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Abstract ; [ Objective | To determine the effects of forest tending on the community combination and structure of sec-
ondary forest by tending trial on a tropical natural secondary forest in Bawangling forest region, Hainan Island.
[ Method ] Based the forest survey data on 30 permanent plots (50 m x50 m) of 60-year-old tropical secondary for-

est before and after tending, the variations in stem density, species diversity, community composition, indicator
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species, dominate species and stem diameter class structure were compared by using pairs t-test, non-metric multi-
dimensional scaling, and indicator species analysis. [ Result] The results showed that the stem density in overstory
(dbh=5 cem) and understory (1 em<dbh <5 ¢m) reduced by 24.9% and 59.9% ,and the basal area decreased
by 13.1% and 54.9% after tending. The stem size distribution structure was not significantly changed after tend-
ing,but showed a tendency as tending proportion reduced with stem diameter increased. Both the community species
compositions in overstory and understory did not significantly change after tending. The overstory tree species density
decreased by 15.1% ,but the species richness ( species density after excluding stem density effect) and Shannon di-
versity index did not change significantly. The effect of tending on understory trees was more significant and the spe-
cies density, species richness, Shannon diversity index significantly reduced by 40.3% ,15.1% and 11.1% . The a-
bundances of indicator species and dominant species of overstory trees respectively reduced by 85.6 and 6.4% in
average. For the understory species,the abundance of indicator species and dominant species respectively decreased
by 85.9% and 35.1% in average. [ Conclusion ] After tending,the number of short-lived pioneer species were sig-
nificantly reduced. This effect consequently decreased the competition intensity from pioneer species and proved im-

portant foundation for accelerating ecosystem functioning recovery of tropical secondary forest and conducting forest

management.
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