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Abstract; The changes of foliar traits within uneven-aged leaves reflect life strategy optimization under the complex envi-
ronment of plants. Analysis on life strategy optimization of evergreen board-leaved plants from foliar traits of uneven-aged

leaves could help us better understand plant adaption and evolution and material allocation strategy. In the paper, seven
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common broad-leaved tree species were studied in subtropical evergreen secondary forests of Guidong Hill of Fuzhou, Fu-

jian Province. The variability and correlation of MLA (mean leaf area) , SIA (specific leaf area) and LDMC (leaf dry

matter content) in current-year and former-year leaves were compared at both individual and species levels. The results

were as follows: (1) At both individual and species levels, variance coefficients were the highest in MLA (82.9% and
76.9%) , followed by SLA (38.9% and 35.5%) and LDMC (25.4% and 23.8%). The variability coefficients of MLA
were lower in current-year leaves (71.5% and 64% ) than that of previous-year leaves (72.2% and 65.8%) , while SLA
and LDMC showed the reverse trend. (2) At individual level, the values of MILA, SLA and LDMC in current-year leaves
explained 50.1%, 56.5% and 51.7% of the former-year leaves, while at the species level, they were 61.5%, 77.0% and

68.3% respectively. (3) The change of MIA, SIA and LDMC in uneven-aged foliar traits in seven broad-leaved trees

showed that as to the same dry matter invested, larger leaf area and lower leaf construction cost could be found in cur-

rent-year leaves. In conclusion, uneven-aged foliar traits vary and connect significantly with change of leaf age. Trade-

offs between biomass construction and cost in leaf area production might affect plant leaf development.

Key words; mean leaf area, leaf area, leaf dry matter, coefficient of variation
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Table 1 Leaf traits of current-and previous-year leaves in seven broad-leaved trees in Guidong Hill

MLA SLA LDMC
S A 2 2 o 0 T 2 o G A
Species Abundance Current- Former- Current- Former- Current- Former-
year leaves year leaves year leaves year leaves year leaves year leaves
(em®) (em®) (m* - kg')  (m’-kg") (mg-g") (mg-g")
= M35 Evodia lepta 5 17.8+5.9 30.8+7.9 17.9£2.5 15.4£1.6 333.9+30.8 367.8+21.0
B Acacia confuse 6 4.2+1.4 6.4+2.3 9.7£1.3 9.4£1.9 434.0+£79.7 451.9+£109.0
KB Eucalyptus 3 9.9+5.4 15.6+11.0 10.4£5.3 7.4£5. 8 321.5+85.1 371.1+£259.7
M Cinnamomum bodinieri 6 13.4+6.2 26.2+5.9 11.8+3.2 11.4+3.0 497.4+51.0 487.8+42.3
BF4EF; Paeonia delavayi 5 13.2+6.1 26.0+2.9 17.5+£3.8 15.4£4.3 283.6+21.9 338.9+77.4
HRAIK Leucaena leucocephala 5 2.2+1.5 6.5+2.2 12.2+7.6 14.1£7.2 396.8+51.5 587.0+73.7
AR Neolamarckia cadamba 3 14.8+2.6 53.0+9.2 12.2+4.6 9.1£0.9 347.9+124.0 470.7+46.6

*® 2 RiREWL-EFEMN A EKFEF K FH MLA

Table 2 MILA at individual and species levels in seven broad-leaved trees in Guidong Hill

P AL MLA (o)

2 KF
Leaf type Level I + bR N AR
%+ SD Y Range oV (%)
Y4EH AT Current-year leaves AN Individual 10.7 + 7.7 0.8~33.4 71.5
YIFf Species 10.9 + 6.9 2.2~17.8 64.0
AAEAE T Former-year leaves A& Individual 21.2 + 153 2.6~72.3 72.2
YIFf Species 22.2 + 14.6 6.4~53.0 65.8
JA Total AMA Individual 15.7 + 13.0 0.8~72.3 82.9
YIFf Species 16.5 + 12.7 2.2~53.0 76.9

£ 3 RIEWL-EFEM A &K T FHKFI SLA

Table 3 SLA at individual and species levels in seven broad-leaved trees in Guidong Hill

FMF T AL SIA (m® - kg')

20 K
Leal type Level A = Frifiedhi 2 - A5t R
%+ SD 75l Range V(%)
MAEE I Current-year leaves AMA& Individual 13.8 + 5.4 4.8~36.4 39.4
W Species 13.9 + 4.9 9.7~17.9 35.2
TEAFE M Former-year leaves MA& Individual 12.4 + 4.6 5.1~29.4 37.2
YIFh Species 123 + 4.3 7.4~15.4 35.2
JA Total AMA Individual 13.1 £ 5.1 4.8~36.4 38.9
Yl Species 13.1 + 4.7 7.4~17.9 35.5

(I B /NTFAAEA N WY 4E A SIA I LDMC . B E5 AR MLA {5583 KT 44540 A
BIRFAFEAEMN R, 3 DHYEIRES B EYFLE (1=-6.00, P<0.001), fE4E4EM A SIA {68 %/
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Table 4  LDMC at individual and species levels in seven broad-leaved trees in Guidong Hill
M4 LDMC (mg -+ ¢)
2 KT
Leaf type Level S E bR O 22 S5 Ran AR5 R AL
%+SD i ange CV (%)
2MAEA I Current-year leaves AMA Individual 410.8 + 105.2 229.3~801.4 25.6
YIFf Species 405.6 + 96.6 283.6~497.4 23.8
FEAEHE I Former-year leaves A& Individual 456.8 = 110.1 235.7~757.3 24.1
YyFl Species 454.6 + 103.6 338.9~587.0 22.8
S Total AN Individual 432.8 + 109.9 229.3~801.4 25.4
Bl Species 430.1£102.4 283.6~587.0 23.8
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SR LA Aol ] AR S AR R R K P b 24 A SR AR A R [ U 5 2R

Regression model in leaf traits at individual and species levels of current-and

former-year leaves in seven broad-leaved trees in Guidong Hill

MAEAEM - (1=2.72,P<0.001) , fE4E4E - LDMC
(B KT 245 R F (1= -3.74,P<0.001) , 4)Ff
TKF- 1Y S 18] MIA  SLA Rl LDMC {8575 5 2 %0
(AR AR 5 A AR KT R AR )
2.3 HEAMNSEEEMERXEE

MAE A 5 AT AR A M AE SR MLA | SLA AN

LDMC =P8R RA A B FLM LR (P<
0.001), M44EA: M MIA SLA [LDMC S 1E4F M
MIA SLA LDMC BIf#ERER 5350 50.1% (E 1:a) |
56.6% (1 1:b) f151.7% (K 1:¢) , TEYFKFE |,
AR I SR AR AR M) MLA (SLA F1 LDMC =448
PRl A B P C R (P<0.001) , A4S
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AR BRI (R RN 82.9%)
J3— 7 1 FEAEA I R RS AR A I R AR JRAR T
SIS 25 A5 BT I o Al (OB SR 2013) O B
TEAREUR Z 3k /b | HAE AR A 52 Z2 47 3045 128 4k
(R AEL R (%) I 6 B T e 335 07 A 58 1) A8 4k
I, X R AR AL A i b R 2% (AR S+ RN T6.9% )
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A BT b b 5 RIS R — B (R TSR,
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3.2 SEM5EFEMERKEK

R R A T S R W R S A e R R
(MLA SLA F1 LDMC) 7E 4 4 A= FAE AR A2 - )7 22 [1]
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