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Abstract: We compared Myrica rubra forest under three different managements using the analysis of forest
spatial structure in Xianju County, Zhejiang Province, where the M. rubra is one of the majority economic
tree species. The objective of the study was to provide a quantitative description of the spatial structure of
the three plots (plot 1 named X1 is intension type; plot 2 named X2 is extensive type and plot 3 named X3
is compound type.), and to present a method for comparative analysis of the three forest sites. The results
showed that, the mingling degree of the M. rubra on X1, X2 and X3 were 0, 0.208 and 0.336 respective-
ly. The average neighborhood comparison of each plot range from 0.564 to 0.667 all were belong to cluster
distribution pattern, but the average neighborhood comparison of the compound forest was closer to normal
distribution. Therefore compound M. rubra forest is closer to uniform distribution than other two types. The
neighborhood comparison measured by diameter at breast height (DBH), biomass, canopy breadth, and
tree height under compound type had a slighter fluctuation range than the other two. Compound type is the
most beneficial way of the three managements to maximize the ecological benefits. It was possible that in-
creasing individual’s DBH to enhance its biomass, and thus, to achieve its predominance status among in-

dividual’s competition was the main strategy of individual’s differentiation. Neighborhood comparison should
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also be taken as an instructive reference in modifying the spatial structure of stand. [Ch, 6 fig. 2 tab. 13
ref. |
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comparison
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Table 1 ~ Characteristics of each plot
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Table 2 Statistics of stand factors of the species occurring in each plot

He W Fif W (- hm™) B/ em FEIR o WTEAY (m? hm?) AP/ (kg-hm™)
Fedth 1 ¥ 1 Myrica rubra 705 10.10 3.60 5.94 7 164.31
Fesb 2 Wi M. rubra 311 9.10 4.00 1.53 2 707.26

12K Cunninghamia lanceolata 375 7.60 5.80 1.86 7 204.00
Bt 3.39 9911.26
B3 B M. rubra 288 9.30 5.70 0.69 1 677.31
2K C. lanceolata 250 7.30 6.00 1.26 5157.50
A Pinus massoniana 97 7.00 6.20 0.68 2 454.10
IR Cupressus funebris 84 4.30 4.80 0.17 550.62
it Diospyros kaki 25 5.00 3.30 0.10 100.10
Bt 2.90 9 939.63
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Figure 1 Neighborhood pattern distributions Figure 2 Mingling distributions Figure 3 Distribution of DBH neighborhood
in each plot in each plot comparison in each plot
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Figure 4  Distribution of biomass neighborhood Figure 5 Distribution of canopy width Figure 6 Distribution of tree height
comparison in each plot neighborhood comparison neighborhood comparison
in each plot in each plot
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