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Table 1 The data of Lithocar pus xylocar pus populalion and its

environment conditions in seven plois in XuJiaBa region, AiLao Mis. Yunnan
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Fig.1  Self-thinning curve of Lithocarpus
xylocarpus population (solid curve stand
for observed value, broken line stand for
model estimator)
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Table 2 The correlative analysis between the mean plant biomass and
the densily of Lithocarpus xylocarpus population
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1 5.0 0,0048 ~2,3188 1051 3.0216 -2,2619 0,0055
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Table 3 Ky Value of the dominant species

HPAEH ARAEH REGH .
Plant species Lithocarpus xylocarpus Lithocarpus chintungensis | Castanopsis wattii
Ky
K value 664222 625049 841370
(cm?/ha) .
aiy=ay= Z(pmp,,.)/(zp.,p (4)

WEURESARE. FEN,paNipma B H i R Ea N BEN RIS,
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Table 4 The calculation of the percenlage of importance value of dominant
species in seven plots

¥R K% E | MMRARE ]| ABEE biihogiod MEE BEMTIH
Plant Dominance | Relative Population | Relative Relative Percentage of
species dominance density densily frequency 1m$:lrl::nce

(cm?/ha) (%) (stems/ha) (%) (%) (%)

A 20413 28,53 1501 73.65 50,00 50,73

1 B 48914 68,37 338 23,69 37,50 43,19
C 2215 3,10 38 2,66 12,50 6,09

A 48410 60,69 500 70,42 45,45 58,85

9 B 25752 32,28 130 26,35 40,91 32,86
C 5609 7.03 30 4,23 13,64 8,30

A 155738 33,69 220 27,16 29,63 30,16

8 B . 104592 22,63 250 30,86 33.33 28,94
C 201879 43,68 349 41,98 37,04 40,90

A 261990 77,13 205 61,19 52,78 63,70

4 B 23190 6.83 50 14.93 16,67 12,81
C 54491 16,04 80 23,88 30,56 23,49

A 157046 35,62 110 24,55 32,94 31,04

5 B 178804 40,56 148 33,04 28,24 33,95
C 104992 23,82 198 42,41 38,82 35,02

A 664222 75,16 90 32,14 41,18 49,49

6 B 32833 3,72 40 14,29 23,53 13,85
C 186663 21,12 150 5357 35,29 36,65

A 9,5 0,00 5 0.70 4,78 1,82

7 B 625049 99,36 705 98,60 90,48 96,15
C 4021 0,64 5 0,70 4,76 2,03

1) As KBREWH Lithocarpus xylocarpus; B: BAEBY Lithocarpus chintungensisy
Ci BM# Costgnopsis waltii
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Table 5 Competitive coefficient between dominant species

ﬁggw i E%Zpiik“ .

ompelitive ant

‘ coefiicient\ species A B C

H KD \
Plant species

A 1 0,5337 0,7649
B 0,5337 1 0,4635
C 0,7649 0,4635 1

1) A.B.C: %4, See table 4.,
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dt 664222
ANy _, py (1 - Na+0.5337N, +0.46350, (6)

dt 625049
dNs _ . (1 - Ns+0.7649N, +0.4635N, (T

di 641370
RSN N N BIAARRER VR ARGIRRIISE MR BE, ZEERRE F,Y t>o0

i, OV = 0 BB RHRA KN

N;+0.5337N,+0.7649V, = 664222 (8)
0.5337N;+N,+0,4635N, = 625049 (9)
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Table 6 The relative dominance of three dominant species at sleady state

Wy EHY -
\ Plant B it
species A B C . ‘
% B sum,
Index
Dominan?: (cm?/ha) 264243 357140 273687 895070
5 45 B A 4R B BE
Relative dominance at steady stale 29.52 89.90 30,58 100,00
BB BE BRI AR
Mean relative dominance current 44.40 39.11 16,49 100,00

1) A, B, Ci M#4 See table 4
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A PRELIMINARY STUDY OF THE REGULATION AND COMPE-
TITION OF THE DOMINANT PLANT POPULATIONS IN
XUJIABA REGION,AILAO MTS TUNNAN

Zhao Xue-nong
(Kunming Institute of Ecology, Acddemica Sinica)

Abstract

This paper focuses on the self-regulation of Lithocar pus xylocar pus
population, which is one of main dominant species of the mountainous
humid evergreen broad-leaf forest in Xujiaba regions; Ailao Mountain sti-
tuated in the mid-south of Yunnan province (24°31'-24°35 N,101°00 —
101°03’E) . It has been found that the relationship between the population
density (D) and the mean plant biomass (B) during the self-thinning can
be described as;

B =1825267 ,081D72-8208 (110<<D<1051)
where B is in t/stem, D is in stems/ha,

The percentages of importance value of Lithocarpus xylocar pus, Litho—
car pus chintungensis and Castanopsis wattii have been regarded as the measure
of the niche overlap, which results in a new method to calculate competi~
tion coefficient, the final result of competition has been discussed with
the Lotka—Volterre equation of competition, The analysis showed that the
relative dominance of L, xylocarpus, L. chintungensis and C. wattii are
respectively 29.52%, 39.90% and 30.58% . Hence three species can jointly
dominate a community.

Key words Population self-thinning; Interspecific competition; Perce~

ntage of important value; Lithocar pus xylocar pus



