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Abstract: As an important ecological disturbance factor in the alpine meadow anthills can great—
ly influence the characteristics and ecological niche of plant community in alpine meadow. Alpine
meadow plant community with anthill disturbance was studied in September 2012 in Hongyuan
Sichuan. The results showed that the species richness and diversity of the alpine meadow plant
community decreased after the anthill disturbance while the coverage importance value and
niche breadth of Gramineae and Cyperaceae increased. Especially the niche breadths of gramin—
eous grass Poa pratensis and Elymus nutans were obviously greater than those of the control be—
coming the dominant populations. With anthill disturbance the niche overlap level of alpine
meadow plant populations was generally lower ensuring the long-term ecological coexistence be—
tween the dominant populations of Gramineae and Cyperaceae with larger niche breadths and
other species. It benefits the disturbed alpine meadow to the succession toward the direction of
fine herbage improving the grazing capacity of the alpine meadow to some extent.

Key words: anthill; alpine meadow; community trait; niche.

N N 2008) .
. ( 1986) .
“ ” ( Cerda o
et al. 2011)
( Whitforda et al. ( Folgarait 1998) .
(2014-GX220) ° DN
. : zgl—rsn_zi)ii_lﬁuxueluan@ 12656()2[215_12_01 NN ( Cammeraat et al. 2002; Wag—



322 35 2
ner et al. 2006; Richards 2009) ; 24.6 °C -10.3 °C -33.3 °C
N ( Folgarait et al. 2002; 25.6 C 1432.3 C,
Dostsl 2005; Dauber et al. 2006; 2009) . 2417.9 h 6.1923x10° k] » m ™.
; 10
5 ( 2005)
( 2008; Jilkova et al. ( 2009) .
2012) .
2
2.1
o 2012 9
32°49.823” N 102°35.237" E 3493 m;

( Nash er al. 2001) .
al. 2013) . ( Jilkova et al. 2014) .
( Haines 1978) . ( Levan et al. 1983) |
( Carlson et al. 1991) .
( Brener et al. 1995) . (
( 2009)

( Esmaeili et

2003)

( Camponotus herculea—

nus)

o

31°50° N—33°22° N 101°51° E—103°23" E.

55 km 154 km.
3500 mo
650 ~ 800 mm
80% 5—9
40 d o 1.1 C

( CK) 32°49.802° N 102°35.213" E
3490 m. 0.5 mx0.5 m( 0.25 m?)
( Camponotus herculeanus)
20~30 cm
10~20 ecm 9 o
9 o
100 m  ( )
( CK) 9 (0.5 mx0.5m)
2.2
2.2.1
( 2004)
Simpson Shannon
Pielou (
2014)
(1) Simpson
D=1-YP’
(2) Shannon
H=- Y PlnP,
(3) Pielou :
J=(~ Y PlInP) /InS
P, i
o S i o
(4) (1v):
IV=( + + ) /3
2.2.2 (1)
Shannon ( Zhou et al. 2012)



323

NBgy =-—
(2) Levins
NB, =1/(rY P}
( 3) Hurlbert

2 P;lgP;
( Levins 1968)

( Hurlbert 1978)

2
NB, = 1/ Z P,7 -1
r—1
NBgy i Shannon NB, i
Levins NBy i Hurlbert
P, i J
n; L J
r . NB
2.2.3 Pianka
0,( Thompson et al. 1999)
0, = 2 ny g/ 2 ”t:f2 2 nka) v
0, i k n; ny
i k J o
2.2.4 Excel 2007
( N
. + Simpson + Shannon Pielou
) (
) Duncan
( P<0.05) ;
( Shannon \ Levins Hurl-
bert ) SPSS 16.0
( hierarchical cluster) ( cluster
analysis) ; Origin 8.0
( linear regression analysis) ; Ori-
gin 8.0 o
3
3.1
( Do
N 7.99%1.60%
2.99 em( P<0.05) ;
10.20( P<0.05) .
o 1

Simpson
«Shannon Pielou 0.04( P
<0.05) .0.67( P<0.05)  0.01.
o 1
78.75%
61.75%( P<0.05)
; 9.8%
( P<0.05) .
17.40%  36.70%-
1.60  6.10( P<0.05)
( P>0.05) .
3.2
1

Table 1 Effect of anthill on alpine meadow plant commu-—
nity traits

CK
9.00+£3.32 b 19.20£2.59 a
(%) 15.96+4.90 a 7.97+1.42 b
(%) 97.60+1.14 a 96.00+1.58 a
( cm) 17.32+1.23 a 14.33+0.96 b
Simpson 0.93+0.00 b 0.97+0.00 a
Shannon 2.77+0.12 b 3.441£0.04 a
Pielou 0.97+0.02 a 0.98+0.00 a
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Fig.1 Effect of anthill on functional group traits of alpine
meadow plant community
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Table 2 Effect of anthill on alpine meadow plant species niche breadth
Shannon Levins Hurlbert
Anthill NBgy,  CK-NBgy Anthill NBgy,  CK-NBgy Anthill NBgy,  CK-NBgy

1 Festuca rubra 0.77 0.90 0.64 0.89 0.60 0.87
2 Elymus nutans 0.86 0.70 0.73 0.56 0.70 0.50
3 Koeleria cristata 0.60 0.90 0.44 0.88 0.37 0.87
4 Poa pratensis 0.90 0.70 0.88 0.55 0.86 0.50
5 Festuca ovina — 0.47 — 0.33 — 0.24
6 Carex kansuensis 0.71 0.77 0.49 0.64 0.42 0.59
7 Kobresia capillifolia 0.58 0.84 0.41 0.74 0.34 0.71
8 Kobresia setchwanensis 0.30 — 0.22 — 0.12 —
9 Scirpus distigmaticus — 0.77 — 0.63 — 0.59
10 Artemisia annua 0.47 — 0.33 — 0.24 —
11 Ajania tenuifolia 0.48 0.78 0.33 0.67 0.25 0.62
12 Anaphalis lactea — 0.77 — 0.66 — 0.61
13 Leontopodium stracheyi — 0.60 — 0.44 — 0.37
14 Saussurea nigrescens — 0.94 — 0.96 — 0.95
15 Taraxacum mongolicum — 0.59 — 0.43 — 0.36
16 Saussurea graminea — 0.70 — 0.55 — 0.50
17 Astragalus craibianus 0.69 0.84 0.53 0.76 0.47 0.74
18 Tibetia himalaica — 0.93 — 0.89 — 0.88
19 Oxytropis ochrocephala — 0.90 — 0.88 — 0.86
20 Gentianopsis paludosa 0.84 0.70 0.77 0.55 0.75 0.50
21 Gentiana sino-ornata 0.30 0.77 0.22 0.63 0.12 0.58
22 Gentiana leucomelaena — 0.70 — 0.55 — 0.50
23 Halenia elliptica — 0.78 — 0.66 — 0.62
24 Gentiana abaensts — 0.48 — 0.33 — 0.25
25 Veronica eriogyne 0.30 0.59 0.22 0.43 0.13 0.36
26 Lancea tibetica — 0.84 — 0.77 — 0.74
27 Pedicularis kansuensis — 0.70 — 0.55 — 0.50
28 Anemone rivularis 0.78 0.95 0.66 0.97 0.62 0.97
29 Caltha scaposa 0.60 — 0.44 — 0.37 —
30 Trollius farrert 0.00 0.70 0.11 0.55 0.00 0.49
31 Delphinium caeruleum — 0.60 — 0.44 — 0.37
32 Ranunculus tanguticus — 0.94 — 0.94 — 0.94
33 Potentilla nivea — 0.84 — 0.76 — 0.73
34 Potentilla anserina — 0.90 — 0.88 — 0.86
35 Allium stkkimense 0.30 0.84 0.22 0.76 0.12 0.73
36 Galium aparine 0.69 — 0.54 — 0.48 —
37 Stellaria infracta 0.87 — 0.77 — 0.74 —
38 Bupleurum malconense 0.30 — 0.22 — 0.12 —
39 Geranium wilfordii — 0.60 — 0.44 — 0.37
40 Plantago depressa — 0.60 — 0.44 — 0.37

Total number of species 20 34 20 34 20 34
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Fig.4 Regression equation between niche breadth and variance coefficient of importance values

3

Table 3 Niche overlaps of anthill plant community
1 2 3 4 6 7 8 10 11 17 20 21 25 28 29 30 35 36 37 38

1 1.00
2 0.57  1.00
3 0.84 038 1.00
4 0.89 0.86 0.76 1.00
6 025 045 034 044 1.00
7 072 042 040 054 032 1.00
8 0.52 048 0.00 048 0.00 057 1.00
10 046 043 0.00 042 038 0.69 0.89 1.00
11 0.62 032 083 0.66 040 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
17 0.80 051 074 0.81 036 026 046 041 0.88 1.00
20 0.63 0.69 076 0.80 0.81 040 0.00 0.18 0.68 0.61 1.00
21 0.00 079 0.00 042 040 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 050 1.00
25 0.52 048 0.00 048 0.00 057 099 0.8 0.00 046 0.00 0.00 1.00
28 074 049 062 074 0.65 046 052 066 0.74 090 0.68 0.00 0.52 1.00
29 053 028 071 057 077 020 0.00 024 08 076 079 0.00 0.00 086 1.00
30 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.8 039 0.00 046 0.00 0.00 040 0.00 0.00 043 0.52 1.00
35 052 048 0.00 048 0.00 057 099 08 0.00 046 0.00 000 099 052 0.00 0.00 1.00
36 080 052 073 0.8 035 028 049 043 087 099 0.60 000 049 09 075 000 049 1.00
37 045 087 042 077 079 028 025 039 050 056 08 075 025 066 0.61 036 025 0.56 1.00
38 052 048 000 048 000 057 099 08 000 046 000 000 0.99 052 000 0.00 09 049 025 1.00
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Table 4 Niche overlaps of major species of plant community without anthill disturbance
1 2 3 4 6 7 9 11 12 13 14 17 18 9 2 21 2 23 25 26 28 31 32 33 3435
1 1.00
2 0.78 1.00
3 0.88 0.80 1.00
4 0.78 1.00 0.80 1.00
6 0.75 031 071 030 1.00
7 0.71 073 075 0.73 0.58 1.00
9 0.83 096 0.77 0.96 0.33 0.80 1.00
11 0.70 090 0.87 0.89 043 0.88 0.86 1.00
12 0.69 030 0.69 030 097 0.69 034 051 1.00
13 0.74 039 0.67 038 0.88 033 031 036 077 1.00
14 088 0.68 091 0.68 0.74 0.88 0.76 0.80 0.78 0.53 1.00
17 0.77 078 0.76 0.79 0.52 098 0.88 087 0.62 0.30 0.89 1.00
18 091 052 084 052 090 071 060 058 0.87 074 092 072 1.00
19 099 077 08 077 071 070 0.83 0.68 0.66 0.68 0.89 0.77 091 1.00
20 078 099 079 099 033 073 095 090 033 042 067 078 052 0.76 1.00
21 0.63 029 066 028 093 0.75 034 053 099 0.67 0.78 0.67 084 0.61 031 1.00
2 0.65 036 076 035 093 055 029 055 091 088 067 046 077 0.60 039 0.87 1.00
23 0.69 0.89 0.86 0.89 044 0.88 0.85 099 052 036 080 087 058 0.68 0.89 054 0.56 1.00
25 0.73 034 067 033 08 029 028 032 077 099 053 02 075 0.68 037 0.66 087 032 1.00
26 0.94 081 093 082 064 059 079 073 056 072 0.81 064 081 094 0.81 048 063 072 072 1.00
28 095 076 093 076 0.73 0.83 0.83 079 0.73 0.59 098 087 093 09 075 071 0.65 079 0.59 0.90 1.00
31 0.74 044 0.67 043 086 038 035 041 076 099 052 034 072 0.68 047 0.67 0.8 041 098 071 0.59 1.00
32 0.85 0.64 087 064 079 092 073 079 0.85 055 098 091 092 0.85 0.64 0.8 072 079 054 0.74 095 055 1.00
33 0.78 0.83 079 0.84 046 096 092 090 054 026 0.89 099 070 0.78 0.83 0.59 042 090 0.23 0.69 0.88 030 0.89 1.00
34 0.99 076 0.88 0.77 0.71 0.70 0.83 0.68 0.66 0.68 0.89 077 092 099 0.76 0.61 0.60 0.67 0.68 0.94 096 0.67 0.85 0.78 1.00
35 0.79 0.81 076 0.81 049 096 091 0.87 058 029 088 099 072 079 081 0.62 042 0.8 026 0.67 0.87 033 090 099 0.79 1.00
0.4~0.6 0.7~0.9 ( grasses)
30.52% 20.53%. ( sedges)
561 0 ; N
0.7~1.0 51.69% ( o N
4) . (2011)
>0.6.>0.7. o
>0.8 >0.9 31.58%-24. 74%
14. 74%- 4. 21% 63. 64%- 51. 69%-. 29. 06% -
13.37% ( 2014) .
4 .
Shannon v Levins
Hurlbert 0.20.0.32
0.36 Shannon . Levins
Hurlbert 0.16.0.17
0.20, Shannon
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( Kovar et al. 2000) . 0.94.0.96 0.95.
(1.
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