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T PEATEARE 010031)

i

WE: (B8] UGB HEFE L5 RRY EAMRRIK, AEERY R G4 Betula platyphylla # (1), % 4 Quercus
mongolica # (1), @ #-2 4% Tilia mongolica B3 # (). @ #-5% & #-1 ¥ Populus davidiana-ZAH¢ B. platyphylla 3
(V) b # -5 k- ZARR A (V)5 AP AR KB AR TR ARAAL AN X R, ABBHRPEREARKR
FIERBIRIE, [ FF ] B ERFRERERB AN, 20WEF o TEFRERARITER, SRR
AR SHN, BEEMMBEAXA AR SO X A, (BRI BRPEXBAREA 234, £ET 2140
19 B 54 #+ 119 /& ; KB A 40358 Russula, FE4% /% Agaricus. 5755 Lepista 5 3% 8 J3; M XANF g ERK/HK. %
HRIEH AN BB S AR ER P ARG ; FAE. #AREAEAKRE Shannon-Wiener S HHRIEHAF AL, EA
B Simpson 3 HEFEHAT KA AR L ALY R K; MALEE. EREE . AAERERN KB AARYLETE4
X, ABNSEBNZAXAALAMMERS, 4027, ERMEERNZ LA [ 5ER 126 e amERI&, ¥
A 0.14; WAPREERA, EES AL, 2ABKRE, BB RMA 144, THAIMIRF, (S]] 4
WA S ARV ARMES T @ R R ARk AR A A H A, B EAMARM, KA AFHERAIM, B2 KT 528
KRR KA AW, HAEE,; HA SN, AKE
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Diversity of macrofungi in different broad-leaved forests in Gaogestai
Hanwula Nature Reserve

BAI Hui', JIANG Haiyan', CONG Lin', SHI Dongming', LIN Renjie', DI Jialin®

(1. Forestry College, Inner Mongolia Agricultural University, Hohhot 010018, Inner Mongolia, China; 2. Institute of
Vegetables and Flowers, Inner Mongolia Academy of Agricultural and Animal Husbandry Sciences, Hohhot 010031,

Inner Mongolia, China)

Abstract: [Objective] This study, taking Gogestai Hanwula Nature Reserve as the research area, is aimed to
investigate the distribution of macrofungi and its relationship with the local vegetation in five broad-leaved
forests so as to provide plausible reference for the conservation of macrofungi in the future. [Method] First,
macrofungi were collected from Betula platyphylla (Type 1), Quercus mongolica (Type 1), B. platyphylla-
Tilia mongolica (Type W), B. platyphylla-T. mongolica and B. platyphylla-Q. mongolica-Populus davidiana-B.
dahurica (Type V), and P. davidiana-Q. mongolica-B. dahurica (Type V) in the nature reserve with the
employment of random sampling and sample plot method. Then the collected specimens were identified from
the perspectives of morphology and molecular chemistry before an analysis was conducted of the species

distribution, diversity, community similarity and macrofungi-plant relationships. [Result] (1) There were 213

Weke H: 2021-09-26; &[0 H ). 2022-03-02

BEWH : FIERURIN A Y 2L TR A 5 0 A iS5 T H (AQIYZX-2018TP047-FW); PN 5% K24 A B
AL H (201810129013); U H #B M G AL RHL G TR E A HEF B % 4 (707014)

YEZ /. [ & (ORCID: 0000-0001-6384-4559), M AR EL . H W 4> K EM 5K . E-mail: 18047137732@163.
com, JBIEVEZ . 32U (ORCID: 0000-0001-9367-6250), EI%#Z, 11, MIEHAMBEIL, HY %
5%, E-mail: jhydim@126.com


mailto:18047137732@163.&lt;linebreak/&gt;com
mailto:18047137732@163.&lt;linebreak/&gt;com
mailto:jhydlm@126.com
https://doi.org/10.11833/j.issn.2095-0756.20210661

766 WroIL R R K A R 2022 4E 8 H 20 H

species of macrofungi in the reserve, which can be categorized into 2 phyla, 4 classes, 19 orders, 54 families,
119 genera. (2) There were a total of 8 dominant genera including Russula, Agaricus and Lepista. (3) Of the five
vegetation types, Type IV wuranked the first in richness, diversity and evenness. (4) The diversity index and
evenness index of tree layer, shrub layer and herb layer and the diversity index of tree layer and herb layer had
significant influence on the indices of macrofungi. (5) The total vegetation coverage, herbage coverage, canopy
closure and altitude were significantly correlated with the dominant genera of macrofungi. (6) The similarity
between Type Il and Type IV was the highest (0.27) whereas the one between Type Il and Type IV and the
one between Type 1 and Type II were the lowest (both being 0.14). (7) In terms of species clustering, with the
distance coefficient being 25, they could be divided into two groups, while with the distance coefficient being
14, they could be divided into three clusters. [Conclusion] The diversity and similarity of plants affected the
distribution of macrofungi to varying degrees, and the more similar the plant type was, the more similar the
composition of macrofungi was. [Ch, 2 fig. 7 tab. 28 ref.]

Key words: macrofungi; forest types; species diversity; similarity

Y ZRETERORR IR AR A SRR L, B— WA T el RS £
AR AR, FErp i 2R NS nT 3580 e JR BT (RO A9 e 3 28 A ] A4 B AR BT I, A2
FEVE fe T 2 A SE A R RE AL, AN ATl A AR 20 Wik AR SR S . M AU DR e
o WM ZRPEAOOAT USRI R el A B AR A R AR i A, dun] S BANTR] F AR
KU CESRGMEHZEN BRI, RS SEPSAICRY,  HBRGTN i i wn 4:
TEVE A A5AE, [RIIN o AT LR e e v AR 2SR IR Z A A G RS, Sl b — s DI AR P 0 g R 2
B RS s WFFEA R B R R B M o A i 00, s KB ECR A AL, AN IOGHR W5
ORI E TR, SRR (R ML, HE RO RIAB B S R R 2 BB W b 2 R 3 o 24
F, - TRIR AT 2 R I 9 ) FH S AR Rl Bt

FAE I 5 R AR ORI XA A SR R, Ol PR B A L A A ORI AT, R A T 5251
RARFEAE, ELLRAP X R T % 4 A R R RRA A, {AE 2005 A4 B 250 X6 f 4 XA A 0 B R Y
A 44 B 99 J& 160 i o ABFFER R IXHEAT T HRANA A, TR B R BT . Wy Rh ZREIE LA R 1524
KAEREZSRAE, SEE R AR IR S, DI S i 5 5 S 0L A SRR X R s 2L i A W) 2o 4
PERERITERE

| I = I

1.1 EHigE

AR B SR A RO XL T NS R, BTERLRID AL AR, 12 XA RO 3.8 C, 4R
KoKy 437.3 mm, WUF5HT, ARSI RYE, YIRRIEZEE, (RE T EON IR B SO -EA B A )
TR AR SR, RSB Ve I RE AR AR I REON PSR I REOA L EREAR N | BT
L RERFNERESS . RIS RGN RN PRAE™ , IR XA R 5o 5 2RE, Hirr,
W bR T ) 23 O 1SRRI 6 A B T S HE R AL 10 S RE AR o AR IR DR XA R B LR Y A
FERREBL, T 2019 A1 2020 4F 9 8—9 A gE M 5 BACR MR . SRR T bRy 3228 FME Betula
platyphylla; 2SRV AN 3 2 8 5 7 8k Quercus mongolica; 28 BV Ak N 32 B &y 11 ME FI 52 Mt Tilia
mongolica; FFIN RN FZ R EAME . SFdEk. UG Populus davidiana . *2HE B. dahurica %5 ; 28RV AR
FERHWA . bk BHE . B SRR, B RE HE R IROK P AR BT 1 R 3~5 1 20 mx
20 m RYAETT, IR0 DR B LR 2 ORTIC SRR AR AR YRR L AR RS RE DT RO PO A B bl BE S A
S5mx5 m PFEARFET A S A T mx] m BRARFETy, ICRA YRS S A=, 5 Bl i i MORE b 37 b 5%
W1,



55 39 &4 4 W) H o E%. WG TSR AR XN bk R B 2 R 767
F1 5 HEFMRIMEEGER
Table 1 Site conditions of 5 broad-leaved forests
TP K /m TR/ % MBS/ %  TRARME/mm  FTeARE/m  EAREE /%  EARIEE % A%
| 749.70£3.22a 63.03£0.97b  63.00+6.08 a  46.33+14.84a  6.87+0.55a 44.00+2.08d 75.67+291a  49.67+£3.38 b
I 940.07+4.02a 75.20+0.55a  73.67+6.36a  35.00+3.01 a 10.50+3.76 a  75.33+£3.18 b 54.33+3.84ab 70.67+4.10 a
| 1196.34+£0.52a 47.70+£1.62¢c  78.33+20.88a  51.87£1.94a 8.60+0.31a 81.00+0.58b 74.00+2.08 a  74.33+£2.60 a
v 1152.0549.23 a 50.33+£0.67c  82.00+1.53a  36.20+1.63 a 8.83+0.42a 62.67+4.18 ¢ 3.33£3.33 ¢ 81.00+1.15a

\Y% 1182.87+0.80 a 47.10+£1.06c  78.00£3.61a  40.30+0.64 a 7.93+£0.72a 90.00+2.65a 42.00+11.93b 81.00+0.58 a
VLR e bR, FIFIARFE/ NG T332 R Duncan [ )y 26165 5625 5 1 3 (P<0.05), n=3

12 IRARE

TERETT R AR T IC s P2 A SO R A i KR L R 2 . FER R R X KB A T4 5, R
Je BRABPL R T 2 A An IR, R4S W . WAL WA, RS, IRl Ay
ks BEEHEH O B0 SR AL, TSR REEIRAS S 25 AR o Wb A A B A bty Al gt 1, £}
FETEN ST AR R 2F AR BE AR B AR %2
1.3 BRAEREE

WWERFYGE : RIMEGILRFNALE, METU R, HAEHE TR 80 5% 1) A g
ZEIRK RG22 B U B F - I e RS (. . TRZZ5F) F SRR oA AET s BT 44
H 1% WIRLLGL @), e W E TR IR 22 . TRBE A A TE R B RSRIS I o 8K/ 50 4~
FTEIME, AREREA A ZOAOERE, S5 G r AR, MR GER 2822 ) (P E R B R Rt 4 ) (3§
TR H RO DX 505 1R 4 ) (b A L R AT ) v ) DR 8 T ot T 5 ) A DG T A T 40

2R %5E . DNA 2 HCR I CTAB ¥, i HHEFE IS [ ITS1 (5'-TC CGTAGGTGAACCTGCGG-
3")/ITS4 (5'-TCCTCCGC TTATTGATATGC-3") X ArAi#E4T PCR ¥ 3, ¥4 =9k Ik i e R IL H W58
AT, B 5505 A o> T2 2 GenBank #5411 BLAST X AR 7 51 AR =

P 28 58 I O R A L R W) Fh 44 7 Index Fungorum L 18 A5 24 8046 2 (http://www.indexfungorum.org/Names/
Names.asp) HHER X, BARYIFHL T =4 0E0, 308 M S A Y Fn 2 %1, JE45 G A0
HRU 0 CORAR B ) 43 2R R G0 )X S8 8 s W b i A T o 28 481 )
14 KRBHEFES5EYZHFERARERERXBERYFHEE

KA BT M AW 22 R R FH Simpson 22 FEPEFE EL (D) A1 Shannon-Wiener 22 #6114 8 0 ()" #H 4%
45 >R HI Menhinick 9 =F & £ 45 4 (R) M1 Pielou (934 5) BE 5 45 (B)'". R F Sorenson AU 5 45 (€)Y
TR A A 2 7R ] DR AR B A R A AR DL R B
1.5 SAE

KA ARG HREEM TR, ZEERBCR SR s TR B A2 R FH i A2 RO o 5
T AR 5 R H CGQ-1 MO I &5 28 FEAT I 4 5 25 S R Kestrel 2500 XU G 5 5 348 FH
GPS JEN A 5 FEA TR FH - A RO i ARG PA B . REAS 36 Bk FH B 5. R A BT A
B YR 9 BRI R AR (AR AS B AE Excel AT, JBIIGETH L Z MR H= BRI D7 /RS8R
PIEIE S, HYIFhE =5 W) I HEJE ;5 SR SPSS 25 XA 7 b 554 S Al 9 2 4% £ 4T Duncan
IRT7 22K 50 3 A, X AS Rl AE A 2 AL R AR R A T R GRS 500 R Canoco 5 X[l 2 R R}
5L A AT IO 00T XA AR S B B 2 FEVESE T AR DG 2341 s SR A OriginPro 2020 Hil/EA
(R AR S A rh AR B ) AR AU 5 LT

2 BREHH
21 KEEEMBEAR AR S
200 REAWABEM 2T SRR AR SR VIR R, R T 21 440

19 H 5481198 213 fp, Hr, 2B AR —JgHndermon, MR ER . Wweh . f# 0 B ER
A S BRI 59.3% . ARG PR EE 10 B, KRR S Pseudohydnum . W ETHIE Trichaptum
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x2 SRIEFSHAARFREAMKXEEER . BINMABE5TT

Table 2 Total number of families ,genera and species of macrofungi in Gaogesitai Hanwula Nature Reserve

P4 JRE PR B4 JREL ML B4 JREL ML
548 HFl Phaeotremellaceae 1 1 [A ) &L Hypocreaceae 1 1 || #UZFLEFF Fomitopsidaceae 2 4
15 #F} Hydnaceae 1 1 /NS EC Bl Tapinellaceae 1 1 || /Nz4FF Marasmiaceae 2 4
Hil #0145 H-# &} Steccherinaceae 1 1 JF B4 FF Phanerochaetaceae 1 1 || %7%#F} Gomphaceae 2 4
fREETEF} Corticiaceae 1 1 it Gloeophyllaceae 1 1 || JEHELERl Pluteaceae 2 5
JE % F} Hymenogastraceae 1 1 HEZEFF Paxillaceae 1 1 || Z&I54ERE Omphalotaceae 2 5
TR} Serpulaceae 1 1 #E Rl Amanitaceae 1 2 || FIEE Rl Stereaceae 2 5
HHER} Thelephoraceae 1 1 IR} Clavulinaceae 1 2 || HIEEFF Hymenochaetaceae 3 3
AR H %Rl Peniophoraceae 1 1 ML H-F} Tremellaceae 1 2 || #FE i Entolomataceae 3 3
HAP AL Cyphellaceae 1 1 Hi B} Geastraceae 1 3 || #ISKEERl Physalacriaceae 3 3
¥ EFRF Cantharellaceae 1 1 /INGER) Mycenaceae 1 3 || FA5EFF Meruliaceae 5 6
BBl Tuberaceae 1 1 <A} Hygrophoraceae 1 5 || BR#E#%ER; Strophariaceae 6 7
Z4FE B} Schizophyllaceae 1 1 HIE F AL Hydnangiaceae 1 5 || Z3AF} Inocybaceae 4 9
RZFl Ganodermataceae 1 1 2175 F} Russulaceae 1 14 || /MfeHHEERE Psathyrellaceae 5 11
HET %R Gomphidiaceae 1 1 M E-#} Pleurotaceae 2 2 || BE%ER; Agaricaceae 315
AP Lentariaceae 1 1 k22 B} Pyronemataceae 2 2 || EHEEFR} Tricholomataceae 8 22
FL B} Pezizaceae 1 1 B #H4>F} Lyophyllaceae 2 2 || Z4LEF} Polyporaceae 20 28
ZFREREl Helotiaceae 1 1 || 4F/FFE#EL Boletaceae 2 2 || wER 3 5
FLAFRBL Suillaceae 1 1 || %9} Bolbitiaceae 2 3| it 119 213
22 IR} Cortinariaceae 1 1 AKHEF} Auriculariaceae 2 3

BERE 7 )& Panaeolus VA R AR E R -

212 XAAAKSE BREIAH: WA EENES 81, BWINLEEE Russula 14 T, B4 &
Agaricus . ))& Lycoperdon. &% )& Lepista X ¥4 J& Clitocybe %% 6 #, WS EEJ& Laccaria. 4> )&
Hygrophorus X VR )& Trametes 5 5 Fh, it 53 Fh, B FE0H 24.9%, TEEUL S BJREUY 6.7%.

®3 BEHAEFESNEBARPERREERREE

Table 3  Statistics of dominant genera(=5 species)of macrofungi in Gaogesitai Hanwula Nature Reserve

&4 TR i t/% &% gL i /%
FeT 5 23 e 6 2.8
iRy 5 2.3 B )E 6 28
ity 5 2.3 21%E)E 14 6.6
0 6 2.8 L3t 53 24.9
iy 6 2.8

22 AREHABRBEFSEVHXER

221 ARRAMMERRKBAR ZAME HER 4. ARMEESA T, REAEFEEFE, SRFEREA
Al RAVERE & BEAEERIKKCIIV . Vo T WL T, A 2AIV iR A e = 6 B 5 (7.681 8),
FA T FEEEREUR/D (2750 0); ZFEEIRE D M HNEEURIKGECATV . Vo T, T, I, AT
2 PR EETTIL T, SRR EUE SR — 20 WIS E R, SR i B o A Al
XS], WNEERMIRUCHIV . Vo T, T I, b 2RAIV 35 B 48 0 5 (0.983 9).

222 FRFEMAEAEHS SRR ST KRR D 1 H KBNS FEAR)Z |
HEAR . TIARZ; BEIREE NREVMERITIAR)Z | AR . HARZR . ARZZHRIEIRE D (27
Vibizm, B TZER LI A AT AR Z YRR 20 20, AR T AR, AR iE
BL), SBOZEBIZAEIRE D i, ZARMERRE HE2R AV iR (0.516 3), 2] B4R kA 1T i
ik, 70124 4; MNHERZRE, ZFEEC DM B3 HITERA T MBIV F &, 735k 0.740 4



5539 B 4 H o E%. WG TSR AR XN bk R B 2 R 769
1 0.699 1. S I H5) 450 E AT, Sy 01114; T4 BRFATLEERKRPRARERRE
' . s oy N AEHESHM
FARB SIS HER | fm, 7 0.8645, ZFf o 4 4 o
% - [ . bk Table 4 Macrofungi diversity in different vegetation type in Gaogesitai
‘@*‘35& D ﬁﬁ:wﬂiﬁ' 4 j\] 0.7233 4 i/}j/}_"g:ha;& E E Hanwula Nature Reserve

KA M AR5, S~ 0.007 6, i - bk REEE O SREMEER waE
223 FRMAEAXBAAKSBES T frbey KM B R D H FEE
* % F1ExR. FARSENEEZME 2 K I 2 64 27500 09395 29307 09481
¥, JFH BB R R R, R T AR 13.5% (P= I 35 79 39378 09607 33841 09518
0.002<<0.05), fREJR . MEHE . FERESHEAR I 24 46 35386 09301 29358 0.9238
AR MG, BRI MR Ay N 129 282 76818 09910 47818 09839
87 197  6.1985 09846 43157 0.966 4

BN, LIEEE . MR, Em S, g Y
J& Mycena. 213508 . 2TLIHAIR Fomes SEXFiG4E . 1B R | AR M 36 B 45 8 A7 M 4% R IR T BE B ME AT
TRARIEG . W, RHE R A ST WX 34 T 3

204 KAAESHBREHMREERSHEGEZ f76 T, 7E5W [, B4R SRAEK TG
B KR B A T O RS, i, KRR SRS B S B R S REVERS B D RIS R A
BE T B TEAR S (P<0.01), TRARJZZREMERS B D 5K M EL IS0 52 B0 583 UM G (P<<0.01);
KA, BRIEARIZZ RSB IS, KR ILH ZAEMERS B D 5 MR R4 TR B0 R IEAR e, 2
PESS B H S5 AR 5] BEAE R E S B2 M1 (P<0.01), S BB A1 BEAE M E 5T A2 2 REpE
BH IR ERHIE (P<0.01); 2 I K BRI REMESSBE D SRR S REMERSS B B B 5 EARE (P<
0.01), 53 RIS BEFS E FEA R SRV R R UG, B R A 3 APE RS KR B A
BRI S BEHS B E S IEAR G, IV hoR B B R 5 BE S B E S TR AR MIROR 2 SRS B D
BB EME (P<0.01), KEEHZREMEISE B 5 R 2 ZREMEFS R 2 S IEADE (P<0.05); J5m
V I B0 2 VRS S T BENE R 2 ZREE RS B PO R T MRS, ALK, WA, ik
JEA T S RE MRS SR 500 KR EL B S R R 2

x5 BRHAFESHAARIPEAREHXEENSHNE
Table 5 Plant diversity in different vegetation types in Gaogesitai Hanwula Nature Reserve

ZAEPETE R

Fap AL JZIK WS RRRE
D H
TeARZ 0.238 4+0.013 2 ¢cE 0.338 3+0.037 7 ¢C 0.242 4+0.002 7 aA
I HAZ 0.740 4+0.009 7 bA 0.558 6+0.007 7 bB 0.190 2+0.008 7 aB
HARJZ 0.864 5+0.007 8 aA 0.690 5+0.002 8 aB 0.066 9+0.025 2 bA
TrARZE 0.192 9+0.000 8 cE 0.239 8+0.005 8 cE 0.124 4+0.005 0 aC
1 WA 0.682 7+0.003 6 bB 0.498 7+0.022 3 bC 0.111 4+0.005 8 aD
HARJR 0.784 8+0.003 4 aC 0.623 9+0.010 9 aB 0.050 60.009 2 bA
AR 0.288 0+0.005 0 cD 0.366 7+0.128 9 bC 0.134 10.003 4 aC
m HEAZ 0.356 9+0.014 7 bD 0.395 7+0.005 3 bD 0.115 7+0.002 2 bD
AR 0.732 3+0.001 5 aE 0.604 1+0.009 1 aA 0.077 6+0.004 3 cA
TR 0.641 6+0.003 2 cB 0.489 3+0.007 9 ¢C 0.179 5+0.004 1 aB
v AR 0.706 4+0.002 4 bC 0.699 1+0.003 4 bA 0.140 14+0.004 7 bC
HARJR 0.762 1+0.006 2 aD 0.723 3+0.006 4 aA 0.036 1+0.002 3 cA
TeAR)Z 0.461 6+0.007 0 cA 0.516 3+0.007 5 bC 0.233 7+0.004 2 aA
\ AR 0.588 6:0.006 0 bC 0.530 3+0.012 7 bC 0.169 4+0.000 3 bB
AR 0.826 0+0.000 7 aB 0.683 6+0.004 7 aA 0.052 2+0.006 7 cA

VL. ARING FRE R R —WEUR [F] 2 (0] 25 53 835 ( P<0.05), ANRIKE FREFR R Z AR ] 24 5

B3 P<0.05)
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231 FARMEERRBATS A ARAEHPSEN
KRBV A TE A, 28 T b 20 A A7 5848 A
W& Lenzites platyphyllus . T 7 4 ¥ L& Xanthoporus
syringae . ‘% U1 B Tricholoma pessundatum . i 3 i*
JE 4% Agaricus bresadolanus . HEHU 2 LT Fomitopsis
betulina. ¥ A2 B Trametes robiniophila. 1§ E &

Trametes hirsuta. Il M 521 45 Russula sanguinaria
TRELL4E Russula paludosa . R (.90 55 < Simocybe
sumptuosa ., ZjFHPLZFLE Fomitopsis officinalis . W™
2 ) Lycoperdon perlatum ., /N A Marasmius
siccus 55 22 FPORBLETE o Horpr, /N B iz e il
WRYPESRFN, 5 SRR B N YA SR 10.9% .

RA A WEBEER A Lentinus substrictus
DUREE Irpex consors . RUEZI% Russula azurea . Hi%k
214 Russula aeruginea . J5 8 WA Clitocybe fragrans .
LB BE Tricholoma virgatum . JEARREANLE Ossicaulis
lignatilis . 1L £ 6] 4% Chroogomphus rutilus . 4 K
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macrofungi in different vegetation types

1.0

AR LK LRSS B L LAt

RDA analysis of dominant genera and site conditions of

B Auricularia heimuer ., PR IFEE Leccinum scabrum . #43 % 1535 H 3k Agrocybe broadwayi. 43JEHs
& Geastrum saccatum . T/NEAR4 35 Fp ., Horh, AIEH R AT/ A S 2680 TR Fh, 28BN

FhBE) 7.6%

KA 437 500 2 BB FLTA Cerrena unicolor. &=%)4> Lentinus brumalis. i T 1 # Trametes
gibbosa . ¥XWAKFLE Parmastomyces mollissimus . J% 18 Bjerkandera adusta. W R fLEE Ischnoderma

®o6 AXBEEEZHMSEMSHEMENXER

Table 6 Relationship between macrofungal diversity and plant diversity

R
" KALH
MR AN WA B
D H' E D H' E D H' E
D —0.865 —0.640 —0.543 0.010 -0.242 -0.242 0.756 0.958 0.493
1 H' —1.000%* —0.941 —0.894 -0.497 0.282 0.282 0.983** 0.971 0.866**
E —0.779 —0.516 -0.410 0.162 —0.387 —0.387 0.648 0.903 0.356
D 0.460 0.916 0.717 0.996 -0.812 0.306 0.616 0.508 0.978
I H 0.696 -0.671 —0.888 —0.396 —0.296 —1.000%* 0.552 0.656 -0.109
E —-0.032 —0.999* —0.948 -0.936 0.481 —0.687 -0.216 —0.087 -0.791
D 0.699 0.978 -0.276 0.907 1.000%* -0.597 0.323 -0.942 -0.920
m H' —0.225 -0.727 —0.264 -0.557 —0.854 0.093 0.216 0.979 0.583
E 0.045 -0.516 -0.514 -0.313 —0.682 -0.178 0.471 0.889 0.343
D —0.787 0.605 0.771 —0.533 0.856 0.584 -0.775 0.997 -0.157
v H' —-0.863 0.707 0.850 —0.643 0.918 0.469 -0.854 0.999*  —0.290
E 0.919** -0.789 -0.909 0.733 —0.960 -0.357 0.911** —0.984 0.405
D -0.939 -0.574 -0.302 0.368 —-0.760 —0.982 0.054 0.025 0.327
v H' -0.937 -0.968 —0.849 0.884 —1.000** -0.870 —0.608 -0.631 —0.365
E 0.884 0.458 0.171 —0.239 0.665 0.947 -0.189 -0.160 -0.452

VLT O ARG P<0.01), * N BEFEAI(P<0.05)
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resinosum . ¥ 4812 FL T Fomitopsis pinicola, K ¥ AT Xylobolus princeps. % %% [ 4 Cystoagaricus
strobilomyces. ¥ U} ¥ B # @ Panaeolus semiovatus. —. &t fL ® Gelatoporia dichroa. %% %8
Schizophyllum commune ., AR %) Lycoperdon wrightii . IR (.2&4 Flammulina rossica. SO EE Laccaria
bicolor. —JEMt B Trichaptum biforme . IR I E Ramaria lutea, TV R Geastrum fimbriatum , W
QA 24 Fh, Hoh, BHEHLE MRHEFN, SRR EEY 17.4%, WEBCEENIRZ (10.9%).

RV th oA 0 KA L R A8 BR AR 25 18 Peniophora rufa. ¥l E - H. Panus neostrigosus . B
22§ Radulomyces copelandii . 6554144 Russula nitida . 545U Cerioporus leptocephalus . F341
WA Hygrophorus pudorinus . 3% &%) Lycoperdon penicillatum . X} %) Lycoperdon dermoxanthum . #1.
EJE # Scutellinia scutellata, W F ¥k Hi B %5 Agaricus silvicolae-similis . HH {8 ) #- Stereum
gausapatum . & [C 9% 55 A Simocybe haustellaris, 21 %% ik i Phlebia rufa. & 22 | T B Hydnocristella
latihypha . X ¥ Crepidotus mollis . WWHEMEE Tarzetta catinus . N5 W K MFLEA Yuchengia narymica. B
4 55 < Conocybe apala . ZEMEER H Phaeotremella foliacea . ABEZfLE Fomes fomentarius . AR g
Melanoleuca strictipes . K/ Z A Marasmius maximus 55 129 #f . Hoo, KEZEFLE . EAREEREE . K
RUINEz A R 2 RVIV AR (1.8%) .

KAV v A5 BT H Y W Oxydontia copeladii . Wi )X T & Tyromyces caesius. BB HKSE Amanita
muscaria. K ¥ B Amanita vaginata . 1> Clitopilus caespitosus . Z= Rk ¥y 78 = Entoloma
prunuloides . fRF T J& W Serpula lacrymans. W8 35 Y 4% Pluteus petasatus. &5 /NIIN %S Volvariella
pseudovolvacea . Il £1. %% Russula sanguinea. 5 M WE%i Leucopaxillus paradoxus. 18 7 ¥ ¥k % Lepiota
magnispora . Z 1 FH Peziza succosa. P /NBIEEE Oudemansiella canarii . ¥R 5 W54 Pholiota flavida .
K41 M52 W Nectria cinnarbarina . T4 % < Coprinopsis atramentaria. ¥ % /)N Wi #% 4 Psathyrella
piluliformis . Y7504 Campanella junghuhnii, B4R /NE QB Tapinella panuoides . EWEHL 2 | #8525
Lycoperdon fuscum %5 87 Fli . Hiip, BMEHE | #7228 A VAR, H 3.5%.

232 RAAWAGARMEATRE DA PRI IR AR A KRB 213 B, A1 5 RN RIRHEE
R FALR B 7. R 7 AW RIAERA T 5V Z AU e, o 0.27; AR 524

K014, EIVRCHER AU HIDRE B K I A A R B R R
M ‘@ﬂl% o EE [z—] 2A gé;’é [zl ﬁ : EEE% /z{l:\ ﬁ%ﬁﬁ Table 7 Similarity coefficients of various macrofungi in Gaogesitai-
(25 éLl‘) , BAEEA RS, Ol AZE, 5 Hanwula National Nature Reserve

domi L ERIN; B, rkmn, pmymy MR 1 0 W VWV

1.00 0.14 0.22 0.17 0.18
0.14 1.00 0.20 0.27 0.20

BV, A, BWZSEBMCRECH 0225, FEIEE R
BOh 14 4b, W74k 3 A/NERHEE: AT FIZRAUTT,
LIRS 0.22; KAV | KA, FHLLERECH 0.20
ANV SRR B AR MM R A5
ZEAEMT, 5 FAFA B A T KA E R 43284
XA, B 2BAJLIAE 1. SHME R oG Fl, KM T~V R R GR350 6. 5. 7. 83 Al
52 Ff, ANV AREA FRT A7 IR
3 #ih5itit

EAS T & SR H AR AR R T I AR AR . R, HARMAERE R A L SR R 2R, L
A L EB A B ST AR, — MR BIE AR . PEMEM R AR, ke IR AEAR, e 2R R
MO R HEARKE TR T AR, %00, RIS FONFE AN KR EEA 217 4 29
19 H 548} 119 J& 213 F, Hr, (L3884, L& 53 AWFh . FEIFAR N KR B P R i o F &
A HE 5% X R AP AR S A 2 FE AR IAT G, X 5 EEICY XL A SR PR X TR B e A 1) 245
R—3, AN KRR E 2RI BN A 3R] FIFE-SE I AR- LA - AR Y KPR LR )

0.22 0.20 1.00 0.14 0.16
0.17 0.27 0.14 1.00 0.22
0.18 0.20 0.16 0.22 1.00

= =2 =5 = —
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Figure 2 Clustering of similarity coefficent of macrofungal species with different vegetation types and Venn diagram of species similarity
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AR A ST 2 A5 ) B L TR L3I 4 3 A, v, AR i R R DR ) L T I A A 17 O A R R i
K, B KA E M ELEH . BAMYFE . FERZEA, oy KRR A K AT H#
HEOE REREE, W RBI B R LR R A% s WRIRE , TeRIB M ATI5), REA R FIR B B 43 A1
WS, HEARZFAEFEBUR M R IE 2R 2R, SR S LR AR WS —38, ARl
PRI KA L 2R AP —E 25 51, B S Z PR G, X 5Ky R XHC i g i
ZLH Pinus koraiensis RIS EH ZAEVE S TAS R —30 . R DR FIREHESE AR A AR AR, fE
AV E [ AR, BORTEKT-454 22 5 W, (HNTRES AR B — , Wb - R R B (%, Sof
AN TRI A B I HY 22 T] (R AL R B AR, 0 AR ) e 216 18 940 0 oA AL 45 A0 52 Wi KU L DR ARARA A, AN )AL
ST A] AR N AE ) Z5 A AR I R RO RE L, ORI LR AR Mt ey o SRR B | T AR S AR
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