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Relationships Between Leaf Traits of 5 Plantscape Shrubs and Their Responses

to the Environment in Southern China

HANG Xia-zi, WENG Shu-fei* , YUAN Zhe

(College of Forestry, South China Agricultural University, Guangzhou, Guangdong 510642, China)

Abstract; Leaf is the main organs of a plant for photosynthesis, and its traits directly impact on the basic
behavior and function of a plant. To study the response and indication of plants to environmental changes ,
5 shrub species commonly used in the establishment of plantscape in southern China were chosen as re-
search objects, such as Schef flera heptaphylla . Duranta erecta , Senna bicapsularis, Carmona micro-
phylla, and Tabernaemontana divaricata. It's the leal morphological anatomy structures, leafl water con-
tent (LWC), specific leaf area (SILA) and leaf nitrogen content per mass (N,,...) were measured. We con-
cluded that leaf traits of 5 shrub species demonstrated responses to the environmental changes in certain
degrees. D. erecta and C. microphylla exhibited the most active responses,followed by S. bicapsularis,
S. arboricola, T. divaricata had weakest response among the 5 species. Certain correlations existed be-
tween leaf traits. LWC, SLA and N, were positively correlated.
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