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Research on the Specific Leaf Area of Common Plants in Fuzhou City
CHENG Dong-liang et al
Abstract [ Objective ] The aim was to research the correlations between specific leaf area (SLA) and leaf biomass (L, ) of different plant spe-
cies. [ Method] With the 24 common greening plant species in Fuzhou City as test objects, their dry and fresh leaf weights,leaf areas (L,) and
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SLA were measured and the response models of SLA to biomass increasing of different species were researched. [ Result ] The regression analysis
showed that the L, of all the tested plants showed extremely significantly positive correlation with their L,, ; the allometry indexes between L, and
L, of 6 plant species were bigger than 1.0 and that of 18 plant species were smaller than 1.0; the average allometry index of the 24 plant species
was 0.96. L, was proportional to (L, ) ***. The water content in leaf (M,,) of all the tested plants showed extremely significantly positive correla-
tion with their L, ; the allometry indexes between M, and L,, of 8 plant species were bigger than 1.0, that of 2 plant species were 1.0 and that of
14 plant species were smaller than 1.0 M,, was proportional to (L, )**. [ Conclusion] The allometry indexes and constants between L, and L,, of

different species had significant difference.
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Fig.1 Relationship among leaf area(L, ) ,biomass(L,,)and specific leaf area (SLA)
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Table 1 RMA regression parameters between leaf area and biomass

! =X [a
Yyl —_— % o 95% FAF X i) W log B B
Species 95% confidence interval
allpizil 33 0.95 0.89 ~ 1.00 1.89 0.974
Sk 32 1.12 1.03 ~1.21 1.83 0.953
=R 33 1.03 0.96 ~ 1.11 1.92 0.960
LR H 32 0.90 0.78 ~1.04 2.24 0.856
ENBERR I 32 0.93 0.89 ~ 0.97 1.76 0.987
5k 37 1.01 0.93~ 1.10 2.16 0.938
G TEAL 37 0.94 0.90 ~ 0.98 2.00 0.982
=il 36 0.94 0.84 ~ 1.06 2.18 0.885
it 35 0.94 0.84 ~ 1.05 1.96 0.900
RPN 46 0.97 0.92~ 1.02 2.05 0.972
ek 35 0.97 0.91 ~ 1.03 2.17 0.967
pNUR-Y 37 0.88 0.83~ 0.94 2.03 0.969
KA 35 0.93 0.89 ~ 0.97 2.06 0.987
e 31 1.02 0.96 ~ 1.08 2.00 0.975
i vai 31 1.06 0.97 ~ 1.15 1.92 0.944
PRx e 33 0.93 0.89 ~0.98 1.76 0.986
WA 33 0.99 0.91 ~ 1.09 1.94 0.938
X6 e il i) 37 0.73 0.65 ~ 0.82 1.88 0.893
R 36 0.92 0.86 ~ 0.98 2.16 0.969
2 Wk 32 0.85 0.73 ~ 0.99 1.80 0.831
EAWIZIL VN 33 0.94 0.87 ~ 1.00 2.06 0.967
WHEAE 34 0.98 0.91 ~ 1.06 1.96 0.951
Ny 33 1.13 1.02 ~ 1.25 2.00 0.920
FtHY 33 0.98 0.91 ~ 1.06 1.83 0.954
FEA Y kR 826 0.94 0.91 ~ 0.96 1.97 0.859
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Table 2 RMA regression parameters between leaf water content and biomass
%rh. — A o 95% ﬁ{%lxﬁ .rm A log B R
Species 95% confidence interval
ARG 33 1.02 0.93 ~ 1.11 0.05 0.943
JeAHk 32 1.07 0.98 ~1.17 0.32 0.944
e 33 1.01 0.94~ 1.09 0.11 0.961
Exds 32 1.06 0.95~ 1.18 0.22 0.920
EEERRAE 32 1.00 0.92~ 1.09 0.49 0.950
LI kE 37 0.97 0.89~ 1.05 0.26 0.942
X E 37 1.00 0.95~ 1.04 0.60 0.982
=g 36 1.08 0.99 ~ 1.18 0.51 0.934
A 35 0.93 0.89 ~ 0.98 0.28 0.982
JEMRFI 45 0.93 0.89 ~ 0.97 0.72 0.980
FER 35 0.94 0.88 ~ 0.99 0.21 0.972
Ki-555% 37 0.94 0.88 ~ 1.00 0.34 0.963
e 35 0.96 0.90 ~ 1.03 0.20 0.969
TS 31 1.02 0.95~ 1.10 0.14 0.962
Bl 32 1.10 0.98~ 1.24 0.18 0.899
FheE 33 0.96 0.89~ 1.03 0.45 0.964
A 33 0.92 0.83~ 1.02 0.41 0.919
X0 SeE il ] 37 0.68 0.59 ~ 0.78 0.10 0.828
Je 36 0.96 0.87 ~ 1.07 0.58 0.912
RE B 32 0.86 0.73 ~ 1.01 0.43 0.805
LIAELEAR 33 0.99 0.89~ 1.12 0.29 0.902
et 34 0.93 0.86 ~ 1.01 0.29 0.953
N 33 1.02 0.93~ 1.12 0.33 0.938
N 33 0.98 0.93~ 1.04 0.11 0.910
JAT YR 826 0.96 0.93 ~ 0.99 0.34 0.817
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