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Abstract: [ Objective) Investigating the effects of management measures on plant diversity in
Eucalyptus plantations could provide theoretical basis for the scientific management of the
FEucalyptus plantations. [Methods] A total of 4 treatments (A:Manual ground clearance and

weeding , base fertilizing ; B: Burning, chemical weeding,base fertilizing and topdressing; C: Man-

ual ground clearance and weeding, base

fertilizing and topdressing; CK.: FEucalyptus
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plantations cutover land dominated by shrub and
herbaceous) were used to comparatively study
the effects of management measures on plant di-
versity in Eucalyptus plantations. [ Results] Ex-
cept for treatment B, the woody plant richness,

dominant species composition and diversity in-
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dex and herbaceous plant dominant species composition and diversity index did not significantly

change (P >> 0. 05) compared with that of before afforestation,while herbaceous plant richness

deceased year by year. The woody plant Shannon- Wiener index (H') and Evenness index

(Jsw) of treatment B were significantly lower than those of treatment A,C and CK, while eco-

logical dominance index (C) was significantly higher than that of treatment A,C and CK (P <C

0.05). The herbaceous plant Shannon-Wiener index (H') and Evenness index (Jsw) of treat-

ment A and C were significantly higher than those of treatment B and CK, while ecological

dominance index (C) was significantly lower than that of treatment B and CK (P <C 0.05).

There were not significant differences between treatment A and C and B and CK (P > 0. 05).

[Conclusion]Manual ground clearance, weeding and base fertilizing had less influence on plant

biodiversity. While burning,chemical weeding and frequently fertilizing would significantly de-

crease plant biodiversity in Eucalyptus plantations.

Key words: Fucalyptus plantations, management measures, plant diversity,disturbance
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Fig. 1 Changes of species richness index
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Important values of the first five types (the number is important value in brackets)

®1 KEXEHREWHESH
Table 1 Distribution of dominant species of woody plant
pog:il VA H
Treatment Survey date
A 2013-05-12 ThERE(25.14) F A4 9. 95)
2014-05-29 ThERE(15. 38) T4 (14, 33)
2015-05-30 P4t E(20. 7D T 446 (16. 24)
2016-05-26  EM44£19.35) IhE 5 (13. 06)
B 2013-05-12  Hg R4 F (23. 30) A 12.76)
2014-05-29 W54 FF(35. 26) E M A4 (24.54)
2015-05-30 P4 F(31. 600 Tt 44E(22. 7D
2016-05-26 PP F (29, 52) ot 4x 46 (20. 05)
C 2013-05-12 FEM 44619, 8D) R T (11, 4D)
2014-05-29 T 424 (20. 33) BFHEFF(16.03)
2015-05-30 F 41621, 76) BE4E P} (15, 67)
2016-05-26 4 46(19. 76) WEHE S} (13, 85)
CK 2013-05-12 FE 41617, 76) WA P12, 97)
2014-05-29 E 44617, 75) WP (12.57)
2015-05-30 PPt FE (13, 46) FErt 4469, 21
2016-05-26 T4 46 (15, 96) PP (11,15

HP4ESE(8.15)

BE &R (11, 64>
IR (8. 45)
FFHESEC9.79)
I F (11, 42)
AR (18.51)

Je B EF A EC6. 4D
LhFERE (11, 27)
BF4EFF 9. 68)

R A (11,54

8 4 (6. 67)

8 R (10, 12)

R T (8. 02)
R (6. 94)
=X (7.50)
EHRA . 1D

k4 1R (5. 96)
4 FF (10, 300
BE &R (7. 34)
B4R (6. 67)
KT (10.73)
ThERE (12, 87)
HIE$(6.02)
R R T (5. 02)
F(6.25)
470 (6. 89)
K (6.16)
KIF(7.84)
= (7.14)
=X (6.38)
EHRA (6. 68)
R 4 (7. 03)

KA (5. 94)
KA (4.18)
K (6.73)
K (5.53)
ML 45 (8. 13)
i B T (3. 61)
W 410 (5. 62)
R (4. 73)
410 (6. 18)
KHFG.7D
410 (5. 86)
41 (4. 36)
KA 6. 29)
i B F (5. 93)
g B (6. 40)
= X7 (5.55)

7 Note: ¥ 8% Streptocaulon griffithii s £ 4: 46 Mussaenda kwan gsiensis ; BH 4P} Melastoma candidum ; Bk 4 I Rhodom yrtus tomentosa s K
Clerodendrum cyrtophyllum SH T BB T Rubus cochinchinensis s 2Rk AK Rhus chinensis ; W T Litsea cubeba s M5 Ficus hirta ; BB K Eurya
japonica ; JEBEHH S} Melastoma normale ; 410 Lygodium japonicum ; =X 3% Evodia lepta

x2 EFXEHNRBEMEST

Table 2 Distribution of dominant species of herbaceous plant

Jib ¥ P& H W

Treatment Survey date

HEAE AL TR 5 KRR (355 A B o AR

Important values of the first five types (the number is important value in brackets)

A 2013-05-12
2014-05-29
2015-05-30
2016-05-26

B 2013-05-12
2014-05-29
2015-05-30
2016-05-26

C 2013-05-12
2014-05-29
2015-05-30
2016-05-26

CK 2013-05-12
2014-05-29
2015-05-30
2016-05-26

T (48, 42)
T (26, 12)
FHATTE(50. 05)
HATTE(36.76)
AT (50, 10D
Jk: 218 (61. 55)
JHk: 41 % (58. 84)
Ji: 21 % (49, 25)
T (43, 76)
INAE R FF B (28.50)
F (40, 10)
FT (45, 12)
FT 12 (32. 86)
IINAE R FF B (49, 76)
INAE TR FF B (42, 04)
INAEREFFE(39. 2T)

BRIt H (11, 65)
ML & (17, 17)
BRIZH(8.52)
M4 (21.21)
A FEAT (20 15)
AR % £ 7% (9. 07)
AL BRR (12, 77)
AEEE B B RR (13. 23)
INAEREFFRE (14, T4)
F (25, 43)
INAEFEFF (15, 98)
INAE & FF (14, 05)
/A 8 FF 52 (30. 86)
AT (19,07
A8, 30)
FAT (25, 06)

INAE #E KT (6. 10)
BRPEFE(15.57)
R ET 8. 39)
BRPEFH (10, 56)
17 24 (8. 73)
I 24 (7. 43)
ARG B 0.07)
KI5 EFK 8. 05)
RS E . 88)
RITGER2.69)
RITGERA2.67)
RIGER0.22)
FRIT TR, 71
KIT B EHK 8. 87)
JHk 21 % (8. 41)
RIT LB, 45

RIFLGERK M 1D
/NAE BT HE (10, 14)
INFEEEHF (7. 0T)
R L EFKE.09)
FEHL(6.63)
F AT (6. 68)
178 2% (6. 12)
AATTE(T.65)
R E TR (7. 04)
BRI B RR (7. 42)
4T 195 B % (6. 83)
JHE £1 i (8. 06)
JHE £1 4 (8. 48)
117 2% (4. 76)
R L ERKT.39)
Jk: 41 % (6. 03)

JHk £1 47 (3. 87)
REGEWCT.TD
Ji: 2180 (6. 24)
INIEFRFF (6. 65)
fE 445 (3. 58)
JUARMBEFR (4. 05)
FATE (4. 68)
1178 2% (4. 32)
JHk 21 4] (4. 42)
WEZL % (4. 44)

M 218 (4. 37)
AT 155 B (4. 34)
117 2% (4. 80)
JHE 2180 (4. 37)
1L 2% (4. 68)
2% (4.12)

7 Note: # 5 H Dicranopteris linearis; 1. 1% Miscanthus floridulus; /N6 8 ¥ 5 O ttochloa nodosa var. Micrantha ;s % J5 % B BR Blechnum

orientale ; JHE 2T i Ageratum conyzoides ; R SEAT Microstegium vagans ; A& 5 i £ Bk Dryopteris tenuicula; Il B 2% Dianella ensifolia ; FL L

Arthraxon hispidus s 3 Wedelia chinensis ; iy 3¢ Gynura crepidioides TR E Hedyotis am pliflora
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Table 3 The changes of plant diversity index (average valueZstandard deviation)

ARAKY) Woody plant

EAIY) Herb

bipi LEECRER]
Treatment Survey date o Tsw c H Tsw C
A 2013-05-12 2.004"£0. 319 0.574>40. 096 0.155*40.072 1.439¢+0. 249 0.264>40.062 0.307*+0.078
2014-05-29 2.074>40.183  0.567°+0.054  0.132*40.041 1.431¢40.218  0.263°40.045  0.302°40, 044
2015-05-30 2.091"+0.177  0.545°40.041  0.144*£0.034  1.191"£0.361  0.215"£0.065  0.446"%0.185
2016-05-26 2.023"40.198  0.571"+0.063  0.136*40.042  1.354>+0.278  0.246"+0.053  0.327"+0.127
B 2013-05-12 2.062°40.132  0.582°+0.051  0.131*40.052  1.142>+0.107  0.192"+0.021  0.417"+0.039
2014-05-29 1.307#+0.112 0.437*+0. 059 0.237°40. 053 0.696*+0. 189 0.127*4+0. 034 0.662°40.097
2015-05-30 1.469%=40. 330 0.445*+0. 108 0.25540. 131 0.672*+0. 230 0.125*+0. 049 0.687¢40. 124
2016-05-26 1.703%40.228  0.502°+0.086  0.189>+0.095  0.897°+0.207  0.146°+0,043  0.513°40.092
C 2013-05-12 2.026"+0.077 0.551>40. 032 0.143*4+0.019 1.258"+0. 222 0.207°40.012 0.411>=+0. 090
2014-05-29 2.046>+0.071 0.532>40. 054 0.138*%+0.028 1.225"+0. 323 0.23140. 057 0.463>+0. 166
2015-05-30 2.075>40. 181 0.527°40. 042 0.131*40. 040 1. 354" +0. 306 0. 25440, 063 0.372*+0. 155
2016-05-26 2.058>+0.117 0.541>40. 049 0.141*40. 036 1. 2752 4+0. 267 0.237°40. 046 0.433>+0.177
CK 2013-05-12 2.221"+0. 102 0.593>40. 045 0.121*40.017 1.158"+0.197 0.208>40. 043 0.409*=+0. 107
2014-05-29 2.254"40.147  0.605°+0.036  0.115*40.029  0.775°+0.388  0.141*40.069  0.638°+0. 239
2015-05-30 2.305>£0.166  0.616"+0.028  0.106°£0.033  0.840°+0.212  0.164*40.037  0.595°+0.135
2016-05-26 2.266°40.158  0.597°+0.033  0.119°40.031  0.788°+0.326  0.148°40.056  0.615°+0. 205
S« )91 175 BB ) 4 R ) 0 ol R 4 ) 22 ) 2 5% .3 C P <0, 05)
Note: Adjacent letters in the same column indicate significant differences ( P <C0. 05) between different treatments (or different years)
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