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Vertical Variations in Foliar Traits with Canopy Height of Several Sympodial Bamboos
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Abstract [ Objective ] To understand the vertical variations of MLA, SLA and LDMC along a canopy height of several sympodial bamboos.
[ Method ] The MLA, SLA and LDMC of different height of canopy of 12 kinds of cluster bamboo in Fujian Agriculture and Forestry University
were investigated. The vertical structure and difference of MLA, SLA and LDMC in different canopy of clustered bamboo were analyzed. [ Re-

(1. College of Forestry, Fujian Agriculture and Forestry Uni-

sult] The results showed that the changes of MLA and LDMC in the upper, middle and lower canopy of different clustered bamboos were smal-
ler, and the change of SLA was greater, and MLA and LDMC of Sinobambusa tootsik were the highest (MLA in the upper, middle and lower
canopy were 26.0,33.7 and 27.4 cm®, respectively, and LDMC was 766.0, 814.8 and 792.4 m’/kg, respectively). The minimum LDMC
was Pleioblastus amarus (LDMC in the upper, middle and lower canopy were 528. 4, 548.5, 479.0 mg/g). The highest SLA was Phyl-
lostachys prominens (the upper, middle and lower canopy were 629.0, 284.9 and 440.7 m’/kg, respectively). There was no significant
difference in MLA between the canopy of the same species (P >0.05). In addition to Phyllostachys dulcis, difference of SLA of other 11 kinds

of bamboo species in 3 canopy was not significant (P >0.05). [ Conclusion]The distribution of light, water resources and nutrients at different

heights of canopy resulted in the change of MLA, SLA and LDMC along the vertical direction of canopy.
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Table 1 Leaf traits of higher ,middle and lower canopy in 12 sympodial bamboo in the bamboo’s park( mean +SD)
52 Higher canopy FiEE 2 Middle canopy 5 )Z Lower canopy
MLA SLA LDMC MLA SLA LDMC MLA SLA LDMC
cm’ m’/kg mg/g cm’ m’/kg mg/g cm’ m”/kg mg/g
KIEEAT Pleioblastus amarus 17.8 £0.9 207.0+£35.7 528.4+29.0 17.5+0.3 151.2+36.4 548.5+58.4 18.9+0.8 181.5+41.5 479.0+42.2

LGN Phyllostachys parvifolia 22.6 £2.1  258.2+93.4 632.6+55.7 21.8+0.9 277.5+102.2 621.1+28.7 21.3+0.3 320.6+118.3 587.7 +82.9
TEWRIAT Phyllostachys glabrata  12.4 1.8 182.2+35.8 724.8+12.5 13.8+2.6 178.1+15.5 715.2+34.9 14.3+2.6 228.7+3.6  737.9+43.8

BENT Phyllostachys nidularia 18.4+1.6 164.0+43.7 655.4+20.7 19.7+3.6 203.0+89.6 670.1+46.2 16.2+2.7 340.3+64.0 689.1=x64.5
FEAT Sinobambusa tootsik 26.0+6.6 220.2+6.1 766.0+135.8 33.7+2.6 201.7+24.9 814.8+94.6 27.4+4.2 245.6+43.5 792.4+108.6
FITXSAT Phyllostachys dulcis 21.0+2.0 116.3+11.3 722.1+6.2 19.5+2.3 245.6+43.5 792.4+108.6 18.5+2.3 192.1+37.0 608.0+3.8
PUZEAT Oligostachyum lubricum  13.6 £3.3  186.1+28.7 643.1+109.2 13.7£4.2 176.4+20.1 705.7+55.2 9.5+3.2 172.2+17.8 712.0+113.4
ZEAT Phyllostachys robustirama 16,6 £2.0 148.7+11.8 638.1+25.7 17.1+3.4 163.4£29.6 654.8+72.9 12.8 4.4 176.9£32.0 660.2+39.0
ZTIHRSAT Phyllostachys iridescens 18.1£0.3  217.3+55.9 717.3+11.5 14.9£3.2 233.0x60.7 649.0+47.5 17.9+0.8 283.3+90.2 769.1%75.2
BIi%SAT Phyllostachys vivax 16.0£3.1 146.6+19.2 618.6+64.3 14.6+3.2 173.6+18.2 614.4+32.5 13.9+2.6 283.3+90.3 769.1+75.3
AT Phyllostachys prominens  14.3 £1.2 629.0£67.7 676.9 +144.8 14.0£1.5 284.9£58.6 693.6x46.1 14.3£2.4 440.7 £106.8 646.5+127.5
FENT Chimonobambusa marmorea 19.1+0.7 191.1+24.7 661.9+103.2 19.5+2.1 240.2+39.9 578.5+63.5 20.9+1.4 261.7+50.8 620.1+85.0
44 Average 18.0+£2.1 222.2+61.9 665.4+59.9 18.3+2.2 210.7+44.9 671.5+57.4 17.2+2.3 260.6+58.0 672.6+71.8
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