;* zﬁ 75‘3‘ # Guihaia 10(3): 256—260. 1990

TR R T SRR H PR R S PR F0 IR
A EY R EHIYIE

N . 3 k4 3 :ﬂ\ %‘- %
3 o B B ARRT M 5SS )

2

WE TR ARG EUAIRE IR Ui, B ORI FE R 2E 3R
kR T EAT AR LA BIN16.5%. 15.4%Tme. 27 VR 2 TR R S5 S LA 4 0
H21.4%, 24.3%.F117.7%, FRHAE Y R0 EE0 2 i B iR RE R M, TSR &
HBEX, SHAERREFEEXR,

] =

BB B SRR R IAAR, B SRR A 0 E R 48 % (Richards 1977, Stark
Fi1 Jordan 1975 ) Wi RKAEMEY T ZEEHEE, MG HE LS (MOOnev 1980)1c
B8 Ak f R AR, BROaMRENGhEaEsdEEzR, B, bR ML 31
Wi RE, Lincoln #1 Langenlein (1979) W1 ihil, A:KIEFHNF B AL (9 BHE 2k ﬁiicﬁ
Saturefa douglasii W J553 A WA AEB W IA 05 1 5, William (1983 ) RPN % §U
Euphydryas chalcedene 5= SRAEBEZRAEROM Jr e g M- &, Wi 35 Sl b 4% Eo
Lincoln % (1984)¥%1Ri&, E. chalcedena Jy ki Dipacus aurantiacus M-y BUJEE 5K
FR&R A B gt bR BEWR R, £ AT I TR KUE 4 7 SRR A 4 52
BRI SAAR AN U AR AR W B2 s BT OB TR AT 10T 19 B AR A B AL A 2 R

ﬁﬂ%@:ﬁ%

ARSI Ve RRAE S BRI B R P X o R 5 X IR T 5 S 1) TR ] 3 S T L i 7
AR E A R, BRI BUAM R RISE RSN, R ANED), FEEEE IR, R
KA, HEBEHWRESIBMIEMESERENEL, WK M K ¢ UICR-I micrologger
WE, M-HBRENREETENT . 7R R - da 8, m Ly i urek 5 2 f1 [
ZET5 RTHE 5K, TR R R EE LAY 8 AR E 2k m% Mﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁ L) 8 M4, 4
AW 9 M fy, Byt REHMEHS S i, A RANSS, e 0—
2UEIR L Fy BE2—-10% 1 %y W EL10—20% H T Hs 525—50% 1 ¥
By BES50%0VH, BENHFTETSC R T, BA PR 1 Technicon B-40
HILRR L, WREAE 200°C 1R, 200 400°C 1/ W, 400°C 180, L) Technicon
AutOAnalyer I Edﬂ‘*fﬂ%?ﬁl’]%%ﬁ?éﬁ%ﬂ@

* REEIEERY Carnegxe W9 C. Field 18-E5%, HRbai,




-

3H B WG ERE MR ERA TR ENE Y B AR 257

BEARE &AM B 15481 ( Machilus chinensis ) | 34 ( Schima superba ) | Ji,
5 ( Psychotria rubra) . B4 5} ( Melastoma candidum ) |, 4T % 1y Bk #F ( Alchomea
trewioides ) , B 4= ( Aridisia quinguegone ) , KM EIE, WBIAKR(Schef fera octo-
phylle) ., =X (Evodia lepta) ., ¥& i ( Rhodomyrius towentosa ) |, Fikf., B4k
FE IR A, 5t ( Litse rotundifolia)

g R

—. FREHARERH SR
7T A EHRMRIGE R RES -

B4 ESRH23C, AR L s el fo - 3
SE|AETEH28.5C, BEEK AR -
BE5.5C. BB % ) A AR
gE%, MEETEEZARE o | Ry O )
(20—303%, 20—18kF14—10 5 | TUee-no N )
K. WARE (1.5—3%) M Egl ; BREY -
AR 0—0.2%) , FREWE 5 '“QVWJAMVM%V
BEEK0—00%, mTFHEME ] _ é\ci DAY

W, B EEREQTD, S Y , .
N 1 ERHAASETFEENSIENEE :
YO RAER E T I, SUR24C, f }-1 E ﬁu?ﬁf‘f])@a‘fa?@ﬁ&fﬂﬁ(wéﬁﬁ&%( "TH
g 31,8 S 4 Fig. 1 Daily fluctuation of photosynthetic quan-
1 (mm“’]"l‘* Poe L tum influx and temperature in native sit
fERR R THBRAE LA ET
0.2mmol.m™2s™ ' YE i1 43%0.8
mmol.m™2s~ 4 J- @ HLAH 4

of subtropical monsoon forest

Jy2.0m molm™®s™, R /B K W WA (mesession st . L .
B JEUIARR Y LS (B2 ), FYAYRRY ' EF
=. RigHRREkEnE Y | i
R LR o AR N
BIAAEN, KUAREDSE 2 K I
SOl 38. 0% s ki E MR IR, Bl | NooE
FOGMAG T . DRIV A0F e = , M e 57
B 4y B Jy 16.39%, 15.4% R0 Ty {‘ﬁ S :

N Ll dam 1 e R e 2 10 12 14 6 8 20
12.2%; ﬁﬁﬂ:/“fiﬂij‘ﬁ}\‘ﬂﬁq%gﬁ{f} BB (BB local time th) : !

BI21.4%, 24,35 FIT.T5%, 2 s AR TR ERSGRM H B
45 B R AL AR AR 2 B A Fig. 2 Daily fluctuation of photosynthetic quan-

BEs AR, tum influx and temperature in succession
=, REHAXEREDT site of subtropical monsoon forest
FH#H KRS

B8 FE 4 B, FEAEDEMN 2 R BB R AN R, B E, TRV



258 I 0

st BB 9958,8% 62,99 FI60, 7% » T H A 411945 4k s AU S 1y 13.3%
25.9%M21.4% , FEE, KAEWEWEM 2R AOFIESFIN41.5%, 46.5%f31.6%, £
RTRARIR, KAEWED R 2R SRR,

‘ oy 80P T
- 80k '\‘ ‘ O i (old 1Caf) ‘\ : i ‘ '
~~ w | Ladd ';W&an (mature ,eaf)“ ‘! g 60- 3 ,?;jpt‘.'
XYY PN " yny vl .~ - * R
. veo {You, » . r
< h ng Leal) * i g“ gy g v 40
= ob - -
: = 0p s
20§ EREREE | S
R : (@] lﬁ/'f Y OMy O l‘/(l_Y ] 4.
' MY OMY OMY . v w Voo
£ 30 il ST W N L «vﬂﬁ%g& o RERE k5) % "j
B3 BUAMEY R R M A B R A B4 REMEYM AR AR
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HERBIVORY ON PLANTS IN NATIVE AND SUCCESSION 4
SITES OF SUBTROPICAL MONSOON FOREST

Sun Guchou
(South China Institute of Botany, Academia Sinica,Guangzhou)

Abstract Two study sites were selected at Ding Hu Shan, Guangdong pro-
vince,  -At the forest floor of native site, plants vreceived a small a-
mount of solar irradiance and associated less fluctuation of day/night
temperature due to the presence of overtopping canopy species. But at
succession site,plants received much higher daily irradiance and had higher day/
night temperature fluctuation. Herbivory on each plant of these sites was esti-
mated by visual classification on leaf of 3 shoots per plant indicated by leaf
area loss (>2%, 2—10%, 10—20%, 25—50%, >50%). The results showed that gre-
ater proportion of healthy leaves (38,9%) in plants grown in native site and leaves
sustained herbivory of 16.3%, 15.4%, and 12,2% in leaf area loss which is equiv-
alent to ¥, B and I class respectively, while corresponding values of 21.4%,
24.3% and 17.7% were found in plants of succession site. Leaves of old ages sust-
ained herbivory of 38,8%, 62.9% and 60,7% in leaf area loss in plant of native
site, respectively 41,5%, 46.5% and 31.6% in plants of succession site, while it
was respectively.

Leaf nitrogen content in plants from the native site was higher than that in
plants at the succession site. It is to be likely that herbivory is related to light
intensity of the site, but it was not directly related to leaf nitrogen.



