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Abstract: In order to understand the effect of host diversity and functional traits on host specificity of mistletoe,
the mistletoe and host species as well as the degree of host specificity of mistletoe in Xishuangbanna Tropical
Botanical Garden were investigated. The results showed that there were 1 323 host individuals, belonging to 58
families 190 genera and 286 species, infected by 6 mistletoe species and 1 variety, belonging to 2 families 5
genera. There was significant difference (P<0.01) in infection density among different habitats, which was the
highest in monoculture plantation, and the lowest in forest. The degree of host specificity (H’) of seven mistletoe
species ranged from 1.92 to 7.05. According to redundancy analysis, the DBH, bark water content and bark
roughness of host species were significantly correlated with the distribution of mistletoe on host species, whereas
wood density and bark pH had not significant correlation. In conclusion, mistletoe species showed great difference
in host specificity in tropical plant community, which could partly explained by the preference on specific host
functional traits of mistletoe species.
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F 1 AT EVEE AT EMEPI Shannon-Wiener $55(H")
Table 1 Number and Shannon-Wiener index (H") of host species infected by mistletoe species
FHE GRS LR aFER

Mistletoe species Host species Host genus Host family H
T1#5 %4 Dendrophthoe pentandra 258 175 57 7.05
YL %524 Scurrula chingii var. yunnanensis 81 65 33 4,07
B2 E Helixanthera parasitica 12 6 5 3.35
#41¢€ Macrosolen cochinchinensis 7 7 7 2.70
B AL 254 Scurrula chingii 5 5 5 2.16
LM 54 Viscum monoicum 5 5 4 1.95
I8 Bt 27 £ Viscum ovalifolium 4 4 4 1.92
2 RGN YR
Table 2 Host families infected by mistletoe
& 2 F HoE AR YRR JRYLI 75 AR Mistletoe species
Family Number of host and species Number of individuals dp scy sc hp mc vo vm
=%} Rutaceae 316(10) 1735 v J v v
#HEL Anacardiaceae 126(4) 675 N J
=R} Leguminosae 106(32) 387 J J J J
hi#5%} Sapotaceae 82(4) 440 J J J
Kk} Euphorbiaceae 60(18) 248 J J J J N
%} Moraceae 56(15) 216 v J v M v
FATHEEL Apocynaceae 45(3) 149 N J
H1ZERl Malvaceae 42(14) 120 J v
#eFl Lauraceae 39(16) 92 J J J J
A%l Magnoliaceae 35(7) 136 J J
FLYER} Elaeocarpaceae 33(15) 178 v v
BEl Meliaceae 30(5) 78 v J J
Bh&:iRAl Myrtaceae 30(12) 122 v J
PEERL Rubiaceae 27(16) 53 v J J
Rl Rosaceae 25(4) 93 J J J N
{fiFE F&l Combretaceae 22(4) 95 N J
R EREL Phyllanthaceae 20(8) 110 v J J
52} Rl Fagaceae 18(7) 70 v v v
7K R Annonaceae 15(9) 31 N J J
&L Salicaceae 15(6) 47 J
TR} Lythraceae 13(6) 20 N J
LAl Bignoniaceae 12(4) 33 J
AJEF} Oleaceae 11(4) 66 v v
JToHEFFL Sapindaceae 11(4) 27 v
£HFH Aquifoliaceae 10(4) 93 v v
JEFEL Lamiaceae 10(4) 26 J
%} Ulmaceae 10(1) 50 J J
Jeli&F} Dipterocarpaceae 9(4) 35 v v
#IBkEL Juglandaceae 9(1) 28 v v
WEERL Myristicaceae 7(2) 13 v J
B ARFL Acanthaceae 6(1) 6 J
& #2#kk} Hypericaceae 6(1) 31 J v
WA&FR} Altingiaceae 5(3) 11 J
EFl Loganiaceae 5(1) 45 J J
A Fl Burseraceae 4(2) 7 J
1IZEFE AL Cornaceae 4(2) 20 v J
fiit %} Ebenaceae 4(3) J
FE:4 EiR} Oxalidaceae 4(2) J J
2 AR} Styracaceae 4(2) J
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#:2% (Continued)
) 25 F AR AN YRR RGPS AR Mistletoe species
Family Number of host and species Number of individuals dp scy sc hp mc vo vm

Bl Boraginaceae 3(2) 17 J

KFEFEL Cannabaceae 3(3) 4 J

S2M5%} Hamamelidaceae 3(1) 6 J

AR} Icacinaceae 3(1) 5 N J N

(i EAREL Proteaceae 3(2) 7 J

ARl Staphyleaceae 3(2) 6 J J

TAERF} Dilleniaceae 2(2) 4 N

&% RFL Malpighiaceae 2(1) 12 J

BP4ESHE Melastomataceae 2(1) 2 J

WERAERL Pittosporaceae 2(2) 2 J

f2=F} Rhamnaceae 2(1) 9 J J

ZLF %} Rhizophoraceae 2(1) 7 N

#i7%} Cucurbitaceae 1(1) 1 J

SC5E AL Muntingiaceae 1(1) 4 J J

HAHIARL Pentaphylacaceae 1(2) 2 J

THIARE Picramniaceae 1(1) 1 J

#iiFl Solanaceae 1(2) 9 J J

HREAL Urticaceae 1(1) 3 J

L¥Etikl Verbenaceae 1(1) 1 N

dp: FLESAFAE; hp: BEsRAr; me: BS7E; sc: BRMBLL 27 2E,; soy: BEANELR A A vm: T AL vor AR L. TR .

dp: Dendrophthoe pentandra; hp: Helixanthera parasitica; mc: Macrosolen cochinchinensis; sc: Scurrula chingii; scy: S. chingii var. yunnanensis; vm: Viscum

monoicum; vo: V. ovalifolium.The same is following Tables and Figure.
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K, 15 30 m, F# FiEH(Annonaceae) /% JTL (Desmos
chinensis) i #5e/N, X 2.75 m; R K ZF FH A
SRR A AN 7% B RHK == (Cananga odorata),
Y14 11 m, ZLFEHRhizophoraceae) 5 #4 (Carallia
brachiata) ) i /N, 12 1 m, 7lE-FE N 4.78 m;
A EMMARFHEE N 0.21~0.80 g cm3, HHEN
0.52 g cm3, 5 /N FH B K 43 il g KSR BR XU AR
(Jatropha curcas) G B FEHE T #r(Luculia pinciana);
W BRRERE N 1~4; R & /K B {E )y 60%, AT
Bk} (Apocynaceae) K J& 47k (Nerium  oleander) i)
B iE, N 84.8%, AHER(Oleaceae) i #4 (Fraxinus
chinensis) ({1, A 34.3%; # % pH v 3.91~5.89,
BIE R 4.87, WAE 7350 % 5 A5 R} (Styracaceae) 4
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Table 3 Descriptive statistics of host functional traits

22 B 7 (Styrax rugosus) A4 % FE £ (Malpighiaceae)
75 E[1 FZ ¥ Bk (Malpighia glabra) .

Spearman AHZC M4 AR, Mare 5HaE . i
FIAH = 2500794 0.86 F10.66 (P<0.01). Ky 1 B4
FEAHAT AR o A A rh 2 B R, (R BR
FEEMRAR S IR, PREEINAR . KRBT EE. MR pH.
WY B 7K BRI B R E B AR ANHE 73 7 o

HR PG 6T B 20 M (DCA) 45 S AR 7R 35 5 b ofe
(B DCA sttt/ N T 3 B FREe A AY), (AT
ROPT(RDAYHATHEFF 704 RDA P45 %KM, 5
AMEIRILAERE T YRR ST 21 5.4%, ek
permutest(), LA RDA )74 45 SRtk A7 585 < 2 B
R, SRR 5 MF IR RTFAEN S MEA
REVERZ(P=0.011), Ktk RDA &5 RA1E. i

e W i S AT 25 W Rz Bark

DBH Height Canopy Wood density Kk P SKE 1%

(cm) (m) (m) (gem™) Roughness Water content pH
H/ME Minimum 2.80 2.75 1.00 0.21 1.00 0.38 3.92
KAE Maximum 77.70 30.00 11.00 0.80 4,00 0.84 5.89
118 Average 16.21 7.84 478 0.52 251 0.60 4.87
ARRH CV 0.81 0.54 0.40 0.23 0.32 0.15 0.08
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Fig. 1 Redundancy analsis between host functional traits and the distribution of mistletoes on host. DBH: Diameter at breast height; WD: Wood density; Bwc:

Bark water content; BR: Bark roughness; Bph: Bark pH.

4 FLEMDIRENEAR S S LA RS R B KT

Table 4 Correlation coefficient and significant level between host traits and mistletoe distribution

RDA1 RDA2 R2 Pr(>r)
ff14% Diameter at breast height (DBH) -0.98 0.22 0.1985 0.002™
AJFREE Wood density (WD) 0.49 0.87 0.0151 0.302
B 7 pH Bark pH (Bph) 0.77 -0.63 0.0197 0.234
Bz 7K & Bark water content (Bwc) 0.65 -0.76 0.0394 0.041"
W RS Bark roughness (BR) -0.66 0.75 0.0540 0.011"

** P<0.01; *: P<0.05.
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