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Abstract

Niche theory is of great significance in the study of plant community species composition, inters-
pecific relationship, structure and function, biodiversity and so on. In this paper, the niche width
and niche overlap of typical plantations and herbs under different site types are calculated by
Shannon-Wiener index and Pianka index, respectively, taking the forest and grass vegetation in
Datong County of Datong County as the research object. The results show that the niche width of
Larixprincipis-rupprechtii May is the largest (44.13, 42.69, 42.99) under the condition of shady
slope. Under the condition of sunny slope, the niche breadth of Pinus tabuliformis Carr and Popu-
lus cathayanais the largest (39.56, 40.22). In the herbaceous layer, the niche breadth of Artemisia
sacrorum Ledeb and Poa annua L is large in different site conditions, which indicate that the two
have universal adaptation and more resources could be utilized. All kinds of trees with the effect
of building groups overlap in different underground niche. The range of value is 0.17 - 0.29, which
indicates that the resource position of different tree species is different and the competition
among species is not strong in the mixed forest. The niche overlap value of herbaceous layer is
more affected by slope in shady slope and less affected by slope in sunny slope.
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1. 3]

A7 (niche) AR HETE N — PP 5 HARFR A X A7 B, B W2 T S AN PP AEREVR I 23 67 B A H
HLBER R[] BB A SOIARTE B KGE X2 Grinnel [2], ABIEAEZSHLE XN—ANFh B Ff DAL 7 5L 2
BB AT BT [3]. A 20 20 SR, BN 70225 FF IR R G 70 A S AL SORTAE S 07 52 2
SE[4]. HAT, ASMHEIRMNMHSIEENZ. ok, EYMFNR . SRR A 2 AR 2 P K
ARSI A TV . & mEX A TRE ARESHE KT, ESRAEAAEEAESE LN
%, 52 B HR I NN E TR FE e BLEBE) [5]. M 20 tH2d 70~80 SEARTFLR, BEE “ —
67 Bidopk. BFHEMRSE — RFIMO AR TRFREIRE, FrgiEr A2 A s Mg G =0 i — L
o], AAEAK EE B R VRIS AN G B ) @, (1S I B o AR A B I AR, 4 T AR A R e
(IR . FRIE T BT R SR MRAE B V& A A AR AR (B 7 RO R, X N AR 78 2 9 pk T e bk
A S ALEFAE A 7E[6] [7] [8] [9] [10]. ASCHI ] Shannon-Wiener 4= 2547 #5%[ 1 11F1 Pianka 2 254 8 & 45
[12], %3 g X WL N TAR SR T B ARG AT T, @it E i A FESLHZAE TR E . AR
EASPLTERE  AAALE S HEEAR, RAYIFE A R SLH A FE RN RE T, CLBAH RISE AT AR
i B BE T ) 22 e S SE P R F, R BIAE B A A AE (1 o) O S il BBk, BE NS Ja i L s e X
N TR A AOE B, ok se. A BRI T TSRt — @ MBS HE Al

][l

o
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2. ARXBAEMARSE
2.1. MREBR

BIF A DX A, T 75 148 7 7 T ROl [ml ek B R B e MBI, MO AL T A 2R3, AR L AR B
J& T v SRS R AR, JE TR X [13] Rl DORFRSSE T R . NHE RS AN B Ak
HEWEFRRE . BEZ, KRZEMEL . ERMWLEFEE), KES RS, HEA~egN
(E101°40'17"~101°41'12", N36°54'57"~36°55'51"). %[ IHMERURIEAA 1.16 km®, P34k 2441 m, WL 5
Hr R B A SIS RE N 2010~2017 S R, BT 7T XN 3.9°C, AFHFEKE 532 mm, P
RE 2 mes™, LRHITEN 102 d, HEELOLHAE E A o . R EE M A S A (Picea
crassifolia Kom). ILIE T Fa(Larixprincipis-rupprechtii May) B RIAA(Sabina przewalskii Kom). JHFA
(Pinus tabuliformis Carr)s ¥ (Populus cathayana Rehd)%s, MESTE 18~23 a Z (B A%,

22. ARFE

22.1. iR ESREE
T 2018 4F 6~8 HXF 2 [ 1MERIIHEAT B AN 2, 22T TMEAE B T Ly Ll o =8, MRS . B S5 0R 85
R FHEAT LR 2y, 22 IR s 2R 352 1 R TR .

Table 1. The site type division of Anmen Beach
= 1. RITMIERIR 53

P 7 Hh A 1R m 1A Wz
Number Site type Height Aspect Slope
1 GRS 2400~2750 Y4 <5°
2 B2 R 2400~2750 [ 3 5°25°
3 Ll B B 2400~2750 I 35k 25°~35°
4 AR S 2400~2750 IoF 3 <5°
5 L PR A 2400~2750 PR3 5°05°

FEST ISR R 7 il b S O i R AT AU ME AR A SR TR A 30 A BRI A0 20 m x 20 m,
AR A 2R 2 A 5 mox 5 m BHEARRETT, A R BURREAE R P BB 5 A Tm < 1 m (5
AFETT o AT R GPS BHUC KA AR A RE, 1 % SR i BHIU B IF L SRPE IR BT . 3,
[l IO SRR P B S B R 1o FRAR 2 RN B R AL, RATIUA 22 vh 7 ac SR 4Lk, RIS
AR Mfe. EiRSEEbR . BEARRMEARZ KRR, WG (PERYE) %Il smh
oy SEHISEIFIC KRB (AR R SRS RS, AR AR IR 2 PR

Table 2. Sample plot basic characteristic table

2. MEMERARHHIER

N RIAL R B . THEE PR R
Number Site type Tree species Height Slope Aspect Avgrage tree Mean DBH  Stand age
composition (m) ) height (m) (cm) (a)
1 Wl 2 10 5% 2461 34 iE53 8.67 14.28 23
2 LB S 10 Hilg A2 2560 28 9938 1.66 1.87 18
3 L A 10 #B3% [ A1 2512 27 93 1.72 2.01 20
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Continued
e 9 R R4 1.69 1.25 20
4 Al | 2 2583 27 W18k 0.82 0.64 18
5 il B 2 10 ﬂé_gfg“ 2564 26 ¥ 35k 6.83 7.48 23
e 6 bk L 6.02 6.58 23
6 A 4 S 2551 27 B8 150 1.69 18
7 e Ll IR 10 %{ﬁz‘}rz 2509 20 ¥ 45 3.35 5.41 18
- Flig

8 RILIPIEA 10_*5§+£E' 2526 24 B 1.89 213 20
S o 3 HEA 1.58 1.20 18
9 AR 7 BB 2585 22 135 1.70 152 20
10 AR 10 LM 2537 17 9135 6.46 6.98 23
e - 7 HEALTE A N 6.78 6.62 23
1 e L B A 3 Stk 2512 19 B3 1.84 2.03 18
12 1 B~ 10 FilF=A2 2490 5 3 1.62 1.88 18
13 & LB~ 10 A% A 2564 3 99 35 1.84 2.13 20
. . 6 HiF =12 1.55 1.21 18
14 IR S 4 A E 2543 3 [H 35 162 a1 20
15 AR S 10 fdbyE A2 2460 5 B3 7.12 6.64 23
N - 6 HAbvE A 6.78 6.21 23
16 LB 4B I 2502 4 wisk 1.77 1.83 18
17 L P A 10 5 2513 18 B 3% 7.64 10.21 23
18 el BH 2RI 10 FHR=AZ 2565 22 FA4% 1.58 1.63 18
19 VLl PHZZ M 10 A% [ A 2547 24 [aE5 1.97 2.08 20
. 6 JHIA 2.64 2.50 23
20 iR 4 Bl 2579 20 B 125 113 18
)1 Sl BB 7 A 2620 99 Bk 242 421 23
= 3 K R A 1.38 0.80 20
. . 6 FIHE 2.37 5.80 23
22 1L BE 2R pror 2504 25 BH 3% 079 0.87 18
. 201 8 HilF s , 1.62 2.03 18
23 L BH R > A 2531 21 [R5k 37 |88 2
24 AR ST 10 58 2469 3 A3 8.01 9.65 23
25 e Ll BH T4 10 Hilg a2 2586 5 [ 35 1.64 2.04 18

e . 10 #B3% [ 41 '
26 IR B 2537 5 BH 3 2.16 220 20
e o 7 A ' 239 241 23
27 e 1L BT 3 2564 4 B3 1.48 1.26 18
. - 7 WA 2.40 3.86 23
3 AL BT 3 AR 2552 2 LR 1.42 101 20
2 L BT 6 M 2563 3 A 35 242 5.73 23
4 F/EK 1.54 1.89 18
o 7 B LA N 1.72 2.12 18
30 e 1 BT 3 A Y 2550 2 L7 1.62 173 20

Note: The tree species composition is expressed by ten methods of tree measurement, for example, 10 poplar stands for pure green poplar forest.

: DBH JAfifz, WA SCR AR MR B oR, 010 R T maimk.
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222, BEIBE NS5

W ol EE A [ 14 FH R M B AN P A VR PR RO R FH 0 8 5 B 64, 38 B V& R i MR X 2
FERD)~ AN BE(RH) FEXT 35 FE(RS) AR SIS (RF)FIAR XS 55 B (RC) TS 2. EHEME 1V BIEUE R
ANETVE R TG HRAE R 35 55 (00— AN FE R AR R, I 0T DR IR 78 s RE R4 R AR G 38 2 R AR ) B i
AEBE[15][16] [17]0 ASCH, FoARE. #EARE. HABEMEEE 1V iF5H A0 5008:

IV i =(RD+ RH + RS)x100/3 )
IV s =(RD+RF + RC)x100/3 ()
IV, 4 =(RD+ RF + RC)x100/3 3)

PRSP A S W T R AR B SR IR SR I BUIR (18], B4 %8 FE R, 3R BB X P 1 IE B
e o sE, X IRAR RS 4> [19] 0 ARSCAEZSALTE KA Shannon-Wiener $841[20] 21137115 .
Shannon-Wiener A= #5157 5 i FE 4

By ==LB 1ghy (j=12.r) @

A By, °4 Shannon-Wiener ZEZ&7 58 B a4k, HAF/EMELO, 1], 4 B, RO W, FoRPRh i RAAH—A
BHIRAL, = B, N VI, Rl i R AR RHIROL: r NSRRI E LA Py IRl i AESR j BRI
(1) EE A o 4 0 A Y b

£y =n; [N, Ni:.zl"ij (J=1.2,.7) ®)
=

X my IR AEBHIRAL j R EAE s N OB @ AR BIR A B B AR A
AP B AR R A B 524 STt 54 2 B 5 2B 2L B EE PR AH DGk

Correl(X,Y)z Z(x—f)(y—?) 6)

I -x) (y-7)

X X YRy X, y EE.

BN EER 2 MRS SR TR EEACWE, 22 YRR R R SR AR
WIS SR, MamAESMESIN G ESMESIHHEINERM Pianka LS ESITHEA
A MEE

(7

Kt Op N | 5VM k FIAESMEZE, HAFEMO, 115 ny A ong 7550 800Fh § FO¥FR k FEGTUR j b
HIEEE; r NEIRM SR
BAE T AEFR 4P = %N Excel2013. SPSS20.0 58 il

3. ZRE N

P B AN A FIAH S BERMCER , 221 THMERUER N TARRE )AL AT 40 B, 98 J& . 121 B, HrhFeAA 10 F,
d PR 8.26%, FEAA 5 Fh, (HAFRET 4.13%; mERAREARMEY), LH 106 B, HEREY
87.61%. HRHEHF AN A AL 1) SEPRAE 00, MEARAEY AT T 25 0% )L(Caragana korshinskii Kom). 5525 (Spiraea
salicifolia L)« ##%% JL(Caragana sinica Rehder). /N 358 (Rosa willmottiae Hems]) F1HI TL N (Acanthopanax
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senticosus Harms), FEATAYINERG D, K¥EMWZE, ERITT MBI BAL, B AER s> B8 dh 7y
Al BEBIET 0.001. MRHERE Lot BEARMIM > BAERED, SkZHIE L, ASCELRTFAR
Fb KRB TIN5 Hrp AR 2, SO KT 20%010 9 R AN AN B, AR e 4 R
HACENE . FEWFA R 3 Fros

Table 3. Main plant species composition of Anmen Beach

3. RITMEEEDFEN

Y445 P14 B (%) YA FR hT 4 B (%)
HESK Picea crassifolia Kom. 70 HRS )L Caragana sinica Rehder A
=P Betula platyphylla Suk. 10 NI A Rosa willmottiae Hemsl. A
A Pinus tabuliformis Carr. 30 i Acanthopanax senticosus Harms A
A [F A Sabina przewalskii Kom. 15 S Artemisia sacrorum Ledeb. 71.86
W Populus cathayana Rehd. 20 3ok Poaannua L. 67.96
Sl Salix cupularis Rehd. 5 JE A B Artemisia sacrorum L. 20.46
INI A% Populus simonii Carr 5 ME LR Geranium sibiricum L. 71.83
AL A Larixprincipis-rupprechtii Mayr 15 LR Cirsium setosum MB. 52.10
it Photinia serrulata Lindl. 5 5 Leymus secalinus Tzvel. 23.35
DR Padus maackii Kom. 5 PR Elymus dahuricus Turcz. 28.44
Fr 26 A L Caragana korshinskii Kom. A Yapexia Heteropappus hispidus Less. 32.14
A Spiraea salicifolia L. A REH Saussurea japonica DC. 42.81

Note: A indicates that the frequency of species is less than 0.001. J3: A FKRPIFIE /N T 0.001.

3.1. YFHEEE

3.1.1. FFREMFMEEE

A A SR BB TE TN R R A AR E , T S A A 58 B2 S FR AR« 1 AR & R AL R
e R AP ELAEH . 2 IR F LA TR Z EEE R 4 R, R 2%
T, b it b B EAE BRIV = 44.13); ¥R L IR RIB T 26 AF T, AR db vk i i B Z{E i R (TV = 42.65);
AL BAPIL 4 R, b R EEAE SRV = 42.99); RILFHZE RIS A& E T, is EE g i
KAV =39.59); WRIIBHFHSI AT, iia B EME R KV = 40.22)0 BFFE XN TR PG £ 52 Rk i
FEOR A SE MBI, SO ph E BE BRI R i vk, 2 MR RO . i B iR
JFEUE VO, ABAE RSB, TERR A AR I A AR RO S 3 B AR, ZEANIR]
SEHWORAE NI AT FIRAE T, HRACTE L . FHIE SRS E RN Y EER B, Kb HE oA
F R R AR, FLE A M 20.59 K % 26.89; A& T 5 ALVE HAATEA [F) 3 T B EME AR B
PRI 26 PE T, IS RIS % 5 B R

3.1.2. EXEYMEEE

S S HERE BRIKE, 2RI TR T AR R E, ARNLHAME TR R
BRI 4 Bs, FEESER SOOI T, EEE R, RILB S0 18.56 iR LI RN 17.68.
HLBAPHON 16.73; FIOTIMAAE T, FERASORI (4358 B E RO, ASEE RN A R, BEisIRLr
Ho3E AN AN RAY s BERA RSP, fEPRE EEME T Y REZE R, R, REH. M.
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PO RS AE I A, (A EEERU)

Table 4. Important value of species

4. MEEE
T Yk LB 2 WL 22 b LA P LB 2R Ll BH P35

1 HW 32.78 — — 35.90 36.64
2 HhEEA 20.59 24.62 26.89 16.79 19.63
3 A B A 28.64 19.43 20.24 26.45 28.33
4 bR 44.13 42.65 42.99 — —

5 SHEVN — — — 39.59 40.22
6 e — — — 24.65 23.60
7 ANugY — 0.01 — — —

8 i= LA — 0.02 — — —

9 BEM-F 2 — — — — 0.04
10 ik 0.01 — — — —

11 3 18.56 17.68 16.73 17.29 17.11
12 LR 14.58 10.36 6.36 10.61 8.83
13 JEFALL 2.52 248 3.65 16.69 18.44
14 B B2 3.84 8.79 0.87 3.75 1.22
15 il JL2E 421 4.76 4.48 6.89 5.69
16 = 2.98 1.63 1.12 0.87 0.26
17 Pk 2 2.03 3.15 3.26 1.96 2.46
18 Tl Ak 1.36 2.89 3.42 2.46 3.68
19 REH 1.88 3.05 421 3.26 4.85

3.2. YIFESNTERE

3.2.1. FARBESHREE

YR A 2SO T8 BEARRAZ RIS A AT IR N B IRR e 77, A0 58 K U8 B i P R
VIR A RE R . 2 TR AR Z R ARSI S I Ee 5 Bow, HRILBIAMOI AT, H. A
A FI A AL TE AR ZS AL FERE 43 B 0400 0314 0.59, TG 2SS BN 0.21, JEE Ky @dor
MR ZKF R, TR = AR REIR[17], XHRIERI AR5, B TERER N, Bl R A%
W FHL AT, LERIE, HEECONENE, R TE A BN FE BAR RRIE, WO A S TE
Ko I BHERIE AR L PP HOL I ET, HERJE, HKEE, WSS, Som A0 58 R HOK;
FE SRR, TN TR R PRV S B8 RO ABERNE & T A T A K,
R, AEBMEERKTHFEES. TRRERFEILT, Yk S0 585 5 Yk E B L R 5%
6 fim, —HEIEMFRERAR.

3.22. EABESMNEE
GIIMERIBEARZ SN EWME 5 i, JRIWHSB AT, ASATEEIEEN 0.07~0.61;
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R RIS AT, A AL T BEVEEDN 0.09~0.57; HRILIBISFIE LA, A2 98 BEVa LA
0.01~0.59; 1l FHZ RO AF T, ABCLTEZIEE N 0.01~0.55; ¥l BV 3548 25 00 98 FE Y Bl oA
0.06~0.61. FIERE LB AN, RIRERBEER, BAERIEGR, —F A9 LA AR L%
TR, RE ARG E N AN F S, SR KB SO R LEAE AN R S 5 R AR A T 8
NT0.20, BEWIHOE ST HIE N BE VLS s RERA R, FERHIOARAE T I A AL T R T AR T
MBI . TR, PR A58 5 5P fh A R R B 6 fis, 2IHIEMRKR.

Table 5. Niche width of species
=5 PMESAIREE

EnRs Ry Fof LB 2 L BRI e L B3 HIL PR A WL PP
1 H 0.40 — — 0.44 0.48
2 =A% 0.21 0.23 0.24 0.18 0.15
3 AR A 0.31 0.20 0.22 0.25 0.28
4 ML 0.59 0.52 0.54 — —
5 RIEVN — — — 0.51 0.56
6 H e — — — 0.25 0.24
7 /N — 0.00 — — —
8 rerLLgn — 0.00 — — —
9 BEnHAR 2= — — — — 0.00
10 At 0.00 — — — —
11 FREH 0.61 0.57 0.59 0.55 0.49
12 LR 0.42 0.31 0.20 0.31 0.26
13 JERATE 0.13 0.14 0.18 0.49 0.61
14 TR E/% L 0.14 0.26 0.01 0.14 0.06
15 il LR 0.16 0.19 0.19 0.33 0.19
16 e 0.12 0.09 0.05 0.01 0.26
17 LA 0.11 0.13 0.14 0.10 0.11
18 FlEAE 0.07 0.12 0.15 0.14 0.15
19 MEB% 0.09 0.12 0.17 0.13 0.18

Table 6. Correlation between species importance and niche width

Fo. MMEZESESMEREELM

iy Ll B S il g R LB BRI EITTER e
i N 0.99 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.97 (0.02) 0.97 (0.03) 0.96 (0.03)
PN 0.99 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.99 (0.01) 0.97 (0.02) 0.91 (0.03)

T MR ABORIEBON N IEAR, AR BB IHELE 0.8~1 Z N @ AR #55 A ARZE LN PE, P> 0.05 LR AREHMRK, 0.01
<P<0.05 FoREBFEMK, P<0.01 TRl Emx.

Note: If the correlation coefficient is positive, it is positive correlation, and the absolute value of correlation coefficient is highly correlated when the
absolute value of correlation coefficient is 0.8 - 1; The P value of the significance test is shown in parentheses. P > 0.05 means not significant correla-
tion, 0.01 <P <0.05 means significant correlation, and P < 0.01 means extremely significant correlation.
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33. IMESNES

33.1. FRBESNVES

AL E BRI TE—ABEF A b, AR R AR RS g B IR AR IR S RO, S ES
(B R SR TH AN P Fon YRR AR AR R =y, AT RE R AE S R R LI IMIRIBTE AR E S ES IR
T~11 fizse BT AR FESLHZAT FRAR WM AESMES T, FAREMMRKEIAREES, |
R N AR R A B AN IC B A 2 NONTE B R, AN ES FBERAEEIREW S+, FEES
FIXSE LA - ABEEM . FESA - I TR - Wiia . HiB s - A, AFRSIHT,
B - ABERMN A S BRI 0.16~0.29 [8]; FiRF AL - RILE A ERA R BB HE, &
BN 024, 025, 0.21; FEERAL - MATERHI R ARSI ES, HEBMES N 0.19 f1 0.20; F
WAl - AMERI I R AR SMEE, ESESHN 0.17 f10.21.

Table 7. Niche overlapping of arbor layer under shade and steep slope of shallow hill
#® 7. RUPAREAARRESMNES

TeAR TP HH HilF =12 ARIER AT Kb it
%
HE =K 0.00
AR A 0.00 0.16
e Jbva s 0.00 0.24 0.00
Fi K 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.62

Table 8. Niche overlapping of arbor layer under shade and gentle slope of shallow hill
F 8. KUPRAEREARBESMNES

TeAR TP HilF A2 ARIE R A b NI i LA
HE K
AR A 0.22
HEJbIE HA 0.25 0.00
ANaR 7 0.00 0.67 0.00
LA 0.58 0.00 0.00 0.00

Table 9. Niche overlapping of arbor layer under shade and flat slope of shallow hill
9. RUWAFEAARRESNES

TRAFPH B o H [ A bR
HREK
A 3% R4 0.23

EESR 73l /N 021 0.00

Table 10. Niche overlapping of arbor layer under sunny and steep slope of shallow hill

F 10. XWRERIBETARESMNESR

TRARFP HW HlELA AR B RHEVS Spi
%

HE K 0.00

AR EEE A 0.00 0.22
VN 0.00 0.19 0.17
Spis 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.00
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Table 11. Niche overlapping of arbor layer under sunny and flat slope of shallow hill
=1L RUPBAFEEAARBESMUES

Te AR HW Hilg oAz AR B A TR It BRI
H

Hilg = As 0.00

AR B 0.00 0.29
iEVS 0.00 0.20 0.19
=) 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.00

BEm A 2= 0.00 0.00 0.63 0.00 0.00

ANFNEH A TR Z R A S E S E S 1 R, AL EBE 0~0.10 (A IR E AL
HEH 0.00, FAH 29 X EBMEZ KT 0.5 WILH 4 DR, 250 %ACTE A - £16(0.62). HifF
=2 - mN0.58) A - NHE#5(0.67) BEMARZE - AREEFE(0.63), JRECNARE mLl. A
PEM AR AN, BRSO S EAR AR AL E SRR

100% -
80% -
60% -
40% -

20% -

EXRMEBHS

0%

I I m v v
SEHIRTY

s RIS, TR, I LB, IV kil B SE
B,V ONEILIBEPY . Note: 1is shallow mountain Yin steep slope, 11 is
shallow mountain yin gentle slope, III is shallow mountain yin flat slope, IV is
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Figure 1. Percentage of species in different niche overlap of Arbor layer
under different site conditions
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Table 12. Niche overlap of main herb species in shade and steep slope of shallow hill
F12. RUPARREARESNES
LV N BN FEH HAR e REZERE RLXK L P 5 HleEAE REH
HEE

S 7N 0.52
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IR &%

Continued
JEFA T 0.24 0.13
B A 0.21 0.15 0.09
L 0.44 0.69 0.08 0.18
T 0.21 0.37 0.12 0.25 0.38
P 0.19 0.08 0.10 0.07 0.12 0.09
Ftd: e 0.56 0.29 0.01 0.05 0.24 0.20 0.09
RNEH 0.42 0.38 0.14 0.18 0.44 0.31 0.44 0.28
Table 13. Niche overlap of main herb species in shade and gentle slope of shallow hill
= 13. RUPAZERMIEEARESNES
LV N UES EE HAR JERE REZBE LK I PR E H A REH
EE
R 0.34
JEFA T 0.22 0.30
B 0.26 0.36 0.02
L 0.38 0.59 0.27 0.36
A 0.21 0.25 0.12 0.17 0.14
P 0.14 0.23 0.13 0.08 0.13 0.04
He A 0.03 0.06 0.04 0.02 0.07 0.00 0.00
REF 0.20 0.22 0.27 0.05 0.31 0.00 0.02 0.03
Table 14. Niche overlap of main herb species in shade and flat slope of shallow hill
14 RUBATHEARESNES
LV N UES I HAR JERE REZBEE LK L PR E He A REH
I
HAR 0.44
JERAE 0.23 0.16
B 0.19 0.18 0.15
L 0.28 0.42 0.12 0.16
I 0.24 0.27 0.23 0.24 0.25
Pl 2 0.20 0.11 0.16 0.11 0.16 0.11
F A 0.33 0.15 0.09 0.09 0.22 0.18 0.11
REZ 0.39 0.24 0.14 0.11 0.36 0.25 0.36 0.22
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Table 15. Niche overlap of main herb species in sunny and steep slope of shallow hill

=15 RRERBEARESMHES

LV N UES I HAR JERE REZBEE LK L L He e REH
I
R 0.38
JERAE 0.34 0.20
R e 0.29 0.17 0.18
L 0.45 0.36 0.17 0.20
R 0.22 0.40 0.10 0.18 0.11
Pl 5 0.17 0.15 0.22 0.11 0.18 0.07
S AL 0.26 0.27 0.18 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.15
REH 0.36 0.36 0.09 0.10 0.24 0.21 0.32 0.26
Table 16. Niche overlap of main herb species in sunny and flat slope of shallow hill
F16. XA EARESMNES
LV UES FRER HR JERA HEERE LK A P Hte At REH
IR
FLER 0.55
JEFA T 0.29 0.22
B 0.22 0.17 0.10
L3 0.52 0.38 0.10 0.18
ik 0.28 0.44 0.15 0.27 0.29
R 0.20 0.07 0.09 0.11 0.20 0.07
HEAE 0.47 0.26 0.11 0.09 0.21 0.18 0.10
REH 0.46 0.30 0.15 0.15 0.36 0.34 0.41 0.19
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Figure 2. Percentage of species in different niche overlap of
herbunder different site conditions
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