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Contribution of Undergrowth Species of Pinus tabuliformis
Plantation to the Distribution Pattern of Community Species

Richness in the Zhongtiao Mountain
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Abstract: In this study, the P. tabuli formis plantation community in the Zhongtiao Mountain was used as
the research object, contribution of understory sub-assemblages of different samples to the distribution
pattern of community species richness has been studied, and the key species that affect the distribution

pattern of species richness in the region’s community have been identified. This study will provide a theo-
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retical basis for the conservation of regional species diversity. The results show that: (1) the distribution
pattern of understory species frequency in this area is obviously to the right, and there are obvious differ-
ences in species richness in different samples. (2) The contribution of common species to the distribution
pattern of community richness is greater than that of rare species. (3) The most common species explained
88. 4% of the species richness pattern of the entire community (P<C0. 01), while the rarest species only
explained 24.5% (P>>0. 05). After removing the rarest species, the most common species can explain
90. 8% of the remaining species (P <C0.01), while after removing the most common species, the rarest
species can only explain 48. 6% (P<C0.01). (4) When there are more common species in the sub-assem-
blage, the higher the correlation between the sub-assemblage and the richness distribution pattern of the
full assemblage. (5) Forsythia suspensa ., Philadelphus pekinensis, Smilax stans, Adenophora wawre-
ana and Lonicera chrysantha contribute the most to the distribution pattern of community species rich-
ness, and not the more common species contribute more to the community richness pattern. (6) Species
with low interspecific associations with more frequent species contribute more to the distribution pattern of
community species, but this explanation does not apply in respect of rare species. In the process of protec-
ting the species diversity of P. tabuli formis plantations, we should not only focus on common species and
ignore rare species.
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No. Locality Elevation/m Area/m’ Slope aspect Slope Coverage/ %
1 111.92°E, 35.50°N 1916 1 200 Virg SW 22° 80
2 111.92°E, 35.50°N 1924 675 <H SE 34° 75
3 111. 88°E, 35.50°N 1 880 1 200 g W 19° 60
4 111. 94°E, 35.51°N 1750 1 200 Vi SW 36° 55
5 111.93°E, 35.51°N 1722 1 200 * E 21° 85
6 111. 90°E, 35.49°N 1933 1200 R4t NE 13° 80
7 111. 90°E, 35.49°N 1917 1200 Vim SW 20° 60
8 111. 94°E, 35.48°N 1509 1 200 S 26° 80
9 111.92°E, 35.51°N 1997 1 200 Vi SW 25° 75
10 111. 89°E, 35.49°N 1872 1200 "F SE 11° 70
11 111. 90°E, 35.49°N 1928 1 200 i W 8° 60
12 111. 90°E, 35.50°N 1 960 1 200 PiRs SW 23° 75
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