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Leaf traits and biomass dynamics of modular population in
different age classes Artocarpus nanchuanensis seedlings

HE Li', ZHOU Xu', LIU Cheng', QI Dai-Hua'", JIANG Xuan-Bin*, CHEN Li-Jie®
( 1. Key Laboratory of Eco-environment in Three Gorges Reservoir Region of Minisitry of Education s Chongqing Key Laboratory
of Plant Ecology and Resources Research in Three Gorges Reservoir Region, School of Life Sciences s Southwest University ,
Chongging 400715, China; 2. The Forestry Academy of Chongging » Chongqing 400036, China )

Abstract: SLA,LDMC and modules dynamics of Artocar pus nanchuanensis in Chongqing were studied systematically.
The results showed that with the increase of A. nanchuanensis seedling ages,the biomass of the single A. nanchua-
nensts increased significantly,in which the difference of branch biomass was the biggest,the disparity even to 477.23
times between 2 and 5 age seedlings. The reserved modules biomass generally allocated in the order: branch biomass
>>leaf biomass>>root biomass. The average biomass distribution rate of stem and branch increased generally, leaf rati-
o decreased, root ratio changed small. It showed that the chance to receive biomass varied among different modules.
Branches had priority over stems in this aspect. With the increase of A. nanchuanensis seedling ages,the trend of SLA
change was increased firstly,then decreased,and SLLA of one-year-old leave was higher than those of two-year-old. At

the same time, LDMC increased generally,but LDMC of current year leave was higher than those of one year.

Key words: Artocarpus nanchuanensis ; modular population; biomass; specific leaf area; dynamics; dry matter content
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Table 1

nanchuanensis seedlings in different age classes

Change of modular biomass of Artocarpus

ik R S FT i
Age Root Branch Stem Leaf
(a) (g) (g) () (g)
1 10.27+0.39a 0=40.00a 1.88+0.07a 2.31+0.14a
2 35.78+1.80a 0.57+0.04a 10.3640.75a 18.56+0.65b
3 272.38+7.41b  10.16+0.58b  138.10+3.72b  74.35+1.81c
4 587.64+6.95¢c  140.99+4.54c  525.75+5.57c  175.46+2.96d
5 1327.22425.40d 272.02+5.01d  726.20+7.27d  451.14+4.92¢

T 3R [R5 A () 57 Rk 7R S [R) 1 0 1 2 (L ) 22 S i . R AL
Note: Different letters in the table are significantly different at P <C0.05.

The same below.
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Table 2 Ratio change of modular biomass to total biomass

i i &S T i
Age (g)  Root (%) Branch (%) Stem (%) Leaf (%)

71.0140.003a - 13.01£0.005a 15.9940.003a
54.8240.003b 0.87+0.001a 15.8740.020b 28.4440.022b
55.03£0.009b 2.0540.001b  27.90£0.011c 15.02+0.003ac
41.10£0.005¢  9.8640.002¢ 36.77+0.007d 12.2740.002¢c
47.8040.005d 14.800.002d 26.1520.008e 11.2570.003a

¥ 53.9540.018  5.5240.009  23.9440.021 16.5940.012
Average
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Fig. 1

nensis seeding  Different letters mean the same leafl age of differ-

Dynamics of leal SLA in Artocarpus nanchua-

ent seedling ages and the different leaf ages of the same seedling age

show significant differences(P<20.05). The same below.
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Fig. 2 Dynamics of LDMC in Artocarpus

nanchuanensis seedings
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