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Influence of sample size on bryophyte ecological indices
SHEN Lei, GUO Shui-Liang” » SONG Hong-Teo , LOU Yu-Xia, CAO Tong

( College of Life and Environmental Sciences » Shanghai Normal University, Shanghai 200234, China )

Abstract; In order to analyze the influences of sample sizes on byophyte ecological indices, plots were located using
systematic sampling method under the similar ecological conditions,and the coverage of bryophytes were investigated
by nested sampling method, the size of samples were 20 ecm>X 20 cm,30 cmX 30 cm,40 cmX 40 cm,50 cm X 50 cm
and 60 cmX 60 cm,respectively. A total of 73 plots including 365 samples were surveyed in the present study. Bryo-
phyte coverages at each quadrat were recorded by vision estimation. Data analyses showed that the diversity indices,
niche width and overlap,average species number of bryophyte per sample increased with the enlargement of sample
size. Sampling size also affected the relationship between enviornmental varialbes and bryophyte distribution. In sites
with relatively homogeneous habitats,sampling area for bryophyte communities could be considered from 40 ¢cm<40
cm to 50 emX 50 cm.
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A 10 cm X 10 cm (Glime & Iwatsuki 1997; Kim-
merer,1991) .20 cm X 20 em (Bergamini %, 2001;
Glime %,1997; 3§ /N5 %, 2003 ; X1 41 %5, 2008) , 25
emX 25 em( Virtanen %, 2000).0. 5 m® (Eldridge
£ ,1997; Gigaanc %,1990).50 ecm X 50 em (5F K
45,2004 ; Mcdaniel %, 2000; 58 7K B %, 2001) 100
em X 100 em(Ingerpun % ,1998) %K [7] A/ B BURE
Fi AR, BHEY R EREENE D, B EE
B RE .

B/NHEMREHRMH THEDPBER D EFRE
HRIE H {H B R/ X & BEAE ) A S 22 HE A 2 W
BAHZPIRE ., FFREBUE /DX & B Y B2 18
PRI, B 7E 8 AN SR G 38 1 & SR Y B
B R/ R BERE 7 R 4R .

1 #HFRF &

2.1 BEXEMB AR

HBURE AL T b M AR X B 9 I K 22 A Bl A Y
4k ¥ (Oxalis corymbosa ) B EE, [l L2 300 m?, #i
4k 121°24" E,31°10" N, 4 H #5537 7] B 45 &
(Cinnamomum camphora). % E & #i ( Platanus
orientalis) I B ¥ (Viburnum odoratissimum) . 2%
Hi(Camellia sasanqua) . %3 ¥ (Euonymus ja-
ponicus VMY .
2.2 AEFHE

B ST X BORE T B A A SRR AT AR AR B R
Y 5 LAYE I B A) A 2508 A B R 2SR 5 0 O o
e R b R ARG R B 3 m BT,
EAHRIALE b B E K/ 5 4 20 cm X 20 cm, 30
cm X 30 cm,40 cm X 40 cm,50 cm X 50 ¢m,60 cm X
60 cm WIRETT 5 A, B B E K/NRE DT 73 4,5 4
BRETR T LA 365 MY . HIUAE T N F
BEAEY R 3 B (LUA 28 oD (R AR ) 3 (AR
FEHB B CERRR B ; M) & L B R ERE T BT A
HEAY BT REN ELREANEEIFEAF R
KAEYEMN LR, I EEFIME & 8.
2.3 WIW|AEVFH*
23N BFRNANEHEEYEE REASHAER
By ¥oh TEFSNEER R b A B E s
YEA IR 7 R/ EBUT B0 35 55 B MR BE
S S — SRR AE — AR A BT BB I /NVEE O R
ME., HirB A=A N FUEE =X Ry

WBHHET BB/ 2FF T B . B SPSS 16,0
Giit B F T Bivariate HHE4 TR IF , OB IR BURE
K/NT BB YV 3 35 B 1) Pearson #5815 3F ML
TR REA T-Ky 36 7y i, ARE P RNV AR E . B H
ST EV AR /N BB Y SRR R
Shannon-Weaner {5 848 8 A 0T 8 & B 7 0 & &
Y ZHEH
2.3.2BFKRADANBHMEYESEREGHS [
FEBRBARIBEARRBEEK/NT SR S&EEY
0 A S L TR B (iR AT, 1995) , HE T T B A B s A
P AL FE ¥, #% Pianka 2 X IFE KRR
R R /INT B EEAE P 22 1) B9 A A B E (R
40,1995 M — S B EHHY A EHER
ESBHE,

2.3.3 RAAMMNERALERLIRESEHHYER
B AL EHFRIEGAEZ REANREFZMHF
A6 36 AR seE B BT R R L il B A AR 4 25 N B AREAR A 25
FEBOHE B 52 R, 3T L A IR BURE R/ T 3 b 52 i 1
LR,
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FELET S=a, x A/(1+b, x A) .S=C/(1+a, *
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e B B/ T AR (B AR AR TE BD , 43 3 A= P/b,

« (1—P) F1 A=A P) s A e x (1—
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[iTE 2

K ay\az a; vaq by by b by 53 BRI R T
A S 5. N PAST it 84 58 B4
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Table 1 Influences of sample size on bryophyte frequency and coverage
4 B Frequency ( %) 1 2% 18 Coverage

F2K Species 20 emX 30 emX 40 emX 50 cmX 60 cmX 20 emX 30 emX 40 cmX 50 emX 60 cm X

20cm  30cm  40cm 50cm 60ecm 20ecm 30 em 40 ecm 50 cm 60 cm
K& ¢ Brachythecium brotheri 1.37 1.37 1.37 1.37 1.37 0.01 0.07 0.14 0,14 0.21
H#& Marchantia polymorpha 0. 00 1. 37 1. 37 1.37 1.37 0. 00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
B X7 8¢ Plagiomnium cuspidatum 1.37 2.74 2.74 2.74 2.74 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
& W EE Anomobryum auratum 2.74 2.74 2.74 2.74 4,11 0.10 0.14 0.16 0.21 0.18
SLBEE Physcomitrium sphaericum 1.37 1. 37 1.37 1.37 1.37 0.07 0.14 0.11 0.07 0.05
TERFE 8 Trichostomum aristatulum 0. 00 1. 37 1.37 1.37 1. 37 0. 00 0.14 0.14 0.11 0.10
LN R EE Fissidens tosaensis 0. 00 1,37 2.74 4.11 4,11 0. 00 0.01 0.03 0. 04 0.04
W8 H & Bryum dichotomum 0. 00 1.37 1.37 1.37 1.37 0. 00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Y M & Taxiphyllum aomoriense 6. 85 10. 96 12,33 13.70 13.70 1. 86 1. 40 1. 34 1. 15 0.93
MM A4 E 8 Ditrichum pusillum 6. 85 6.85 6. 85 6.85 6. 85 0.47 0. 37 0.33 0.32 0. 30
Be /N P B 26.03 28. 77 31.51 34.25 35.62 11. 00 10.73 9.45 8.77 8. 64
Haplocladium angusti folium
INTT 8 Weisia controversa 1.37 9.59 17.81 17.81 17.81 0.01 0.29 0. 37 0. 37 0. 64
B3t Total 36.99 43. 84 47.95 50. 68 50. 68 13.53 13.33 12.12 11.22 11.15

x2

ETESHEMSHBBRRTHRRAEARNMBEXES AR ES -RBRER (P-H)

Table 2 Coverage correlation among samples with different sizes and result of paired-samples t-test (P-value)

M X4y 87 Correlation t-test (P-value)
KD
Quardat size 20 cm X 30 emX 40 cm X 50 em X 20 cm X 30 em X 40 em X 50 ecm X
20 em 30 ecm 40 cm 50 em 20 cm 30 cm 40 cm 50 cm
30 em X 30 ¢m 0.999* * 0.762
40 cm X 40 cm 0.999* 1.000* * 0.428 0. 369
50 em X 50 ¢m 0.998* * 1. 000>~ 1.000* * 0. 354 0. 307 0.22
60 cm X 60 cm 0.995* * 0.998* 0.999* * 0.999* * 0. 387 0.337 0.328 0. 866

N RRAE 0.01 KT A8 E AKX,

ARG R, BEE R 5 TH R (A B3, B 5
HEEMY O EE (O ER D (C=13. 866 —
1. 666 « In(A),r=0.9378) , BHH (D) X L F
(D=0.0389+40. 0858 * In(A),r==0., 9887), i Z ¥ &
SEBE GRS, N EEEY %D S5HR
FKFR A AT DU PUF A Rl 2R T LA

A _0.00325 XD
140.0013X D

A=0.9506(1—¢"™"P) (r=0.9348)
3.2 BETT R/ 3 E B AR W AR ST E B A9 R0

BT DT E S ALY 0 A5 B SR A shan-
non W AEZSNLFEHE A A Pianka A B M EE AR,

(r=0.9351>

* * the 0. 01 level that was significantly related.

AT 12 P& B Y75 A R BURE RN R B A 3500 58
EMERECE .,

BRI R T R G 12 FEEAEYF AL
SO EBMEO) P LS AL (NB) FEE T
(OBRFRIBIWT 2K

0=0. 0654 X (1—¢ ") (r=0.9697)

NB=1.0153X (1—¢**#5) (=0, 9831)

2 B B TR S0, & B AR B A AR AR
vE, BRI BB TRE. HE, i/,
A A B B A AR 5 I & A A AL BT B (NB) # B
EAEITEABUEN, B4tk AT,

Pk /NPIEE Y ==0. 00292+ 2. 4918(r=0. 999)
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gt 4 BEE . Y=0. 00722+ 1. 0497 (r=0. 987)
M-I EE .Y =0, 0146210, 7298 (»=0. 999)
33 MEMAENERAEENEHEYEZENRIN

RESHEAXRPMXER
AR SEE AR P B 0 B A o X B B AR A B N A
W /)N 3 8 35 3w B XUIR B O = T S R LR 4,
WK, MOEH A BRI RAR S X B MY B
Xof e it /N PV B 1 55 8 B R ), B BORE KN B 4L
RO AR FE R . MG AB ] X & E#E Y
RBEFERVEFE 50 em X 50 em BB K/N T EILH
823 5 ma , 7 H A BRORE R /N T 3R B AR B S e

MEASEXNEHMY L ZEHEME, £ 20 cm X
20 cm TR B A% B3 AR, H 2 A 3 fth ) BRORE
KN A 3 5 T AR e AR A T R A A ) &5
WEAEEEM—FMBRERETHAREE HE PE
HIM 0. 06~0. 77 A4 ; 50 vt /N ) 285 25 B R i, 1E
50 cm X 50 cm MIEE T K/ADN FHRERBAE R H B
ER U, KA KD T R AR B E R

W) 5 BE AAH 4 22 B %o 8 /)N 3P B 35 R Y i, 7R 20
cm X 20 cm TR R B E W, HREEHAMY
BARETEZMAEE, MtBAEAEY ZEDN
HAEWTE 20 cm X 20 ecm FERIM BEMZ W, H

RI BAXM RHEEEVESAEENERENT W

Table 3 Influence of sample size on bryophyte niche width and overlap

7 K/ Quardat size (cm)

Pk
Species 20X 20 30X 30 40X 40 50X 50 60X 60
EARA K EE Brachythecium brotheri 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000
P H4R Marchantia polymorpha 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000
Niche B{T# Plagiomnium cuspidatum 0. 0000 0.6931 0.6931 0.6931 0. 6931
width 4 W4 & Anomobryum auratum 0.5983 0.6109 0. 4506 0. 6365 0. 8587
SLBEBE Physcomitrium sphaericum 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000
TR E [TEE Trichostomum aristatulum 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000
LNV #E Fissidens tosaensis 0. 0000 0. 0000 0.6931 1. 0986 1.0986
{6, H & Bryum dichotomum 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000 0. 0000
HRBEM B Taxiphyllum aomoriense 1.0216 1.1678 1.3256 1.4449 1.6144
M4 F B Ditrichum pusillum 1. 2093 1.2365 1. 3475 1.4229 1.4773
Bt /N EE Haplocladium angusti folium 2.5450 2.5832 2.6083 2.6344 2.6632
INFTBE Weisia controversa 0. 0000 1.4987 2. 1475 1.9935 1.7254
SEHSEE Average width 0. 44780 0.6492 0.7714 0. 8270 0. 8442
-y 4 2540 B B {H Niche overlap 0.0328 0. 0461 0.0471 0.0573 0.0572

T4 FTRAMBERPTHRESAEMNERSENEHEYEEEMA D PAEXZERWANERSTESTER

Table 4 Two-factor analysis of the impact of light intensity and herbals coverage at different sample

sizes on total bryophyte coverage and Haplocladium angusti folium

20 cmX 20 c¢m

30 emX 30 cm

40 ¢cm X 40 cm 50 em X 50 c¢m 60 em X 60 cm

K & Factor
oy F  Sig. #HK

F  Sig.

F  Sig.

By AR

Bryo-  Light intensity
PRYICS  giof i1 Her-

bals coverage

ABH B « BLA  1045.57 2.44 0.06 256.40 0.51 0.77

% ¥ Light in-
tensity * Herb-
als coverage

£ R o N 111930 1.23  4.55 0,01 1734.53 3.84 0,01

pEE Light intensity

Haplocla g sy ter 2,30 8.49 0.00 472.30 1.05 0,38

dium an-

, bals coverage
gusti for verag

lium BRI JE » A 0.79 2.92 0.03 553.07 1.22 0.31

% B Light in-
tensity * Herb-
als coverage

1641.81 3.84 0.01 1970.90 3.90 0.01

3383.75 7.91 0.00 414.90 0.82 0.49

oy F  Sig. #H¥ F  Sig. #HF
1559.35 4.19 0.01 1081.93 3.28 0.03 1579.40 5.80 0,00

480.87 1.29 0.29 327.88 0.99 0.40 242.51 0.89 0.45

330.48 0.89 0.50 202.35 0.61 0.72 309.71 1.14 0.35

1559.35 4.19 0.01 858.20 2.78 0.05 1427.10 4.68 0.01
480.87 1.29 0.29 297.29 0.96 0.42 166.56 0.55 0.65

330.48 0.89 0.50 346.08 1.12 0.36 292.63 0.96 0.47
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fERETHARRE.
3.4 BB TH R 3 B B T ARG B2 0

5B T AFMETT K/NT & S Y7395
B BRBEEMETT RN BTl B B S YR
Wi hn., MIER S B, DA 4 Rt A 20y B
BB EFEMRAXR, BRI T .

_ 0.0023XA
1+0. 00224

S$=0.9021/(1+41. 9862 X e *%1%4) (=0.9975)
§=0.9132—0. 7555 X & > 01*4 (=0, 9989)
S$=0. 8971 X (1—¢ ™™ "4} (=0, 9941)
MR 48 AE X L B BB S BRI B S B —
He 5 PCO<<P<1) B9 ¥ R Bl 75 #9 35 /0 1T FR (g ik ¢
HWAEEED LE 6.
x5 BAXRNMNIESEYEHFB AR E

Table 5 Influence of sample size on average

'S (r=0.9773)

species number of bryophyte

F‘f—jij{lj\'(cm) 20X20 30X30 40X40 50X50 60X60
Quardat size
S B Fh B 0.4795 0.6987 0.8356 0.8767 0.9178

Average spe-
cies number

6 NHBMBESETIERYE
MEMEBENRNER

Table 6 Minimium areas to obtain corresponding species

number according to saturated curved equations

T35 B K B A

Largest expected

H A Area (cm?)

of species(%) A1 w2 A3 A
95 8636. 36 1729.07 2004. 61 1683. 00
90 4090. 91 1373. 21 1509. 45 1293.59
85 2575.76 1152. 89 1219. 80 1065. 80
80 1818.18 987.02 1014. 29 904. 18
750 1363. 64 850.01 854. 89 778.82
70 1060. 61 730. 32 724. 64 676. 39
65 844.16 621.62 614.53 589.79
60 681. 82 519.91 519.14 514.77

BR4AFMALXERNEEEAY R/DREE
BAFEE RKERE, KHEARX 1 FEHES L
FANREREKR., MR 4, Big BRI
BHE BB OSUMBEFNTENREORESE
1E 40 cm X 40 cm,

3 Zi5itiw

5 ML A BT 4 K HRORE T AR R K T AR

F—EFEET/MNEBREF AR, £
REFEHEMR -—AHRXAMEETEFLERE
Al fF B 7% N BF (Arrhenius, 1921; Pastoral, 1996;
Weiher,1999) , BSRA UL K/NA [, (B8 K
B BEREE, REFBEAFT /Y, JHit, &
— P R A AR . BEFERE TR, B s
Y MBETE LA 5 AR . (HRE & B TE A 1
B EEERETRES LKIFETREME
L BENESFT . ERRERMIT EHEAYNEE,
{EFEERE TR, BRI BHE S M. Bk ER
WL 25 BE W Ik B TR KN R R 51 R 0 35 B
HIBRE , EBHEEL RN, FEEH LR,
Toie AR K 43 HT, 3B 2  BHE TR %, 3
SRt A R TR AR 25 55 B 3 I, BB &5 2R 1A 1Y 32
ST K. FEE T EBEA Y 35 B 0 8 AT
BB BRE T /N B, ST A A
B, 8k i T S B R T Rt R, T AR b AR
FHE B T REH A A/ BOH R A HER O X%
(T V6% ,1964) , H8 Y BF 9% FF b T ALK /N A 3K
BT BN ERNRE, WA A RS
WoOBEFEAFEMN 1 mX1 mCGHEESE,1992),
HL 0 B S0 AR S VA R O I B SR R O P A B
JEAT RE B — B, LA IR A5 10 A8 9 40 A B8 BB 2
YRR RS RO . MBI R R
HEQEERANMAESHERSEE. B,
EARRPBRERET B TAEERRENZES, UE
K/NTTREA R R AEAL W T i AR 8 AR (L SR ZU Ay 3 B
BURE | BUEL/DS A T N SR B 3 TR R AR, X EE B
BEHYWEIMESAEPARESER, BRI
L 45 R 5 /N OB 1 AR D) IV AR A T B B BUORE
BRI R, T AR S m, &/DEHASR
K ERETAMERGREFEE LA, BEEH T A
IR Yy R SE S R R TR R AR S L T
HEEHEABEMME TGS, RS
AT 7 I 26 48 BOR T BB /NI AR, (HEESS
PRigfEdh , TR BT R B B/ME T B &
ZR, BB ATHE I LFRFER. Pk
ZQ99DIAH L TE 4 P XM —m ML T,
AR 1ERAKEE ., AEH], & T EEHAN 2,
B AR /DA B AE 40 cm X 40 em PL b, AR
B S0 A5 Y X 48 A 55 AH X — B, 78 47 B 5 5B BT
BEEEMYBAE RN, RS E R MEE LE
A THHMY SR EAR DS T LA E
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3 J5 BRI R
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o, Bk Pk m B F BB Y SR E
22U T AR HER T K/ ZERRT K, i3
EEIEE N ZROEY K, (2)FE B R
T R EEAEYIN SRR R RS R E
B{H 5 SR Y A T 4 B AF 5 1Tl 2R B 2
M., OBFEBRRNINAREFSEHEHY S
MZEXARNSTERBAEVRER., (DEEE
AN — B AT & S Y A BOR: i A1 A 25
JBAE 40 cmX 40 em~50 cm X 50 em MG Bl P .
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