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Abstract: To study species composition and community structure of typical subtropical
evergreen broad-leaved forest ( EBLF) and subtropical montane elfin forest ( MELF), we
established 1 hm? EBLF plots and 1 hm?® MELF plots in Shimentai National Nature Reserve in
Guangdong, South China. Using all woody plants with DBH = 1 cm, including trees, shrubs
and lianas in each plot, the species composition and community structure of the plots were
analyzed based on species community, density, diameter at breast height ( DBH) class
structure and plant height structure of the area. Results showed that dominant species differed
between EBLF and MELF, with a Segrensen similarity index value of 0.41, but dominant
families ( Theaceae and Ericaceae) were similar. The mean densities of seedlings (1 cm <
DBH < 2.5 cm) and saplings (2.5 cm < DBH < 12.5 cm) were lower in EBLF than those in
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MELF, while there were no differences in density of small trees (12.5 cm < DBH < 25 cm)
and adult trees (DBH = 25 cm) between the two forest types. EBLF had higher mean DBH of
seedlings and adult trees, but lower mean DBH of saplings than those of MELF, while there
were no differences in mean DBH of small trees between the two forest types. Mean height of
small trees and adult trees were higher and mean height of seedlings were lower in EBLF than
those in MELF, but there were no differences in mean height of saplings between the two
forest types. Our results highlight the differences in community structure and species diversity
between EBLF and MELF, which likely resulted from differences in structure and diversity
maintenance mechanisms of these two forest types, with EBLF being more stable than MELF.
Key words:. Community structure; Species composition; Subtropical typical evergreen broad-
leaved forest; Subtropical montane elfin forest; Shimentai National Nature Reserve; Guangdong
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Table 1 Top 10 dominant families and species in subtropical typical evergreen broad-leaved forest (EBLF) and
subtropical montane elfin forest (MELF)

Tk B4 HEE Fh HE(E

Community Family v Species v
EBLF 2Bl Theaceae 24. 40 Afif Schima superba 24. 40
EBLF FLHEAERL Ericaceae 11.38 Bk LR Symplocos adenophylia 10. 04
EBLF LR Symplocaceae 10. 04 HFEY Rhododendron mariae 9.19
EBLF Rl Rosaceae 6. 91 Bk Photinia prunifolia 6.28
EBLF K#Fl Euphorbiaceae 5.49 FUH Itea chinensis 5.42
EBLF FUfilB} Escalloniaceae 5.42 SR KA Daphniphyllum oldhamii 4.68
EBLF 244 F Myrsinaceae 5.34 MM Rapanea neriifolia 3. 61
EBLF FERl Lauraceae 4.88 B Diospyros morrisiana 3. 47
EBLF 221k AKElL Daphniphyllaceae 4.68 MEIA Schefflera octophylla 3.05
EBLF i#} Ebenaceae 3.59 M E LT Glochidion wrightii 2.96
MELF fi#} Lauraceae 25.79 th4ERR Machilus chinensis 17. 62
MELF F1B54EF} Ericaceae 15. 26 LAEALRY Rhododendron mariae 15.17
MELF 4B} Theaceae 10. 69 % ¥ Hi Diospyros morrisiana 7.19
MELF fi#l Ebenaceae 7.19 #1% Cinnamomum porrectum 5.64
MELF 5Bl Fagaceae 6. 04 Afif Schima superba 4,95
MELF L4 Bl Myrsinaceae 4.84 WAL Rapanea neriifolia 4.75
MELF IIJEHRFL Proteaceae 4.25 k1L iR Helicia reticulata 4.25
MELF FUHIAL Escalloniaceae 3.03 214 Castanopsis hystrix 3.06
MELF A28} Magnoliaceae 2.84 R Itea chinensis 3.03
MELF B4R Myrtaceae 2.06 F5EAR Tutcheria championii 2.09
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25 cm; Adult trees; DBH = 25 cm. Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences at the confidence

level of P < 0.05. The same below.

B 1 THGAEREFEMRANTAST LTERD T EHZELR
Fig. 1 Comparison of individual density for woody plants between typical subtropical evergreen
broad-leaved forest (EBLF) and subtropical montane elfin forest ( MELF)
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Fig. 2 Comparison of DBH for woody plants between typical subtropical evergreen
broad-leaved forest (EBLF) and subtropical montane elfin forest (MELF)
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A~F R MR SR R AR 6 FMRFRFN; G ~L TR LI TUEAR Y 6 FhILH R,
A - F were the six most dominant tree species of typical subtropical evergreen broad-leaved forest; G — L were the six most domi-
nant tree species of subtropical montane elfin forest.

3 WA ARVE R WAL AT LTEMR 6 Fi BRI E R LN
Fig. 3 Size class of six most dominant woody plants in typical subtropical evergreen broad-leaved
forest (EBLF) and subtropical montane elfin forest ( MELF)
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Fig. 4 Comparison of mean plant height for woody plants between typical subtropical
evergreen broad-leaved forest (EBLF) and subtropical montane elfin forest (MELF)
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