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Relationships Among Growth of Larix Principis-rupprechtii ,

Herbaceous Plants Diversity and Landform
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Abstract: Taking Larix principis—rupprechtii forest in Xiaowutai Mountain in Hebei Province as the case
study, the relationships between forest growth, topography, and herb diversity were studied through field
investigation and laboratory analysis. The results showed that: (1) Slope was significant negative correlation
with tree height, diameter at breast height, under crown height and canopy size, but tree growth were not
significantly correlated with elevation, slope position and slope shape; (2) In terms of correlation coefficients
and correlation strength, the effect size of whole forest growth on herb diversity had an order as following:
canopy density>under crown height™>DBH>> height >canopy size; (3) the Shannon— Wiener diversity in-
dex and Pielou evenness index showed a relatively stable trend with the increase of altitude from 1 400 to
2 000 m, and Simpson diversity index and the Menhinick richness index showed a fluctuating trend; (4) The
effect of elevation, slope shape and slope gradient on herb diversity was smaller, but slope position showed a
significant negative correlation with Menhinick richness index and Simpson diversity index of herbs, indica-
ting that the impact of slope position change on herb diversity was greater.
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/m / /
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1463 30 5 2 0.70 6.46 13.88 1.83 3.10 9 72
1495 20 1 2 0. 60 8. 65 17.68 2.69 3. 44 14 72
1620 30 2 2 0. 60 5. 20 9.73 1. 00 3.17 14 84
1637 23 3 2 0.75 11.75 19.95 3. 49 3.91 10 84
1 645 39 2 2 0.50 5. 60 11.23 0.92 1.96 8 23
1672 19 3 3 0. 85 11.61 18. 42 7.50 3.08 9 104
1 706 30 4 2 0.70 6. 86 17.62 1.68 3.09 7 35
1727 19 2 1 0. 60 8. 77 12.23 1.47 3.97 11 42
1769 27 2 3 0. 60 5.31 11.73 1.03 1. 96 12 67
1773 23 2 2 0. 85 8. 46 16.19 3.09 3.43 7 81
1774 25 2 2 0.70 9. 84 16. 29 3.18 4. 60 13 95
1 804 36 2 2 0. 60 7.29 15. 04 2.36 2.98 9 46
1 829 24 5 1 0.98 10. 74 19.01 4.23 3.70 5 81
1 831 29 3 2 0. 90 9. 34 13. 89 4.21 2. 60 10 88
1 987 23 4 1 0. 85 10. 07 18.48 4. 84 3.52 6 28
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