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Plant specific leaf areas of Cyclobalanopsis glauca —
Pteroceltis tatarinowii community in karst
region, northern Guangxi

PAN Fu-Jing, SUN Ying-Jie, ZHANG De-Nan,
ZENG Dan-Juan, XU Guang-Ping. HUANG Yu-Qing

( Guangxi Institute of Botany » Guangxi Zhuang Autonomous Region and the Chinese Academy of Sciences » Guilin 541006, China )
Abstract: In order to reveal the variable character of plant specific leaf areas and its correlation with leaf shape in karst
region, the ratio of leaf length to leaf width(LLL/LLW) ,leaf thickness(LLT)and specific leaf area(SI.A)and its relationship
of the leaves of Cyclobalanopsis glauca— Pteroceltis tatarinowii community in northern Guangxi were investigated. The
results showed that the LL/LT and LT of evergreen species were significantly higher than that of the deciduous trees,
SLA of evergreen species was significantly lower than that of the deciduous trees. And LL/LW was significantly different
between the arbors and shrubs,while SLLA and LT were not significantly different. While, the coefficient of correlation
between LT and SLA was larger than that of between LL/LW and SLLA.and LT had larger impact on SLA than LL/
LW. Furthermore, LT significantly affected SLLA in this study. Previous researches showed that the index of SLLA was
the indicator measuring the ability of capturing the sun’s energy for leaves. The thicker leaves were, the larger impacted
on ability of obtaining sunlight. Therefore,it would lead to reduce the efficiency of photosynthesis.
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Table 1 Changes of plant leaf traits in karst region, northern Guangxi
5 b7 Bk AR A= 1% #Y Different life types
Index Total s Al TFAR AR
Evergreen Deciduous Arbor Shrub

/i g e /IME 1.02 1.89 1.02 1.22 1.02
LL/LW FRME 4.11 3.32 4.11 4.11 3.48

(A + AR vfE R 2.27+0.64 2.54+0.42 2.17+0.68 2.38+0.56 1.7940.76
b i B SLA e /ME 62.56 62.56 74.13 62.56 74.13
(em? g ) BRI 530.04 250.64 530.04 530.04 413.99

(8 + AR v 202.47495.46 134.40+47.69 227.65496.58 203.24497.06 199.21490.77
& LT e /ME 0.10 0.14 0.10 0.10 0.14
(mm) ICON: 0.37 0.37 0.32 0.37 0.32

P + AR vfER 0.2040.05 0.22+0.06 0.19-0.04 0.20-0.05 0.22+0.05

Note: LL/LW,ratio of leaf length to leaf width; SILA=specific leaf area; T=leaf thickness.

x2 AREFEHEDH R INEEIRIEER

Table 2 Comparison of leaf functional traits with different life types

e AYE R AP Evergreen and deciduous FTe AR FHEAR A Arbor and shrub

547 Index

F 14 Sig. F {4 Sig.
/it s LL/LW 6.73 0.011 14.66 0.000
A SLA (em® < g 1Y) 22.99 0.000 0.03 0.869
- RJEREE LT (mm) 6.68 0.011 1.61 0.207

Note: The confidence level of Two-tailed test is 0.05.
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Fig. 1 Regression relationship of SLA, LL/LW and LT for communities
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Fig. 2 Comparison in community SLA among different LL/LW and LT classes (mean= SD)

above the box plot indicate significant differences at P<C0.05.
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