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Tree Species Structure Characteristics of Village
Geomantic Forest in Fujian Province
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Abstract: By using stratified sampling method the geomantic forests of 88 villages in Fujian Province
were investigated. The main results were as follows: ( 1) The plant composition of village geomantic forests in
Fujian Province is rich including 35 families 55 generas and 69 species. (2) The main applied plants are Fi—
cus microcarpa  Cinnamomum camphora  Liquidambar formosana Dimocarpus longgana Schima superba
Altinpia gracilipes Photinia serrulata  Distylium racemosum  Celtis sinesis Castanea henryi and so on. ( 3)
The plant species and numbers shows the order: mountainous type > hill type > flat type > coastal type. (4)
The distribution of geomantic forests is mainly of the forms of single plant and sheet distributed mainly at vil-
lage gob temple housesides tomb mountainsides village enclosure watersides and others. The number
and pattern of distribution are affected by the local culture. (5) The protection status of the geomantic forests is
good 80.38% of the geomantic forests are not damaged only 19.62% of the geomantic forests are damaged

or begin degenerating and 10. 13% of the geomantic forests are seriously damaged or exploited. ( 6) The main
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arbors of the geomantic forests are of large diameter of more than 60 ¢cm the average height of most arbors are
more than 10 m. (7) The plant health status is fine and the proportions of healthy plants fairly healthy plants
and unhealthy plants are 23.13% 72.89% and 3.98% respectively.

Key words: new rural area; village geomantic forest; tree species; structure characteristics

( . ) 2
3
7 4-5 6
7-10 3
N AY 4
1
115°50° ~120°40° 23°337 ~28°20° 12. 14
km® 13.6  km’ N
o N 19.6 C
1 342.5 mm,
@ » 11
2
2.1
12
o 95%
5% o
ny
n= T (1)
1+N7V%thh
H Vv H _
_L 2 E 2 2 _L _ 2
nO_ V( %thh) V_(U) S _h%(xl X)
1) n N S, h (h
=12 - H W, ( h ) R Y
U, ( 95% U, 1.96).
NU(W,S,)

n=——=
NY'R +W,S, U’



* 101

W/zSh
n, = ( 3)
Z W]zSh
h
2.2
4 5 N N
Al 5 (
4 N 3 ) 22 21
23 22 88 o
20 28 20 . 20 o 5 N
20 () 55.6% 23.5%.
2.3
13-14
2.4
15
Al AY AY 4
(90 -100 ) :
(80-90 ): N ( 10% )
60 -80 ): N ( 10% ~
30%) 0
(0-60 ): . (
30% ) °
3
3.1 NN
NEEEN 35 W55 <69 ( 1) N N
1 NEEN
Tab.1 The comparison of tree species in the family genus and species with geomantic forest
Family Genera Specie Individual
/% 1% 1% 1%
Type
Number Proportion Number Proportion Number Proportion Number Proportion
Total 35 100 55 100 69 100 1029 100
25 71.43 39 70.91 42 60. 87 469 45.58
Alpine type
20 57.14 27 49.09 32 46.38 230 22.35
Hill type
19 54.29 23 41.82 24 34.78 201 19.53
Plain type
8 22.86 8 14.55 10 14.49 129 12.54

Coastal type
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Tab.2 The composition of main applied tree species with geomantic forest
Frequency Tree names
f=13.7 Ficus microcarpa Cinnamomum camphora
f=52 Liquidambar formosana Dimocarpus longgana
Schima superba Altinpia gracilipes
f=4.4 Photinia serrulata Distylium racemosum
Celiis sinesis Castanea henryi
f=2.8 Phoebe zhennan Castanopsis sclerophylla
Lithocarpus glaber Mangifera indica Linn
Cryptomeria fortunei
f=2 Bischofia polycarpa Acer palma tum
Michelia macclurel Castanea mollissima
3.3
100 58
2 (3). e
57.14%
52.63% 75% 88.1% -
57.14%

88.10%
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Tab.3 The comparison of tree species distribution with geomantic forest

Type District
Type Single Sheet Village House Mountain  Around Water
Temple Tomb Others
gob side side village side
Total 100 58 43 42 13 8 9 7 13 23
18 24 20 4 4 2 4 3 3 2
Alpine type
18 20 13 7 3 6 2 1 4 2
Hill type
27 9 8 10 3 0 2 1 5 7
Plain type
37 5 2 21 3 0 1 2 1 12
Coastal type
3.4
80. 38% 19. 62%
10. 13% ( 4).
4
Tab.4 The comparison of protection status with geomantic forest
I Grade 1 I Grade I I Grade 1 IV Grade IV V  Grade V
1% 1% 1% /% 1%
Type
Number Proportion ~ Number Proportion ~ Number Proportion =~ Number Proportion Number Proportion
Total 13 100 58 100 56 100 15 100 16 100
9 69.23 16 27.59 8 14.29 4 26.67 5 31.25
Alpine type
3 23.08 16 27.59 10 17.86 4 26.67 5 31.25
Hill type
1 7.67 14 24.14 16 28.57 4 26.67 1 6.25
Plain type

0 0 12 20.69 22 39.28 3 20.00 5 31.25
Coastal type
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Fig.1 The individuals distribution of dominant tree species
A in different DBH class with geomantic forest
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Tab.5 The comparison of health condition of tree species with geomantic forest
Good Better Fair Poor
Type
Specie Number Specie Number Specie Number Specie Number
Total 8 61 18 177 62 750 12 41
2 21 12 105 37 316 7 27
Alpine type
6 33 8 48 22 146 3 3
Hill type
1 1 6 14 23 184 2 2
Plain type
1 6 1 10 9 104 2 9
Coastal type
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