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Growth and physiological characteristics of five island tree species with

drought stress
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Abstract: To compare the drought-resistance of five island tree species, namely, Ilex integra, Machilus
thunbergii, Cinnamomum japonicum var. chenii, Eurya emarginata, and Eurya japonica, an experiment was
conducted using tree seedlings with different soil drought stress levels. Plant physiological responses to the
drought stress were measured. Results showed that the root and shoot biomass decreased as drought
increased, but the root-to-shoot ratios (R/S) increased first and then decreased. In addition, chlorophyll
content (Chl) decreased as drought stress increased. With severe drought stress, the survival rate was C.
Japonicum var. chenii > I integra > M. thunbergii = E. emarginata > E. japonica. A subordinate function
used to rank drought-resistance showed: C. japonicum var. chenii > I. integra > M. thunbergii > E. japonica
>E. emarginata. [Ch, 4 tab. 25 ref.]
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AR BT BT SR E R0, 24 38 5 K R W 31 20% 2245 B AT B T Mk 1 5 4 il A 68 48 1 1 oM e 85
SRR I 2R T, 24 3 KRR B 5% A0 A I UG v A P 1 I A IR s R R s S TR AR 1 R
B AR EREE T S0 R SR, EEMRA LA SRRSO,  ROK R IR LA
2, AT R KA 5 ) 2 B P B T EAIG 200~500 mm, o 7 S5 LU R S 5 I A IR ) 5 5 A
L —RELEETRMXZ —, FFHBAKEN N 1078 mm, WFELZEREEIE 1526 mm, K
7-8 HHERE, 9-10 H RZH NFKE, Bl X Z ok g ™ E, W, SHEBBXAL, &
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BE3R T R 2 5 o 4 4 & F llex integra, & F¢ ¥ Cinnamomum japonicum var. chenii, V%% Furya
emarginata, 18K Eurya japonica ) 1 54 T LI Machilus thunbergii f) 1 4R 41, 48 AR A 18
FEUHE By 0 B R Ah, b 24T . SR LRI, AR . RACHEEAR,, K50 A 3 3 i
Mt RIEREATACMERTANT . SR SRR Y 40.71%, % E 1.26 g-em”, pH 5.39, FHLE N 13.95
g ke, % 087 g-kg, FHEUWE 67.18 mg-kg™, HFLE 59.50 mg kg™,
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PF—F) Bk S DR R AR RS 06 R, MR 4 DAL, 8 Bk ALFET, 3WREE, LKA, 4
P BRSNS . AR L(TL, XPHR) . AR BE2(T2, BET5F) . AR 3(T3, T 5) M2 4(T4, &
JETE), T3S K& H R KSR 75%~80%, 55%~60%, 40%~45%F 30%~35% . JWid 5 I+
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Table 1 Effect of drought stress on morphological characteristics of 5 tree species
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IV AR RS AR s Z0A T3 F1 T4 23 5045 3 AR R 2 BRIE T REAR T3 FI T4 454 T B 2% T T 4R A2
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Ve, BRI AE R RAEAE R BEAR T3 A S pREM T, 2EFrGil . Bk, T4 64 3 #RILT;
A AR FB ot B %, B AR T a5 e 0, Bha 5SS 30 R, T2 &4 FAURARA 2 HRstT:, Hi
WA RIE T WAE T3 £4F T, R5AT MRS BB 1 BRIET:, IR FIR ARSI 3 FRF 9 #RAE
To, ZIRRET-8URZ, K319 #ko 78 T4 54T, RARBIETmik 23 bk, & 2B 95.83%; H
UOE LU A, SE TR N B 91.67%; 254 A S0%MAHRIE T JE T HR AR S ¥ B
HEE 29.17%
22 FEBEXSAMHHMEBEREYENFEENZMI

ME2ATUEHR: TREAFET, SO L. B AY RS A Y 80T X8, JF B R
HARFE RIG T REAR, Hh %A TS A Y &3 52 T2, T3 1 T4 1 1.31 £% . 1.85 £ A1 2.10 £%;
e B A 43 0 A0 BT R 6.07%, 29.47% 1 37.92% 5 #27K 3 Fifi T 52 b B () 686 i 43 J31) 3k 3] 25.49%, 46.68%
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Table 2 Effect of drought stress on biomass of five tree species

s Fop 4k 7 Wbl R YR REW% BTREe W Elem  HARE/mm A%
o) T1 19.14 10.36 54.12 29.50 50.23 4.40 100.00
T2 15.75 6.81 43.21 22.56 48.32 3.38 100.00
T3 11.42 451 39.45 15.93 38.22 3.00 95.83
T4 9.70 433 44.60 14.03 31.53 2.64 50.00
AR ] T1 13.26 9.02 67.98 22.28 25.04 3.50 100.00
T2 11.28 6.72 59.57 18.00 20.23 291 100.00
T3 7.48 4.09 54.65 11.57 14.72 2.40 20.83
T4 2.54 1.11 72.84 3.65 2.53 1.55 8.33
b iy = Tl 6.15 3.08 50.09 9.23 16.07 2.41 100.00
T2 5.95 2.72 45.72 8.67 15.58 1.96 100.00
T3 4.59 1.92 41.79 6.51 14.27 1.67 95.83
T4 3.93 1.80 45.70 5.73 13.16 1.52 70.83
A T1 1.07 0.46 43.49 1.53 4.65 1.61 100.00
T2 1.08 0.40 37.18 1.48 4.03 1.48 100.00
T3 0.58 0.20 35.17 0.78 3.04 0.95 87.50
T4 0.14 0.07 51.85 0.21 0.14 0.32 8.33
[EN T1 225 0.77 34.18 3.02 12.59 2.16 100.00
2 1.51 0.74 36.43 2.25 9.20 1.59 91.67
T3 1.13 0.48 36.70 1.61 9.08 1.54 62.50

T4 0.87 0.35 40.23 1.22 6.80 1.47 4.17
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1.09 %, X —J7 R B il T HE s BRI, BRZ U AR AR YRR s e, 2R
FFHF AR, DERICE 2K /0 @ I+ 0 525058, @ A S AEFeE; 5H— i fe
SGAFMEERE TR, W2 E S 80 R Rk BEE SR A T B ™0 22 TR KR 5 i
R A Kk — HEME T R . T NZ A . R RIS K AE R E, T4 FIARZE L Z T X, 4y
i SR O G BR3P AR B OO, SETORE A N R e X — IR B A ) LA 5
LoaToe

IS AEFIFEIERARE . £ T2 54T, RARAKREI 2 AT T3 KT, 5 FliFy & e
TG, L HEMGFRNAE RS, N 9583%; WERARFRAILK, 4510 87.50%H162.50%; 41
WP AETE AR, 100 20.83%, T4 50T 5 FRE Rl 47 16 258 T3 Rl F R, el e B AR ok o 3% e
B> G A > IR =ER >R K,
23 TEEX S MHMEAREEFENT M
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Table 3 Effect of drought stress on physiological characteristics of 5 tree species
il R/ (mg- 1) 22K/ (mg-g™) AN L5 32/%
B il JLsL]
15 30 15 30 15 30d
BHBAH T1 1.78 £ 0.22 b 206+0.85hb 268+035a 257+x0.11a 12.08 £ 3.75 b 1286 £ 1.19 ¢
T2 3.18 £ 1.08 a 386 £0.33a 239+0.13a 1.79 £ 0.12 b 1547 £ 1.30 b 16.80 + 1.39 ¢
T3 258 £0.10 a 306 £052a 1.93+0.12b  1.69 £ 0.15b 19.75 £ 0.83 ab  25.00 + 444 b
T4 270+ 0.73 a 319+ 1.11a 170016 b  1.68 £0.22b 26.36 + 827 a 3732+ 144 a
21 fif T1 2.68 +0.38 ¢ 2.69 £ 0.54 ¢ 1.74 £ 0.30 a 142 £ 001 a 1191 +1.32h 1210 £ 1.49 b
T2 238+058¢ 11.74+246b 1.64 £023ab 128 +£0.27ab 14.03 £ 090 ab  13.74 + 0.51 ab
T3 494 +178b 1676 £422b 142+027b 123 +020b 1552 +2.10 ab  16.98 + 1.24 ab
T4 16.01 £ 6.38a 2341 +£2.67a 1.17+0.15¢ 1.12 £ 0.08 ¢ 17.19 + 2.66 a 18.76 + 2.46 a
WP Tl 6.15+155¢ 11.62+1.12¢ 257+032a 230+027a 11.55 + 1.88 ¢ 11.06 £ 2.53 ¢
T2 469 +1.62bc 1520+ 0.76 bc 244 £0.52a 2.06+0.73 a 1338 £ 0.55 be  14.73 + 1.18 be
T3 12.86 £ 579 ab 2024 £2.55ab 2.15+037b  1.62+053b 1584 £ 1.03 b 18.04 £ 1.66 ab
T4 18.05+723a 2436+644a 178+x0.02¢ 1.31£032¢ 19.60 + 1.86 a 2112 £ 197 a
s T1 0.53 +0.37 b 148 +027h 1.61 £0.15a 1.49 + 0.14 a 11.29 + 0.70 ¢ 11.14 + 193 b
T2 092 +03lab 157+005ab 149+035b 136+0.07b 12.05 £ 0.51 be 1327 +557b
T3 1.19 £ 0.19 a 1.62+059a 142+0.12b 118 +0.12 ¢ 13.07 + 0.66 b 1426 £ 2.05 b
T4 1.23 £ 0.20 a 1.81 £0.08a 140+0.05b 121+020c¢ 2147 £ 1.17 a 2471 £ 2.64 a
[EFN Tl 1.32£0.12 b 238+030b 228+036a 2.03+0.15a 13.16 + 3.08 b 14.34 + 4.08 b
T2 189 £035ab  230+0.19b 215+0.16a 1.83 £ 0.20 b 1413 £ 1.53 b 16.35 £ 0.90 b
T3 203 +0.54 a 253 +05la  196+0.02b 193+0.08ab 16.68 +1.16b 18.78 + 1.88 b
T4 2.04 £ 047 a 282+045a 1.79+0.0lb 1.70+0.35b 2330+ 457 a 28.52 £ 445 a
WY Al — S BUG A AN ) 98 SO B Sk B R AR 25 K 5% 2 KF- (P<<0.05) .
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P AR AL TR, M2 T2 Wi nt, o m BRI Hk, 2R 034 mr DA 1R 2
TP T 20— R 0. B3R 3 Wl 5 AN AR A Bl 22 B2 e T 58 B2 A3 w3, H 2 3% & X
W, GET 7 220 BT 25 R . 54T 3 MR Z RO W& 22 55 T £ A A3 Fe AR Y 3 Fh Ad B 2 1]
KRN RFEER, T2 XM, ERMBARHRGH™AREER, 3T RN ERERAR
F, HT3I M T4 FTHMEREREST T, WIFERMIEERE, DLk s, H T4 E0 T 15d
130 d i 2 BR 435 16.01 mg- L7 A1 23.41 mg-L™, JEH X AR 5.97 £5#01 8.70 £, MJHkE 15 d 2= JiE
30 d, 5B A 2 B I B 2 B i) (78 A 4K 25 A A TR R A 4
232 FTEmaaxtergEeYoa WREEEYIETOCGERNEAERE., TR & TR SR m A
b, ANAEE S e A ) A B30 PRGN B#EAT R4 AR TR RE 7, i FLIA BB VR ) 32 2T 5 W 38 Y BUSEE R
PRI R SR A AL AT R (3% 3) 2 5 ARl i 2t 3% 1 T 52 2 %) o R AR T 5 ] ) 2 A
TR 2R AL, 5 AR SR Y B KB IE 43 0 O 3 B AR 43.04% , %4 34.63%, £
21.13%, AL 18.79%Fe AR 16.26% , M4 28 (1) F FEFR BT 5 A8 v AN T 52 A58 i SO PE, T MR 2
RFERI KNI DVE AR B T 5 PR 0 T B A A b HL 4% S SR B8 ) i S S ML 2 B . O
ZEOPHT IS REW] . S AWFET A TR B E LT (P<0.05), 1 3 F T S ALz 1,
ZUH . WPERAIER BRI T R EES, 2L HEMRARNESEIFAEE.
233 FFmMaxARAS e F ARG M AR AR AT DA R AR ) 0 S E M, S T A A
FET RGN 2R EE , TRt A S R A 2 3 B BB AR, AR L 3 38 1 A8 AL AT DL
(% 3): WiE TRRREAIE, 5 AR R R 20 LT 2 30 d By, 284 A
X LRI IR IR B K, A 190.20%; e . AR ARFNEBERE 430 121.81%, 98.89%F1 90.96% 5 34 i Fx
INIIRLTH , N 55.04%, J5 TS R BN, R%AH . SRR ERARRLE T4 54T, MxH
S (P<0.05)% T T2, T3 KXATH, WM£LA7E T4 508 T 5 x5 B 35 P 22 5 (P<<0.05), 1fif 3 T
540 # ) I A A B 1 3 2% ROKF- (P<<0.05) .
24 MEBEUZEEIEMHN

TR — A 2 B R G Z AR, RIS — S8 br A0 R i B 5 g A AR K Jm B
P o ORI R SR R0 2 H AT i R TR BT RN 0 — RO, B AR AR BRI
E A0 R R, FH I 2SR & (B 00 - B E R PR R R B BT SR8 07, AT REAY IS0 1 5 IR 1 IR0 2 I ok
5 T, TS AR R B I 2 e e

A GE AR Tl (8 T 25 F0 A BRARF P O T80\ T3 8% 7 S HURPEA DG 7 AN e AR, SR JE s BCR #S R A
P00 S {2 At SR S R BB T 64T R, O S BGHEAT RE R (] 0 LA, SFX SRR (RS, wd B R 4t
SRR o X S SRR SRR R A AT HE P AR B R 4, K4 RY] 7E T3 R T4 KT, S AR A
4T B8 J7 DA BIMIRAR U 5 B A > 20 27 > 204 > 1 R > 1AL .
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Table 4  Function value of subordination and synthetical evaluation on drought-resistance of 5 tree species

4k 7 T Fif R AR R MR (AT MRy AR MXTR TR ZiadEE Ry

T3 %4 H 1.00 1.00 0.22 1.00 0.68 0.08 0.00 0.57 2
AN ] 0.33 0.71 1.00 0.00 0.07 0.81 0.75 0.52
- g 0.32 0.35 0.34 1.00 0.59 1.00 0.65 0.61 1
B 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.89 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.27 5
[EYN 0.16 0.24 0.38 0.56 1.00 0.05 0.58 0.42 4

T4 54T 1.00 1.00 0.38 0.69 0.97 0.06 0.00 0.59 2
AR ] 0.08 0.53 0.31 0.06 0.00 0.96 0.75 0.38 3
P 0.42 0.52 0.47 1.00 0.33 1.00 0.65 0.63 1
e 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.06 0.16 0.00 1.00 0.31 5
[EZN 0.21 0.50 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.54 0.33 4

Yl 47 FORPUR IR SR RIEASE, -7 FORIR R S PR RO OE
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