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A study on leaf nutrient resorption of some
trees in Tiantong national forest park
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Abstract: In the present paper,leaf nutrient resorption of 18 trees in Tiantong forest park were studied. The
results are as follows: different trees have different leaf nutrient resorption. Average N resorption rate was
37.86%;SD was 10. 67%. Average P resorption rate was 44. 76 % ; SD was 15, 40%. There are no difference
between N and P resorption rate according to analysis of variance. P resorption rate was positive correlated
with N/P and P content in maturity leaf,but N resorption rate wasn’t correlated with N/P and N content in
maturity leaf. To evergreen trees,average N resortion rate was 35. 74 % (SD=9. 46 %) ,and average P resorp-
tion rate was 37. 72%(SD=13. 00%). As for deciduous, average N and P resorption rate were 38. 72%(SD=
12. 65%)and 55. 37% (15. 54% ) respectively. According to ANOVA analysis, two life forms between ever-
green and deciduous have not distinct difference in N resorption rate and have some difference in P resorption
rate.
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REBEXRXREN—ITHREUR. —BHARLAT
FHNEFERKEREE (Aerts, 1990) , 1 55 — &
BF9E R B & o 45 Fh 59 B 35 R WCE £ (Del-Arco
%,1980), B A —EHRALKAWEERA E5 (Pug-
naire %5,1993), Aerts(1996) T A AR B K T 3T
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MNAEEHHNEFERKEUWOESBERT
EMHH G, MPHERKERELEEEZR
B3k 51% 0 50%) . Killingbeck (1996) H 8 T
HERMETFARERERAYM A NEREE, AN
ERWNMET BRI UEET N PEETH
BT F 9% o0 R BT BB A B BOK L B A R E
BRFERENME P K. HEATR, ERARER
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B A HX 7 E K iR 5 0UA BB 8 (19925, b) X B 4
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QOB T LT 12 A % v 4 b ¥ ni- B J5 B8 M
HRLEFRTEERNTL. ZFEREF . AXEE
HBWHRETELRR T &R &, X & S8
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RS . ERENARAYNEREBE . KAT
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1 BRI *

11 B ENEREOYS
RERZXHFALARAE KERE & &R,
HPLAART BN (Schimeto-Castanopsietum
fargesii Assocciation) £ 8 (& 7k 5 &,1995),
R EFEMHF AL EBANRER LR
—BE R, EFEBKRS EEMKE Raukiaer I
RIS TTH MY A E & EH Y. SRR E S
W B (Castanopsis fargesii) , 3 4% (Castan-
opsis sclerophylla) , K fif (Schima superba) . f ¥k
(Lithocarpus glaber) B R ¥A (Pinus massoniana)
- E g (Machilus leptophylla) . J M ILTA (Sym-
plocos anomala) , 21 lZ #f (Styrax suberifolia) . %
&y 8 (Symplocos laurina ) , # B K (Symplocos
stellaris) \IU % FE (Randia cochinchinensis) ; 7% M

E A8 (Quercus fabri) . B ¥ (Sassafras tzu-
mu) W F (Liquidambar formosana) .3 5 (Casta-
nea mollissima) . L1 S Wl (Lindera glauca) . 11 3§ #
(Litsea cubeba) KA (Ficus erecta var. beeche
yana) .
1.2 #amRE

BUHE TAE 40 & A M B YA AR K
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— (A1, 2 N SR AR ) B o A D O 98 AR R gk B IR Bk
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BUAE K B RO R - 7E 48 5 B R R 3R AL OB B
BB&H. AR T 2000 F 5 ANEFSHEYE
KHBREBRNETREBW R AN A DR
PABY BB F o R AR 1T R B AR R, T 40 B (2000 4F 7
FOERERBRE XY MHEREMN . WE
BB A  (DRYE VA& m A9 B B T L 328 BT &%
FEM. QORBHE . WERBREBRENHGRE
ARG EI T K, X 2t 5 AT LAREA 0 E & A Y ik Al
BRE. ATV KA LR, FFET 2001 5
AMRERMFESEY ErEH. 8 LR QK
W B4 CER AW B BRAM R, 358
BRERHRR , T 2001 4 7 A MIIERICHKRK %
n, 2001 4F 5 AMRICWHEYA 28 ®, B T —&
Yt % BB, S B A BAE B K
R, ME7 ARER/N BWMERSE 7 ARERNHAE
HEYRAE 6 F L, BERISE 5.6 AL T EWET 12
MHEYHREY. B TUENIRAERHAYERR
AHAEYHNEFRSREABRANER, EARHA
YHERABEAA TS BMAKHT 7TARG
WHEBREENN 10 ESHEYNEREB. N T
K Y, S B HEH (1992, DKWARTE, &
2000 4F 8 A %7, % M AH W 4 < BE 2% B9 B 4% SR 2R L
oot /L, 7 2000 4F 11 A #1UCER & ot
L3 Bmith

MR ERESAH BFAEG, AR RN
15~100 ki, E 3yt E A B A K 1 S ERR
A BBk, A E 70 CHRAPRTEEE
BHRE.AREMFERBK, AR - HEMRHEL
F-HHEENEPSE.IRAZMENSRECR
B 2 B g 5 BB ST AT, 1978).,
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RS %4 SPSS BF# 75T HE &4
REHHT. BHRAISE D E B R R 7 A4 KRR
MAEHNERIENERTE. HELARXWT .
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ARKEMRETERTR

X100

2 BREAHN

2.1 BHWNERREX

o R EENABRFERTREBNE—TH
REHYHREERFENZ R, X |, REHE YT
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VRN 22, 2508 65. 420 F) , L BB E Y

37.86, bR ME 2 10. 67; P BB R(VOBEEHN
14.89(ERERIE 6. 63(FFE), P HHBRY
44. 76, 3R HEMR 2 15. 40, 23 EHH.N.PEH
REEHBERF(s=0.138),
22 EFEBEEHTFEFSRNER

Y FEFEBREHFHERSFENXR
ARAPHAR BERE - —BHNEL. £k
BAEXEYHTHEFRSBROARTEC LS XHRE F
KHREAA PHEBRSHEYRATHFHP TR
B N/PFIEEAHR (B FES%,2003) (H 2.4,
AT PERMN/PHHMETEESTHIEMP
WEBE, MNEOERBERSHYBRATFHNSE
BAMHEME D, XUHREHHEYHF NEBEAR
ZrdmE NEBOEmR, FL,NEBEMN/P
WAHRE 3)

k1 BEREBE
Table 1 Relative rate of nutrient resorption( %)
e N#EBE PHEX o N#EBE PHBEXR
, Rate of N Rate of P \ Rate of N Rate of P
Species : . Species . \
resorption  resorption resorption  resorption
W ¥ il Machilus leptophylla 33.00 53.33 A4 Lithocarpus glaber 23.96 25, 94
W LR Symplocos anomala 32.37 36.85 B ¥ Quercus fabri 35.56 75.06
4 BB Styrax suberifolia 29.51 32.11 BB Sassafras tzumu 27.03 42,22
B4 MW Symplocos laurina 50. 86 41.47 W Liquidambar formosana 65. 42 60. 24
Wi Castanopsis fargesii 22.25 40. 34 ¥ ¥ Castanea mollissima 32.55 76.63
E B Castanopsis sclerophylla 41,77 50. 56 WM Lindera glauca 38.35 38.33
E W R Symplocos stellaris 34,31 14.89 WX # Litsea cubeba 31.17 47.57
AH§ Schima superba 44.99 54,63 KSR Ficus erecta var. beecheyana 40, 96 47,53
(s B¢ Bz Randia cochinchinensis 44, 38 27.07 LR ¥ Pinuas massoniana 53.08 40, 88
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_ Fig. 1 Relationship between N% and N resorption
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Fig. 2 Relationship between P% and P resorption
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BEYNRZ, MERR (N 34.31%,P B
14,89%),
2A4FREFREYHFEREBHLR

RER LAUELEEHEYM FH N TR
FAIEE N 22.25% ~50. 86 %, V(& 35. 74%
(PRUEE 9. 4600), MY N B R {008 N
27.03% ~ 65. 42%, ¥ E & 38. 72% (br HE 2=

N/P
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Fig. 3 Relationship between N% and N/P
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Fig. 5 Relationship between N resorption
and P resorption
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12.650); R RPN FRH PEBREILEE N
14.89% ~ 54. 63%, E ¥ {H 2 37. 72% (AR &
13.00%0), &M #E Y P # B 3 A5 b 05 B 2 38.33%
~76.63%, FXIE & 55.37% (AR 15. 54%),
X E AR SR R A S R Y 4T ANOVA
SHT MR EAXBEFAEEY N EBROHARE
5, PHEBRAERF(P<0.05),11H 6.7 Fix.

N/P

30 r . R =0.264 8
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B4 PHBRMN/PWXER
Fig. 4 Relationship between P resorption and N/P
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Fig. 6 Difference of N resorption from leaves between
evergreen broad-leaved species and deciduous species

RN 53.08%, UK FHE, T & T Hft #Y g ot
MOXHEEBRATRELDREMERNFHNIRE
(ERE N EFRRZHESR BIIE R X, TR
FEERAERH NEBR, Ah THUHATANE
FERE TERNERFFERRAHER, LT
BEEFRTHORZNEREUSEENES. FH
MERTREFTAREIBPHEARR, X BB
KPEBFTRET AP IBENER, RIEFTUE
BRITEEN A H ARG, 7TH NP EEE
FRBRHMES, RS PHEBRYFHEREKNT N



http://www.cqvip.com

| gog httg://www.cgvip.coml

134 ERPF: REFERATHETHBO T FEFEBTR 85

HRERNTIE.

MEBATFER TR SRS HEB RN ELRT
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Fig. 7 Difference of P resorption from leaves between
evergreen broad-leaved species and deciduous species
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