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Intraspecific and interspecific competition of Pinus dabeshanesis
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Abstract; In this study, we investigated the intraspecific and interspecific competition of Pinus dabeshanesis ( P.
dabeshanesis) in Dabieshan Mountains, Yuexi county of Anhui province, using Hegyi individual competitive indices ( CI)
model. The competition intensity was analysed from the 53 target trees and 2079 competitive trees within the P. dabeshanesis
community. The results showed that intraspecific and interspecific competition intensity of P. dabeshanesis accounted for
17.11% and 82.89% in the total competition intensity, respectively, indicating a remarkable effect of the interspecific
competition. The value of the main competition intensity was laid out in numerical order, i.e., Quercus serrata > P.
dabeshanesis > Pinus taiwanensis > Rhododendron mariesii > Castanea seguinii > Hamamelis mollis > Stewartia sinensis >
Dendrobenthamia hupehensis>Bothrocaryum controversum > Carpinus turczaninowii. Notably, the competition intensity of P.
dabeshanesis decreased inversely to diameter of the breast height (DBH) , which showed a stronger competition at DBH of <
25 em and appeared weaker at DBH over 25 c¢m. The relationship between the whole forest competition intensity and DBH of
the target tree followed the power function ( CI= AD™). In conclusion, this model could effectively predict the intraspecific

and interspecific competition of P. dabeshanesis.
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FED AR ) 1) B 4 2 o XA PR 958 [R]85 SR DT — A BELRS 1 55 — MR IE R AE KRR, 2
SRR S A0 A ShAS MR Z R BRI oA Al P9 AR R R R IR S e sh
VRO IR A =R O N 2 — % B, B AL R 0 1) 5 4 A ) 3 0 R 1 P R
VR AT RFSE R, U B AR o2 A5 P o S R F J8 T AR SCRI SR ) A G X e R TR S 12 B — 26
FERPITE g ™ AR T Hegyi $2 HH Y BRACSE AR BI04 SRR ) AR PR IR I 75 oK 5
A PIRAE) T TN

KA FEFHS ( Pinus dabeshanensis) ,Eﬁ}ﬁ“‘ﬁﬁ y A A3 AR T R X8 NV el VEBUE RV R R TN
SRR T U R R SR AN R B AT R R I G BIE T R G R T A i SR LR
R AR IS A B R M, SSHE 5B, O I TS AR AE RN 2, — 38 Z [ AP FE B R 1 3
MG, B From B 5 O I TS B MR RN R DD, T H BHZ Y R ATE To M B8 S bt BRe ik A i die
TP XA R R X R Sh A A R 0 1) S S AR O G D S . K L A 4 el PR R ) 5
FITEATTHE KL RZ YR A AE P A AR 7 Rt , AR SCLATRN L TLET A S X 52 R Hegyi [ B TE 4
BERY 3 AT I L TR B Rh PRI (8] 554 0GR 487 OIS M AL, S 1 A e 1) i Jee sh A5 SR At BB AR .

1 HREXER

XA T2A B E R TWEN, Z X AL T E115°24'—116°21", N30°44’—30°51", 4% 900—
1300m, WIFE , FRHKE 1350—1400mm 7247, VIR 14—15C  Bomih-14.2°C, JE/i 212d.
T A7 pH (H7E 5—5.5, J& b7 Hvts I W W 2 XU DX, s PEAE B DA LA Sy 2 B9 B TR 22
Mo RBILFAETFS [ SRFIE AN A ZE I 1050—1200m SR, LAFASE T LA db i S, FARFIIE AL
EAMRIE Z T G UL, FAR TR R, b T AsARAS . P83 JLAR UL & 3, 46 28 % 1E 3—4 B, 5
H AR BRI HUR , U MESKAETKRIT B2 AE by . BICR AR 9 i M85 SRR HA T I E R, #F
ERNTEARE 1 32 B L Fh A 58 0+ ( Quercus serraia ) . K W T EF AR ( Pinus dabeshanesis ) | 15 WA ( Pinus
taiwanensis ) % 1111 ( Rhododendron mariesii) 5% ( Castanea seguinii) %1 &8 ( Bothrocaryum controversum') F1P4
W84E ( Dendrobenthamia hupehensis ) %, M T #E AR JZ F 2 A 4 )\ ( Hydrangea umbellata ) | 111 ¥ ( Lindera
reflexa) FEH(sp.) M—ET - RZ4H S, PIBRILZL ( Rhododendron simsii) & 53653 ( Viburnum sympodiale) M
IREAE ( Corylopsis sinensis ) S5 N2 UL, H T ARIBIAB A B 53k 80%—90% , HLA JZ Fhsds /b | 84 5 5 7
( Carex siderosticta) >R K¥E ( Oplismenus undulatifolius) JEE (Arthraxon hispidus) 55

2 HIRAE

2.1 BdER4E

TR L AR o3 A B/ HAE BTS2 R A RAS  ZE AT R i BF 1 i A BL il 1, 2013 4 7—8 H, 1t #%
FBNL FE AR A3 A HLH SRR LRAE SE 4 0 b BEAE AR b, L ERE 10 e, DIAEHL P Mg 72 K F Sem
AR TR A G2, ke BN K 53 bk, 4 5 H M 72 A s B Se B yu Bl S IR0y 4610 2R gt
FIEEA 3> A5 0k IR B b v KB A0 A28 | 2 %055 ) 91 R RIARE e ) A 8 B el s S 4 b R 2, i TR
S T AT FA IR BT ARTE 8m oAy, R e 242 8m BRI N B AT 042 = Sem TR AR R 354 K, I AT ARIC LA
B, M e A AR = R S R ARRIEE e R e S ARFI4
2.2 ERRENEGE

R BN T ARZ B TE PR T Hegyi £ H) 19 B 55 48 BT h S 1) 2 MOR X 20855 I
TR RO AR RO IR B R A R 2 A S R FLEF AMJR A A 8 B 5 A7, B e > R A
SCRA T BRI RS AR THE AR .
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P, CLASERAEE DA TE P AR ; DR RARMIAE ; L, XGRS G AR Z Bl R FE RS 5 N 58 4 R B Bk
K, CHEMOR 3 RARZ B 150 iR 21

N
A

30.8295
T

30.8274

30.8253
+

30.8232

30.8211
T

I ! ! !
116.095 116.098 116.101 116.104 116.107

B 1 KA ASRS R R (+FR k)

Fig.1 Distribution of P. dabeshanesis and sampling sites ( +represents the stands)

BT A SE R A XS RA BT AT E N N AR A TE A8 50N, BIASI L A B FaRh iy LA
R[] B 5 S B
2.3 BdlRabr

PR AR AR 5 52 38 BGHAT BUA 734, A BHIRTE Excel 2003 1 SPSS 13.0 52 AL,

3 ER59H

31 MRARSES AN
AR A 53 B, /MR 5.2em, e KR 42.6cm , PRI 20.64cm; 35 4 A d/IMNAR 5.0em , Fe K
4% 55.0cm, FHIH01%E 10.49em, W RAK G4 ARMEHE M B LW S SEEILE 1, WFE 1 ITUEH,
NGB W48 K/ NI IE A 200, B 15—20 em FRGA1, W4 A A2 52 TR AR G M | IR IRAT Rt — 2L 4
KB FLETFA AR XMER I S ZE T R BB B8, PRI S S AR 22 | 70 A DXy 20 4552
R 47 B 2079 k., Ho,5—15 em 2, SR BB 81.19% , 5E A AR HM i 5 e S E ARG

F1 MNEARZSHARHHIR
Table 1 The status of objective tree and competitor
XZEAR Objective tree e AR Competitor

(= - -
M7 A FA S AR SMZ AT /é S AT A
o ) gy PHWE SRR ) P T
Scale/ R p tage/ Average Average of R p tage/ Average Average of
o Number creentage of DBH/ height/ Number creentage of DBH/ height/
cm % %
/cm m /cm m
5—10 8 15.10 7.55 5.26 1379 66.33 6.62 4.79
10—15 8 15.10 12.84 8.04 309 14.86 12.44 6.44
15—20 11 20.75 17.20 7.55 160 7.7 17.39 7.51
20—25 11 20.75 22.40 9.48 131 6.3 22.18 9.04
25—30 6 11.32 28.03 10.27 54 2.6 27.22 9.81
>30 9 16.98 36.33 12.02 46 2.21 36.51 9.83
43t Total 53 100 — — 2079 100 — —
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3.2 KRB TR Al o A0 B] 5 4

22 R FLEERASZ B Fh Y RIRR ) S5 A B Bl N e 4 SR BE Ol 67.374 (5 B AR Y 17.11%,
FRIA]SE iR A 326.467 , 4 B35 S5 (1) 82.89% , Ut FI A B Ll FLATAA A9 58 4 R 2k A FhIA], X 5 A ARIRAES T
ZYRECE RS> B EUE A R — B, RN AR R A B SRR S B 8RS et
HEILS , 525t K/NFRRG KN BAMREE C R Y], T/ INMEG AR S B 2 AR I 32 B i 58 4 ik 32
BR BEERHRYIGE R, P35 A48 8 R B R 3 (r=-0.866, P<0.05) . TERH/NT 25em I, B R 2K
FIFPTEAAREEI R T 10( 3£ 2) , BRI A% 64.336, 5 6 FL B9 95.49% ; KT 25em i, BN E A Fl N 7%
FHREINT 2, /N TR (1=3.982, P<0.05)

T L A 0 o (] 5 4 Bk 32 58 e AR K/ INFIEICE 2 i b, 3 RS S P S AN R AR FE IR R 22 57 (R 3)
TEPEA R SE G AR 47 Fh SE g T8 8 R 393.841, (H i TAA SR 1—2 &k, T AR SO X s Fp 45 9%
T Hd 554 Sl R RS EHE , 35 A 4850l 97.630, YR R ML FATR , 248 80N 67.374, 5540 ie /N
B JSE RS Euscaphis japonica , 5a -8 50UA 0.047 5 75 41, B IS 5 SE DA 48 K HL 0 8 225 K 1 o
AP A T AR ISR 4 TR ST, S48 8003 31 A 42.609 Fil 25.520 5 5 LU 21 F1 4 26 A A B 50 /IMEL D B0 3 22 I
TG RN L BT AA L= A T BB, 5a S A5 500 510 34.146 1 24.280, KB 1L FL AT R Py K 3 22
Tl ) ) 0 ML A YR Ry S A A > R 1) LU BT A o PR > B LA S T LU 2T > 28 T > 4 > 025> DU BB A S KT 5 4 > 18
B,

®2 RALFASHRET R0 BT SR E

Table 2 The intraspecific and interspecific competition intensity of P. dabeshanesis

N TE S Intraspecific competition FIA] % 4* Interspecific competition
R/ em " SEATREL " " e HEEL "
. BREL E%.E' : PR IR AR PREL e TR R AL
Diameter scale Competitive index Competitive index
Number Average of CI Number Average of CI
cn cn
5—10 85 14.974 0.176 1294 142.020 0.110
10—15 78 21.937 0.281 231 50.911 0.220
15—20 33 17.198 0.521 127 35.607 0.280
20—25 29 10.227 0.353 102 45.983 0.451
25—30 3 1.917 1.121 51 27.375 0.537
>30 4 1.121 0.280 42 24.571 0.585
J&11 Total 232 67.374 — 1847 326.467 —

R3I EHEANMLEARNZRERE

Table 3 Species composition of competitive tree and the competition intensity

AEME PR PEE Vi TS TR
Fh /314 1 L 51 Average Average TR 8 He24
Species Number  Percentage/  of DBH/ of height/ cl Average Ranking
% cm cm of CI of CI
JERAME Quercus serrata 284 13.66 17.53 7.56 97.630 0.344 1
KINLTAIH Pinus dabeshanesis 232 11.16 13.10 6.76 67.374 0.290 2
H1LIHR Pinus taiwanensis 176 8.47 14.41 6.45 42.609 0.242 3
1L ZL Rhododendron mariesii 320 15.39 6.10 3.68 34.146 0.107 4
58 Castanea seguinii 110 5.29 15.14 6.41 25.520 0.232 5
S2M Hamamelis mollis 219 10.53 6.52 4.80 24.280 0.111 6
228 Stewartia sinensis 90 4.33 7.71 5.48 16.483 0.183 7
PUREAE Dendrobenthamia hupehensis 97 4.67 9.27 5.27 11.952 0.123 8
YT &8 Bothrocaryum controversum 73 3.51 10.03 6.77 10.694 0.146 9
}EAM Carpinus turczaninowii 88 4.23 7.78 5.52 10.409 0.118 10
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dEMRE PR PEE AT TR
Fuipa AL B EL ) Average Average SRR EiER i He4
Species Number Percentage/ of DBH/ of height/ Ccl Average Ranking
% cm cm of CI of CI

J\FAWR Alangium chinense 22 1.06 11.32 5.91 6.720 0.305 11
WWPEAE Cerasus serrulata 33 1.59 8.52 6.14 4.548 0.138 12
421 FIL Symplocos chinensis 39 1.87 8.00 5.33 4.450 0.114 13
)i Acanthopanax gracilistylus 26 1.25 8.50 6.3 4.165 0.160 14
2K Cunninghamia lanceolata 16 0.77 14.04 8.16 3.876 0.242 15
IKMIAEMK Sorbus alnifolia 16 0.77 9.66 5.66 3.101 0.194 16
=HME2Y Lindera obtusiloba 26 1.25 6.43 4.55 2.805 0.108 17
FEIER Toxicodendron trichocarpum 28 1.34 6.31 4.24 2.533 0.090 18
VL IR Lindera chienii 15 0.72 10.43 5.37 2.532 0.169 19
W1 ZT. Rhododendron simsii 13 0.63 6.73 4.55 1.749 0.135 20
X8 JTHK Acer palmatum 15 0.72 6.33 5.41 1.659 0.111 21
/INFY Broussonetia kazinoki 4 0.19 6.60 6.50 1.570 0.393 22
(23R Corylopsis sinensis 21 1.01 6.52 5.35 1.318 0.063 23
AET-4:H1 Carpinus cordata 8 0.38 6.68 5.35 1.311 0.164 24
HAELAHE Photinia beauverdiana 6 0.29 8.52 7.43 1.035 0.172 25
AHFEE Viburnum sympodiale 12 0.58 6.61 4.14 0.929 0.077 26
KMLTTF Hlex macropoda 3 0.14 23.40 5.53 0.772 0.257 27
KB Acer macrophyllum 10 0.48 9.28 7.97 0.763 0.076 28
ERIRA Rhus chinensis 11 0.53 7.37 5.32 0.708 0.064 29
REL A Acer acutum 8 0.38 6.60 5.68 0.622 0.078 30
HE 17 FAEAERD other trees 58 2.81 7.21 5.72 5.599 0.097 —
A1t Total 2079 100 — — 393.841 — —

3.3 KOl FEAS X G AR B4R 5 5 s B O 2R B LT

AR TEGZ BN Z MY AR R BRI, Horb, AP v 094 A i 42 0 58 4 i 2 i ok B
MR AR T, A TR R L A AR R NG T4 i B OC R, LI R IRl F AR &, SR AT
Bt AU R R B Z R A T SE R R B MR AR BAR B B OC R AT RAPLE . S5 R, R R
LR AHOC BB B, PR MR R B A0 A el A Y | BT

CI= AD™

A, CIRTERTRIE | D AR R AR A Fl B AR S4B B MR I 25 R A B W E K- (% 4) . X 53 #k
XFRARI M AR R (B 2) M RABR SN (& 3) 58 PR RO R AT 08, 4 R K B X R A
WA 38 K s Fe OB w2 /N, Hod AR /T 25em Z BT B A 3E 4R 1K, 25em 25, SE 4o AR AL
AN, HSE a8k,

x4 ZHEEREEWNEAHBERESY

Table 4 Model parameters of competition intensity and DBH of objective tree

2551 Sort
WH Item —
A B R? M Significance

PN R R VAT i
P. dabeshanesis and stand 1.796 0842 0.498 p<0.01

| NS ES 9
j(?;]ﬂ.lﬁfﬁﬁ'\ SRR . 1.550 0.807 0.445 P<0.01
P. dabeshanesis and other species

o] \

JHMIEHARP , 4.737 1.066 0.508 P<0.01
Intraspecific competition of P. dabeshanesis

| | NS
AL R Ll FLE A 5 AR A 5 all 0.806 0316 P<0.01

P. dabeshanesis and Quercus serrata
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DR e A A TR A A B 2 P, ] AHEA T 0 (3 5) o Z2RERIT, B R 1L FLAT A A 38, S 4 15 0
MR, AR T 25em B, 54 MR A K IX SR SCRTT I A I A 45 R — 3 (K 2) o T B BEAR 47
RO I3 1Ly T B Rb ) R ) 5 45

1.2
*
07T y=4.737x7106
06 - y=1.796x 042 10 - . R?=0.508
w R2=0.498 ¢
$05 . 0.8+
ﬁg 04 %E 0.6 L
503t 52
" g &5 04 L
S02F R £
01 F o2l
0 1 1 1 1 J
0 10 20 30 40 50 0 J
W% DBH 0 30
Diameter fo the breast height/cm Wk DBH
& Diameter fo the breast height/cm
5 \ 3 4 A b e £a, 23 / N
B2 XFLUAHRNEREESEIHRINESIERXR 3 KBRS EAMESHMANSSIENLR
Fig. 2 Relationship between DBH of objective tree and Fig. 3 Relationship between DBH of objective tree and

competition index of the stand intraspecific competition

£S5 KA R SHHAT A FE T H 08 E 5 X RARMEHERT

Table 5 Model prediction of interspecific and intraspecific competition intensity and DBH

122 Diameter scale/cm

I H Ttem
5—10 10—15 15—20 20—25 25—30 30—35
| NI N 7 A
j(;’;JL]_lﬁ«ﬁ'M\ TEPHI 0.336 0.213 0.164 0.131 0.109 0.096
P. dabeshanesis and stand
o] N=Ya |
A F%HVA AR . 0.311 0.201 0.157 0.126 0.106 0.092
P. dabeshanesis and other species
I A
j(%““ﬁﬁ—&ﬂlw . . 0.570 0.315 0.230 0.174 0.130 0.114
Intraspecific competition of P. dabeshanesis
) NS
KA TSR 0.484 0.313 0.247 0.198 0.165 0.146

P.dabeshanesis and Quercus serrata

4 WS

T e R ) 6] DAy 2 b 53 0 T A 4 1) B R 4 ) I AR ELAE T £ 2R IIE R, Hegyi Y HARTE
SRR S T AT 0 R ) 5 4 E DRI T 2 T 5 T P AR 1) 3 4 O 28 FH AR AR 22 — R SO
PRETRUAR A SOSE T R0 LI TR A RURR 8] ) 38 S5 B2 3l I X 53 BT RA K 2079 MRTE S AR BRI R
B, R0 Ll TR BB PN 58 8 B0Ch 67.374 /N TRR I 54 415 %K 393.841, 3% 15 A SRR T 70 A A iy o [
A RG22 R AR AZ S W BURAT L, 1 L5 A 4 R 2 DA PR B A 0 3L
SR EEOR A BRI

S 2 B SE AR NS KR S R IS SL R 2 R, Wb ] 9 B A E ) SO T AR A AT PR A S R
JEE A2 T PR ASCRHSIT | A 2507 T 75 MR 38 DR (0 ) ol 22 ] 5 4 R 20, 5 4 0 55 B9 A A b s mPofs 70 - L 1 25
IR R R E S TR R IR L (ESE A B SRR IS S B R A, RN, 7EREE
TR B0, HEvE h B AR R, ST A SO B AR I S S BE T RO, R IRV TR, STEE R Y 3E
il 1B RN B AR PO BRI TACSCI S A R IE S, TEE A R D A Tk 47 B3R
55 R Ll AR S A RO R 2 PP A (B LR 5 T L2 G A S R L T A R ) TR B 4
WBh, R R AR B L S AR fR AR AR T o DA DRI DR L A ) 3 4 s R, LR

http ; //www.ecologica.cn



2 Ti/INHE A5 R L TR TR A R ) 3 4 500 B2 395

SER BN TLEHARFR N 3 2L BRI A K BN B e 2 (3% 3) , INTEsT P R SR I, Sa s 50 4
AR B M ASASE IR TN 2 B, 5 4 o B B AR B 3G R DR, AT B R RACE R, X S B EEN Z M L
A2 SRR AES R R T HHSR A XAA Y AR TR R, I L LA AR /N T 25em B, Z F 1Y
SR VR HIAR KT 25em I, A2 B A 55 4 i BE B /), ELIREHE A8 A — 20 1 R 58 A i R AL A B
o X AT RESE K A S IO Ll FLATRARE DK AFGEIR ST 155, 52 B REAE RO H R A A R 2
BE I AN A O L T AR R P A3, T TR AR R B2 R IR 534 BE 1 AN W4 56 | AT
32 B 5E A e 10

T L FLEFAA B A5 SR B AR 7 A9 T A, b sh 4 0 4l £ S U B9 52y, B A R i
BH AR PREEHE LS, BRI, B 7% v 2l A kg 2 DL, SRR 22 0 LA A, RO RE A I A5 IR R 58 8K
RS A L FAT R b A AR (] WIF ST 45 3R B R SRRt = 407 7 2RSSR, IO g X DR 3 L A ) SR SR bR B
NTARE S0 . PRI I AT ALl 80, T LA IE 5 R AR B fie (5 405 1 2l A4 Il el e 6 25 5 %
4, LK BRI — AR A 5 75 AR AR A2 15 5 4 i JBE R ASE R Tt 45 2R | 70 R0 L TP i A 1 3]
25cm ZHl, BER BT 750 150 A, AR A AR | B LA R L 2155 | DU S RAT AR 1) A A7 23 (] Rl 52
R i K AE BT I T A AR A A s (AR BRBTIRAY o5 0, fe i rh /MR G A T A I fR R R AR bR
RH, LA B R — 2R fia Y ah i H 69,

Bt g AR A E RS R R TR B SR ] X A TAE RSB
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