RAKBERNKTAEHY, KU 2 8w,
Shannon 5 %4 5% 2.835 4 1 3.091 6, 41 T & I A
2 R 45 B AR AN oP T B R R Ak 2 el
FABRMK T AEHY YR E S EHLER, R

EHRABEE PO RS, ZHEE - ER
B ERBT IELLGEARAT AR B R E R X
HERE, XHFEFEMERENELEHERR
FRUERGRAES, £ ERE ERIET EL 28
B B R E R R EA i — 2T RMEN

4 3t

EAERMRAN 'MW, E2AET WA
PR b o KT BREY R LS AR VR, R AR % T
SLRHEY D E R B 5 B R TR AR MK
BLTRAR BB 31.7% , HAX BEE G 69.9%.
BEREDEESIER:EEARZTHE FEHEDE



R |

RHAH  EABRF RGBS ERE

29

AR BB 24.2% , R E B ERM. HHR
HERERD, LA TTAF A SR TP,
3 QNEMEME AELGE EARMBFFHES.
BIEHE AN G E, R RRENFARER, |
HIFEA R R SIELAR B R &R E—EHR

FAA T it — B HIRABIGE

AR EAE - RESHERFER.

AR B SR EEAR PR IE AL B AR A BRI

2 EAZEGRHIEMNRENZSERRE"

Table 2 Spacial pattern of main species in the forest with Russula vinosa lindbl Fr. depending on for existance'!

BRI ARRET T WE, SRRV ELLEMNH
EPHEEMBRZRAEREBEERYSN, XS
FAEKFEHRMBE EEMBEDES Y S
X, WEHEFHIA K, IELLERT RN
MR Z R B EBOR PR FE, AT BRI R

ri:} 'ﬁ:s{mm S X s G i m*/X Iﬁﬁt;lruﬁtjm
1 WS Machilus grijsii Hance 201 3.1406 6.4719 2.0607 4.2013  1.3377 AE#A Clump
2 K Loropetalum chinense (R. Br.) Oliv. 125 1.9530 5.7265 2.9322 3.8852 1.9893 EBA Clump
3 WiHlh Vaccinium bracteatum Thumb. 159 2.4840 8.0633 3.2460 4.3700 1.9042 #EFA Clmp
4 AL T Ormosia xylocarpa Chun ex L. Chen 545 8.5156 212.5710 24.963 32.4786 3.8140 HBA Clunyp
S ZBWHE Lithocarpus polystachyus (DC.) Rehd. 183 2.8593 5.9634 2.0856 3.9449 1.3797 HFM Cump
6 WiHE3 Elacocarpus sylvestris (Lour. ) Poir 166 2.5940 5.4196 2.0893 3.6833 1.4199 SEFFE Clump
7 B Castanopsis fabri Hance 699 10.9218 39.4371 3.6109 13.5327 1.2391 4E#A Clump
8 &34 Lindern aggregata (Sims.) Kosterm 407 6.3594 12.5833 1.9787 7.3381 1.1530 #E#% Clump
9 ¥4 Castangpsis fargesii Franch. 898 14.0313 120.8570 8.6134 21.6447 1.5426 HEBHH Clump
10 W28 Cameliia olejfera Abel. 310 5.2656 11.4995 2.1839 6.4405 1.248 S Clump
11 R Gyoobalanopsis glauca (Thunb. ) Oerst. 92 1.4375 2.3¢52 1.6314 2.0689 1.4392 HHA Clump
12 #EK Adinandra millettii (Hook. et Am.) Benth. 321 5.0000 11.3974 2.2795 6.2195 1.2559 WA Clump
13 #H Cinnamomum camphora (Linn. ) Presl 122 1.9060 3.2924 1.7274 2.6334 1.3816 HE#A Clump
14 W Symplocos sumuntia Buch.-Ham. ex D. Don 273 4.2656 8.2300 1.9294 5.1950 1.2179 EHE Clump
15 &S #ALHY Rhododendron henryi Hance 100 1.7031 3.6405 2.1376 2.8407 1.6680 HEHFE Clump
16 WELAH Photinia hirsuta Hand. -Mazz. 531 8.2969 94.8150 11.4278 18.7247 2.2568 EME Clup
17 S ENAHl Machilus velutina Champ. ex Benth. 306 4.7812 29.7930 6.2313 10.0125 2.0941 HEFE Clump

U ZPEMAN 644 10m x SmFEF 9 i+ HAA The values in table were calculated by 64 plots of 10m x Sm; n: % B A2 Number of individuals in
population; X ; F#F 4% [ Mean density of population; §%: 7 % Variance; C: ¥ B{FE ¥ Coefficient of dispersal; m " : FE M HFHE Mean

crowding; m * /X ; V- E740 57 AT 2% BE AY L Ratio of mean crowding and mean density of population.
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Table 3 Feature value of shrub layer in the forest with Russula vinosa lindbl Fr. depending on for existance'!

®Y W s FHL Height (m)

No.  Tree species Individuals gyt Min T Mean S Max
I ¥ Castanopsis fargesii Franch. 837 0.04 0.47 2.43
2 FHE Castanopsis fabri Hance 649 0.09 +0.76 2.87
3 WESAW Photinia hirsuta Hand. -Mazz 531 0.10 0.88 2.96
4  AELT Omosia xylocarpa Chun ex L. Chen 524 0.17 0.96 2.78
5 5% Lindera aggragata (Sims.) Kosterm 3% 0.07 1.10 2.70
6  iiZk Camellia oleifera Abel. 310 0.10 0.84 1.85
7 WIAK Adinandra millewtii (Hook. et Am.) Benth. 307 0.18 1.10 2.90
8 BEENIH Machilus velutina Champ. ex Benth. 291 0.06 0.41 1.94
9 B Symplocos sumuntia Buch.-Ham. ex D. Don. 261 0.12 1.00 2.63

10 BB Machilus grijsii Hance 199 0.11 1.03 2.95

11 AR FEMHN] Lithocarpus litseifolius (Hance) Chun 177 0.12 1.03 2.64

12 I Elaeocarpus sylestris (Lour. ) Poir 160 0.10 0.84 2.62

13 @iflt Vaccinium bracteatum Thumb. 159 0.10 0.68 1.70

14 S8 Sarcandra glabra (Thunb.) Nakai 125 0.30 0.56 0.80
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#% 3 Table 3 (Continued)
w5 M B B Heet (=)
P e : Individuals g 4% Min 4 Mean B Max
15  #tF Loropetalum chinense (R.Br.) Oliv. 109 0.19 0.91 2.60
16 MM Cinnamomum camphora (Linn, ) Presl 108 0.12 0.95 2.70
17 D Ardisia crenata Sims 106 0.10 0.39 1.10
18 W Cyelobalanopsis glauca (Thunb. ) Oerst. 82 0.31 0.93 2.74
19 HHELRE Rhododendron henryi Hance 81 0.12 1.30 2,88
20 ¥ &R Symplocos glauca (Thunb.) Koidz. 80 0.27 0.85 2.13
21 BAEFH Nov pubescens Hook. 65 0.12 0.91 2.30
22 MR ller asprella (Hook. et Am.) Champ.ex Benth. 62 0.14 0.49 1.58
23 W Vaccinium ieophyllum Hance 54 0.18 0.79 2.10
24 Fmih Camellia edithae Hance 54 0.12 0.78 2.50
25 Mk Castanopsis carlesii (Hemsl.) Hayata 46 0.35 1.09 2.66
26 WM Pranus spinudosa Sieb. et Zuce. 45 0.10 0.52 2.37
21 BEHW Daphniphyllum oldhamii (Hemsl.) Rosenth. 43 0.14 0.59 2.65
28 E2E 1L Maesa japonica (Thunb.) Maritzi 42 0.37 0.50 0.58
20 HiG AR Eunya nitida Korthals 37 0.20 1.25 2.82
30 A% lex pupurea Hassk. 31 0.30 1.40 2.44
31 &% Camellia octopetala Hu 27 0.17 1.80 2.47
32 ¥l Casanopsis sclerophylla (Lindl.) Schott. 25 0.32 1.01 1.65
33 HWM4A Ardisia crispa (Thunb.) A, DC. 25 0.38 0.47 0.56
M RS Vaccinium carlesii Dunm 20 0.2 1.68 2.78
35  BFE Toxicodend l (L.) 0. Kunize 19 0.32 1.30 2.60
36 =0F#fEE Symygium grisii (Hance) Merr. et Perry 18 0.17 0.44 1.23
37 ¥ Alniphyllum fortunci (Hemsl, ) Makino 12 0.45 0.73 1.10
38 B IFH Diospyros morrisiana Hance 10 0.23 0.93 2.61
39 EERB Nyssa sinensis Olive 4 0.12 0.78 2.50
40 WG Elacocarpus japonicus Sieb. et Zuce. 4 0.40 1.41 2.02
41 ¥ Myrica rubra (Lour.) Sieb. et Zuce. 3 0.82 1.16 1.35
42  BAK Cuminghamia lanceolata (Lamb. ) Hook. 1 = 2.00 =
43 =RE Cephalowaxus fortunei Hook. f. 1 - 0.72 -

U @Bl 3200 o The area is 3 200 ot
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Table 4 Species diversity of the forest with Russula vinosa lindbl Fr. depending on for existance'’

JZW Layer Ns H D R R, Js E Ds
FFA 2 Tree layer 29 350 2.8354 0.9173 4.78 1.55 0.84 0.40 0.88
T AAHY Woody plant undergrowth 43 613 3.0916 0934 48 055 0.8 036 0.88

' Ns: F¥ Number of species; Ni: T ¥ Number of individuals; H: Shannon 8% Index of Shannon; D: Simpson 363 Index of Simpson; Ry, R,:
E R BEIEH Index of species abundance, Js; Shannon #J4] [ Evenness of Shannon; E; Simpson 2] %5] B Evenness of Simpson; Ds; Melntoch 5] BF

Evenness of Mclntoch.
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