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2DBH Area (m?/100 m?) 0. 31 48.88 6.98 10.96
Richness of sampling plot 1 22 8.08 6.38
Abundance of canopy individuals 3 92 23.75 21.12
Abundances of a tree species 0 20 0.37 1.11
Abundance of dominant trees
Cunninghamia lanceolata ( Lamb. ) Hook. 0 15 4.58 4.61
Cyclobalanopsis glauca (Thunb.) Oerst 0 20 1.88 4.76
Castanopsis talw aniana H ayata 0 13 1.33 3.14
Machilus rehderi Allen 0 7 1.21 2.21
Dap hnip hyllum oldhami ( Hemsl. ) Rosenth 0 19 1.17 3.92
Machilus pauhoi Kanehira 0 13 1.17 2.85
Camellia oleosa (Lour.) Rehd. 0 16 0.92 3.28
Meliosmarigida Sieb. et Zucc. 0 11 0.83 2.46
Phoebe sheareri (Hemsl.) Gamble 0 14 0.75 2.94
Liquidambar f ormosana H ance 0 0.71 1.85
Elaeocarp us duclouxit Gagn. 0 0.71 1.85
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Tree richness = 8.08 + (5.85 x PC1) 24 0.841 < 0.001 2.598
NSM1= 5.06 x 10-7+ (0.607 x PC2) 24 0.570 < 0.001 0.540
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Relationship Between Understory Vegetation and Canopy Stratum
Trees in Huitong Forest Region
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Abstract: Nor-metric multidimensional scaling (NMS) analysis was used to get two direct gradients in
canopy tree species-site relationships from canopy data set, then principal components analysis was used
to extract two principal components (PC1 and PC2) from canopy variables including the two direct gradi-
ents and other canopy parameters as the environment variables of understory vegetation, and how the two
principal components affect understory vegetation was studied, not only in species diversity and compost
tion but also with reference to species assemblages. No significant effect of forest structure (represented
by PC1 scores) on diversity of understory vegetation was found, however canopy composition (represen-
ted by PC2 scores) has a strong influence, explaining 36. 9% variation in understory species diversity.
DCCA (detrended canonical correspondence analysis) ordination to was used to explore the changes in
understory species compositioncanopy relationships, and canopy variables was found to significantly in-
fluence the distribution of the understory species. For example, Elaeocarpus decipiens, A leurites Montan-
a, Elaeagnus pungens, Cyclobalanopsis glauca, Diosp yros kaki. var. sylvestuis and Cinnamomum par
thenoxylon are strongly associated with forest structure, and H emiboea henryi, A nisocamp ium sheareri,
Akebia trif ollata, Dendrobenthamia honghongensis and Phoebe sheareri are strongly associated with can-
opy composition. However forest structure is much weaker than canopy species composition in explaining
understory composition. Null model was also used to test the understory species co-occurrence patterns a-
long three different forest structure and canopy composition scales. Only canopy composition significantly
influences Stone and Robertss G-score. The results suggest that canopy composition is among the most
influential forces in ecosystem process, and imply that canopy com position might have played amajor role
in creating observed understory community patterns.

Key words: canopy composition; forest structure; ordination; evergreen broad leaved forest
(FHERE HLX)



