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Abstract

Leaf is one of the important organs of plants that facilitates the exchange of water and air with the surrounding
environment. The morphological variation of leaves directly affect the physiological and biochemical processes of
plants, which also reflects the adaptive strategies of plants to obtain resources. By focusing on several leaf mor-
phological traits, including leaf size, leaf shape, leaf margin (with or without teeth) and leaf type (i.e. single vs.
compound leaf), here, we reviewed the relevant research progresses in this field. We summarized the ecological
functions of leaf morphological traits, identified their geographical distribution patterns, and explored the under-
lying environmental drivers, potential ecological interactions, and their effects on ecosystem functioning. We
found that the current studies exploring the distribution and determinants of leaf size and leaf margin states mainly
focused on single or specific taxon in local regions. Studies have also explored the genetic mechanisms of leaf
morphology development. Leaf traits trade off with other functional traits, and their spatial variation is driven by
both temperature and water availability. Leaf morphological traits, especially leaf size, influence water and nutri-
ent cycling, reflect the response of communities to climate change, and can be scaled up to predict ecosystem pri-
mary productivity. Further studies should pay attention to combine new approaches to obtain unbiased data with
high coverage, to explore the long-term adaptive evolution of leaf morphology, and to generalize the scaling in
leaf morphology and its effect on ecosystem functioning. Leaf provides an important perspective to understand
how plants respond and adapt to environmental changes. Studying leaf morphological traits provides insight into
species fitness, community dynamics and ecosystem functioning, and also improves our understanding of the re-
search progresses made in related fields, including plant community ecology and functional biogeography.
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W AT G A A N ZE I A P i) 32 2 8%
B, 5N TR RSB EE T, A
ARG VLS A BRERAG IR K G S5 38 B
H ER (Chapin et al., 1993). M HEES LA, KI
TEHRAN TR, 2, ifge, PSRRI iR SE 2 4
Jr(E. T, AEE R BRAAEEN
FHE I MR KN E B R bR, B
R ETEE, T IREY R Rgit . T iRtEd
BIR S oA AR AEY) 2 REIE R A R

B AR A S R AL — B R AR 2
AR 25 27 AU 5T I B U] L (Givnish, 1978a;
Traiser €t al., 2005; Peppe et al., 2014). M & S5H
Wi A B - AR W) )% 75 SR (physiological and bio-
mechanical demand)lk R %% (Feild et al., 2005;
Royer & Wilf, 2006; Peppe €t al., 2011), M AR
AR AR AL 1 B e 70 T T8 A [R] AL B ) — A R R,

ST R W& R B R AL BT T B AR AT SR R
(Baker-Brosh & Peet, 1997; Vendramini et al., 2002;
Liu et al., 2020). a0, Kynt s BA R &R
3K BE /) (Niinemets et al., 2005; Niklas et al., 2007;
Smith et al., 2017; Lusk et al., 2019), X [Xil 7 ZEK
B, R EFERAC. RIS, it 7ok
& RIS R 53 2% (Mebrahtu et al., 1991; Okajima
etal.,, 2012). /NJEA B 1) 3 ks FE AT = ) K
J15E, A[HPTrTF(Scoffoni et al., 2011; Sack et al.,
2012) MHUEE BN XA TE R, fEdE
SRR, R EE 5 Ah SIS M B e A Bk ] e
(Royer & Wilf, 2006; Peppe et al., 2011), & n[iET
I 7K A FH R O PRI 40 2 T8 3ok 22 (¥ 7K ¥ (mesophy 1
flooding), ZEffid AR K (Feild et al., 2005). A
AR EZ LR R, W, xR E T
WOZHAZIR . /N> FRRFIARE R FRic %S, BEiES

Bl AFEESRHATFRE. A, R, B, 2% HEESORREETE. B, KENX, Hirt, HEaHEN, Bk

IIIE. C, T, FEAEM M BFERCR, RSRPPRIH, TERF L EKETE, MR KETEZIIE,; Z2AEmH2E, BT el
BB, WHAGRZISAEN D, JUEMR, B, FORSEE, FR, MECRREM, DR SRIERTE . F, K2, &7, 2
FPRHEFI. A-C F, 22884, D, £—E4%; E, YIRES. fidS % b EEYE 39S (hitp://www.efloras.org/flora_page.
aspx?flora_id=2).

Fig. 1 Leaves with varied morphology. A, Convallaria majalis, single leaf with entire margin, leaf blade elliptic to ovate-lanceolate.
B, Fagus longipetiolata, single leaf with serrate margin, blade ovate to ovate-oblong. C, Capsella bursa-pastoris, basal leaves rosu-
late, leaf blade oblong or oblanceolate; cauline leaves amplexicaul, narrowly oblong, lanceolate, or linear, margin entire or dentate. D,
Acer truncatum, single leaf, usually 5-lobed. E, Tribulus terrestris, even-pinnately compound leaf, leaflet blades oblong to obliquely
oblong, margin entire. F, Metasequoia glyptostroboides, linear leaves, pinnately aligned. Hand painted by Cai Qiong (A—C, F), Mai
Yi-Hui (D), and Luo Xiao-Tu (E). Leaf morphology description was obtained from eflora (http://www.efloras.org/flora_page.
aspx?flora_id=2).
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MR L R AR RSP SE R,
T AN RN AR Fr (Al et al., 2020; Ren
etal., 2020). i, UTHARTFEUEW], TCPHE R Al 11
WY A Z R fE R 2 E 2R, H5
A AT TIE1 A E3 2 3 IE LM TEAR R B.AE H,
LRIV 25 (Tao et al., 2013; Zhang et al.,
2017).

H AT IEAS BT 2R TP — 7
i A2 IR TF) AT 5% R, BB T IR 4
R A A FAOIR TR] 56 2R, B AR v KN 5 8 H TR]
7 (Kleiman & Aarssen, 2007; Whitman & Aarssen,
2009; Huang et al., 2016). M-I A4 H g
Rk X £ . WA 2H RN 4 2H 2 A S B
ANBE AR ] A2 W 23 i 2 (Milla- & Reich,
2007; Niinemets €t al., 2007; Yang et al., 2010; Tian
et al., 2016; He et al., 2018) LA K F K/NFIHEZ T
G EER L 7K g3 18 s AR B AR 1) 820 (Poorter
& Rozendaal, 2008; Pyakurel & Wang, 2014). 55—
[l /2 A SIELA R R AN . SRR
W, ZAMIESFEARCESE BN KT,
22K | BT A IR R (R BN R
T eI B R 338 5T ) ) 2L AT 50 5 () AH SR (Jacobs,
1999; Royer et al., 2005; Traiser €t al., 2005; Adams
et al., 2008; Xia et al., 2009; Peppe €t al., 2011). {51l 411,
FET5 . AR EERIN N, VA R A L
B N E, MAERKRKE T RN EYKZ
(McDonald et al., 2003; Peppe €t al., 2011); fEFE4
SR LGl BABOR. BE M, By
115 - =1 B2 4> %4 (Peppe et al., 2011). BhAb, MRS
X} ARSI N BB (Wiemann et al., 1998; Royer
et al., 2009b; Guerin et al., 2012; Li et al., 2020b).
I, MBS HAR R REA AU WA SRR AL, WK
73 S fE(Wilf et al., 1998; Greenwood et al., 2004;
Adams et al., 2008; Peppe €t al., 2011; Chen €t al.,
2014), & BEM A 5 AU B 1) 56 R A B T B
XA AR AL FMR . (Dolph & Dilcher, 1980; Fonseca
etal., 2000; Peppe et al., 2011), 75 AJ FH SRAHEM 41k
URAR AR R SN 73473 B (K owalski, 2002;
Yang et al., 2016; Yang €t al., 2019b), AEH-SA5%
BT ey B LT AU A

AU, R TS AR R 0T AR B AR — ol i BV 3R
W, AN[E] T A B RN A A I AR AR A,

RS MY R ESHAS IR, IS mERE 3

M A& A2 R e A R B AR B ) AR AL
(McDonald et al., 2003; Peppe et al., 2011). fiff 52 TE
AR5 (AR S AL DL K TS AR 0 AR S 2R
GLUIRERI R — B2 MY AE S ER AR . AL
I Bl AT T e, A TR AS (AR RN 1
JE MG TSR R RS ThRE, SRR ITEAS 2]
IrAR, T RS R IREN R 1, AR A R
B AP FEIREE AR A5 18 N S R3S R S8
RERIREM, DA BEAE < S AT 7T -

1 MAEXNEESTIRERE IR

11 MAEXNESINEE

R RN S B FE R 3 RIE RO PEAR
WEFLH R/ e L Fabr o i R A . L3R 5%
H A 0 G B 7 s PG B AR RS, R
T A 93 2% fiti 51 J7 ¥2: 45 Raunkiaer-Webb % 4t (Webb,
1959) 1 < fik - #2242 & 45 & o M BT H
(Climate-Leaf Analysis Multivariate Program, CLAMP)
(Wolfe, 1993), {H 732 w& VA% 5 7 15 TCIEAER 1% 5
BV b X B AR N . AR, AT 2R
M B ET A E N R, EEIER: Tk
Ry PRAREVE. AT E L, AT BE AT
{5 A PREARTF A (A I« A P 5255, 2020). T =
FhOTEEAR LU RORS B, (B AR K, EH THAE
BULHITE DL, BEAb, IXEETTVE 5 M B I K 2 4
s, B RIT AL s TR R R . BT
Wi o A T A B AR AL [ U9 5C &R A
S . AT R AR T, MRS
I AN I B8 Y SRR 52 42 25 F 2 1 5% 3R (Cristofori et
al., 2007; Rouphael et al., 2010). A& A @ I
RS/ e o eSS R == T~ Ay T
o BIMRALBETT V2 H A AR I & 0 3 25,
FERF SRR e 7y Jm e dAT A0, e Sk
LTI EUG AL B9 A Image TR LU RIS
TUHUSG S IR . 1277975 A S AR FR i
Je, R KEE .

DR /IR PR A BRI R B 22 07 THI AR S
T, RN Y SRR ). BT
R — X 2 AP RO B FUE Y, DGR R
I8 I T AR DR K, K B B e ) D SR R
(Niinemets et al., 2005; Niklas et al., 2007; Smith
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1)K BA B e, H 98 (leafing
intensity)%{(Wang et al., 2019), A 762510 _EHE
Py, BIEAL /N EL B EUE b (Duursma et al.,
2012; Smith et al., 2017), Kby [ 8 i 72 2
(self-shading)#% i (Falster & Westoby, 2003), Y:3REX
T AR 2)BE A T ARG K, SR ab i K
(Terashima & Hikosaka, 1995), #MtAE 158, 3)K
() et P40 o5 BLOR, R B (Conesa. et al.,
2020), F ik AR (Scoffoni et al., 2011), K
M PTRERLSS, H/NHEAEEL, S BI5E i SRR ) '
5 [R il Z2/]\(Terashima & Hikosaka, 1995). X1, A~
M RS DL RO S AP S A, R
W HA KRR AR SO EGEREE ), W RE R
Ml A8 4 (1) 6 & 4 7= g 71 (Terashima & Hikosaka,
1995; Duursma €t al., 2012; Lusk et al., 2019). HIX,
R/ IN T SE e PR i R T <AL R Ak o) A7
(AR K o R RCR . AR, ok
NG Ko B AR R VRS DIAR R, A4
IH-flik %% &£ (Price et al., 2012; Sack et al., 2012). <AL
% J& (Pyakurel & Wang, 2014; Conesa et al., 2020)- Lt
I #Y (Fonseca et al., 2000; Ackerly et al., 2002;
Milla & Reich, 2007) #4 /51 LA & A A4 % i (Malhado et
al., 2009)5%, HEMIFCHAH v ) 2 B REPR 0 AR B
Ao Biltn, ZAHEFiTE H 3 IkE B S /N 2 AU
KK ZR, T AHIK S BEARXT AR SL (Scoffoni et al., 2011;
Sack et al., 2012; Kawai & Okada, 2016; Schneider et
al,, 2017), —FILFEPE 7 7K 73R EEFIK 53
I 25 & (Scoffoni et al., 2011; Schneider et al.,
2017). 8T 5 A1 4 BR4A8SFf LT A A7) (1 - ik &5 1)
- KMAK R, Sack®5(2012) kB, KM BA
BRERMERK, BB, AR 1)
TR R, BATE R K )3 B AR A 5 e 55
P (Scoffoni et al., 2011; Nardini et al., 2014). X4,

AL P Bt I TH] AR /)N 177 384 K (Franks & Farquihar,

2007; Peel et al., 2017; Conesa €t al., 2020), & |
- 1 7K 43 453 2K A e K6 A 33 % (Schneider et al.,
2017) . 58 A 9T 454 [F) 5 [l (common garden)SE 4G
UL 2 R AR H, AR S RLE R R
FHR, A5 ALKEE A I (Conesa et al., 2020). 1X
AT BEAE R D R B K B A8 7R s ~F- 4 B, AT <
FLE B K (Conesa et al., 2020), 1fi/NHEA B &
(A 2 FfL 8% N\ £ (Salisbury & Oliver, 1928), &< fL%
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& T35 A2 G A TR 1 COL 8 & (Franks & Farquhar,
2007). 55 =, W R/NA] B35 RN Fr i) BE B 11T (5
S H i v 26 i AR ) o BE T B OR, A5 E R R R,
1 52 5 B AR (Schuepp, 1993; Wright et al., 2017),
I N COL MK L AR, PRI i3 55 2 <) ) il B2 22
(AT)H4 K (Nobel, 2009; Okajima et al., 2012; Wright
etal., 2017). KHRERE, AIAM2RECHICO,
i, DA E LA A PRI K 2 (Mebrahtu et al.,
1991; Okajima et al., 2012). 24X n] ZmgH, M3
15 JE 5K/ 2 IE A 92 9% & (Schuepp, 1993; Yates et
al., 2010; Okajima et al., 2012; Wright et al., 2017),
BEMEEM AR ARl AR DU R A S
A4

TEERFAMET, AR R A S5 A i 5 H
A AR KN RN AT B 52 2 M R 3R
Wi G, MOR/NEIARALET B Sk TR AAE B K AL
A e R RS AT o AN TR/ R B
TR I VAT By T A R S SORH L PR R e R
DA e K 4K B W Wi RE 0 O 4R K e A B ER
(Parkhurst & Loucks, 1972; Michaletz et al., 2016). %}
TRMAEY), B R BT, Jaa T Ny
TR 25 7T RE 2 1K T BRI 78 9 1 FH Im bR 7 3 s ) 7K i
%%(Givnish & Vermeij, 1976; Givnish, 1984; Fonseca
et al., 2000), B HAAETK 73 78 A2 TR R X 2
ARMEIR . fESRFESS . RIAHFFRIHIX, KM
R ERE, RS2 RIREZER R, BREN
R K T2 Ve 10, M 5 Gy A g; i /s i U ]
BUERIIA TR, A, A EEE TS
T ) il L, D6 & 3 4R (Scoffoni et al.,
2011; Okajima et al., 2012), [A/NHEAHBALS
FLFE, &M AR, AT Sk o I R 1 i
KAt (Parkhurst & Loucks, 1972; Okajima et al.,
2012), EFEVRHIRLIE], KM SR 5 Z S BEART FH
TPl E, RS T = ARE, B9 2RI H
(Schuepp, 1993; Wright et al., 2017). K, 5 KH-4
EE, /N BRI v R 7K 20 R 8035 HAS 5 52 a4
WIANRTE, R omfass. KR8 H F R i # 5
A IR )38 v (Scoffoni et al., 2011; Okajima et al.,
2012; Leigh et al., 2017; Wright et al., 2017). HX,
R/ S B AEL DA [F) 2H 23 8 g 1) (1) A ) & 53T o
I 52000 R FE MR E G, BFFE B 1
MU et 2 e 1 o R B A R ek A, B



/N5 R ) B AN D RN R LE S KO &,
HANE TP ECE B LT A %1 4M(Hodgson et al.,
2017). WEFT4EH, Ot ARBE S B OK ,
R+ BARAE BRI GEER IR, B A
MR TR, EWE T RPOGRE
A B K (Niinemets, 2001; Milla & Reich, 2007;
Niklas et al., 2007). K75 IR 1) G K
K] Re g iy R AR AN Bk S SR S5 ) B4R
AN F(Niinemets et al., 2007). 5/hHAHLE, K-k
RN JE R H 3 22 DAARAE K 2 i AN TR 5 12 i, R
7 BRI AR DA i R TR B E AR, ERLR
M HRESEEZ M TR T X EEHMilla &
Reich, 2007; Niinemets et al., 2007; Yang et al.,
2010). KFEREGNVENI(Corner’s rule), /IMEHIR/NE
ZINE AR S ) BRI (A P ) RN SR TEAH 56
5% % (Corner, 1949; Smith et al., 2017). X1 [E Y )14
A FE AR 234 B A A TR I, HTRTAR S ZE A
B2 B d il K C R, HXFORRAZED
A TE R A AE R RS2 (Yang et al., 2010). BEAR,
NN < S R VNt o S B T T
K INGE M - ik A A0 Rk B, — i 5, JERkoRT
AN Jk (B — 25 R0 — 2% Pt Jk ) FR) 85 82 i 5 T R/ ) 38 K
1 2 JUfAli% JE(Sack et al., 2012; Schneider et al.,
2017); K 2 A B 1 5R R B ARG B 1) <AL BA
PRI F 7K 43 45 5% (Pyakurel & Wang, 2014), /)
B BRI AL FEA TR KRR, AR AR I s
EOMENEWESI(Liv et al., 2020). 25 1, H KN
e T RE A TR SRR, KR R e R
S L ()0 LA H N - AR, 52 Ui FE AR 3
FL[E PR, 5 AR 22138 B 18] B AR ) & 2 B A i
AR THER SRR %

DL U H, DHRE AR A8 S 52 Ak 77 sk AT
AL (LRI AR F), Sl AR B3 U5 SRS A
Sof B4 ()3 97 11 A5 5 (Reich et al., 2003). MR
FE b, R /INEE 22 52 S i AR kAL T SR s2 e
FETHE A RMARREY R 58 KB, R /NME
Bl B EBRR I BE IS R G T, R
KN ZARS, Eb EAEEE (L et al., 2020a).
- RAME N — i RACRSF AR, AR E 2
S RFL I PRI 0 18 17 A A T 5 B s e (Reich et al.,
2003; Schellenberger Costa €t al., 2018). X+ IFFF
X 470 (1578 I HEE AR ——4T b (Reaumuria. soongarica)

AR R A RES TR, A SME 5
PR RSP AR, £LRD A 5 K BURE XS
IREEARAL; AR, X R A5 ) 5 Tl f 28 R R U,
I B PRI A SRy S PR B RN 2R AL w98 4 L (R (1) 45
% (Fan et al., 2020). #:TPopulus tremuloides 492/
L DR B [ ) S R R, ERAR I K/t 52 R Y
S, W T AT BT DR /INAR S (1) e B vy T R A
4 (Eisenring et al., 2021). [Ft, M K/NFEEZHE,
MRIEE . Kl R AR, ta2
FE4 BB SR A= )R 2R 1) FR il (Reich et al., 2003;
Williams et al., 2020).

R NKE S AR AR A e BB, TR AR RS
5 F1$8 75 X -F(Werger & Ellenbroek, 1978; Green-
wood, 1992; Malhado et al., 2009; Guerin et al., 2012;
Li et al., 2020b). {541, WergerflEllenbroek(1978)iH
7 R A B2 VR TR R AR AR TR AR A ORI
R, 24545 IR R 2 T2, Rk
A4k, ANBUH R T /NI R, KB R
Li%(2020b) 3 T o [H H 19104 LK 6 0004 43 1
PRAR I, RN R AR A S K 2840 B B3
IEFKK R BhAh, WIlfEE(1998)iH 1L 54 50 A bk
FE SR B, R A TR S B K A AR A O
i 1% 0% 2 0T FH R g 5Bt KA R
12 MRz EEEREESEF

R oK /I8 23 (8] 40 AT R 9 22 B Hh A Stk
REEEFIR A0 Aii(Milla & Reich, 2011; Li & Bao,
2014; Liu et al., 2020) LA K 2 KBFITLR L0 AR, &
B Traiser% (2005) 5% W ] k7w ik 2K /N 1 43 A
WF7E, LiZe(2020a)%F 1 E AL SEAR ARG K /N
WE 72 (&2), Wright5:(2017)%F 4 ERH K /NEOREFL . X
I i TR A B 9T I, /NI 2 By AT A B R
WU, ORI 7E b R I U RN P B 23 A R
% (Traiser et al., 2005) . X H [E AR AAEY) (P 5T A 30,
I P38 K78 DHR ] 2R g 380 7 Lo ek (L et al.,
2020a).

DR /IN PR 2 ) 3 AT 32 B 52 S A IR BN, 7E TP
Bk Fad LA BRI LER S X, ) — A
BRI R, MAEZES . SRR, TRt
BRI T, M8 AR A (Dolph &
Dilcher, 1980; Ackerly et al., 2002; Xu et al., 2009;
Wright et al., 2017), Ll fe it b i #aksk b K 24
J%(Okajima et al., 2012; Leigh et al., 2017; Wang
etal., 2019). TERFIE/KF L, P K/ K&
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Fig. 2 Geographic patterns of leaf length for woody plants in China and in New World (i.e. North and South America). Modified

from the appendices S1.1a & S6.1ain Li et al. (2020a).

W, SEFETA KL et al., 2020a). XK K
TR, AN AR SR A K
UK, 2K A RS R R, #BEROE
I T AR 4 o) R ) A A B R ) SR (Parkhurst: &
Loucks, 1972; Givnish, 1984; Okajima et al., 2012).
B 7 AR A K B A IR, RS AU

N —E IEE I (Ackerly et al., 2002; Liet al.,

2020a; Williams et al., 2020). Ackerly%%(2002)if i
AIF 70 1 rh i 22 Fh A 5 4 e 1 HE AA B K (chaparral
shrub) F] I K /N PR R 3 7] 9 20 A B, K AL
VIEAN R AR B0 B2 B350 0 A, AR/ SR 43
TEAR IR N P 4 . T [R5 [ 37 NP I 23 T
fath, JERRAREE 1 /NS HIRAE Tl P 1) RS 7 AR
St(Williams et al., 2020). Ak, H /N2 W 5
P/ B G, i T AR — B 5 B et AR AL 2]
fE Ak i ¥ (Jahdi et al., 2020; Eisenring et al., 2021).
X4 R AE AR, e T 2 G E
B, BOFEEEA R, T30 BRI RN 3 A 2
TR ARG DL 77— PR R .

H AT, R/ N AR 3 5 R B0 U B K & A
AR RN [ AR S PR AR R FH 8 55 18 AR A — 8
4+ ¥ (Greenwood, 1992; McDonald et al., 2003;
Traiser et al., 2005; Li & Bao, 2014). %41, A 515
K W Fh L) SRR K B R B SS  BRORE oG

www.plant-ecology.com

(Werger & Ellenbroek, 1978; Malhado et al., 2009),
B FE T E R A YRR BT FCR I, P IR
5B K BRI IEAIR K R (Li et al., 2020a). X4,
XPEE S ALSE I Fy L X iy B BIE SR, DR /INRE
et 7K B 1 i 87 EE S iR B B BUR% (Dolph & Dilcher,
1980; Ordofiez et al., 2009), {HARE /MR,
T R/INE N R 2 HOE D IR 5 451 25l ) £
KRR 58 T 5 R K R B 58 & (Moles et
al., 2014). TS T ARk KN BI0T 5545
- R/INFEFEV I X 5 R K B A R RAN 3, (BAE
TP IX 54 K E R IEAH KK R, HXFOCREE
ARG NG 5, WS 1 RN 2RI BAE
(K52 (Wright et al., 2017). i b, HK/NEE2ZS
B BEoKE =1 M (seasonality) 5200 (Dolph &
Dilcher, 1980; Ackerly et al., 2002, Wright et al.,
2017).
13 MRNEETRGINEE

IR/ B Bk 7 Py B BEUEERICRE /0, JCIHAEOE
SRELEE I ARKBE FT o RN 9 6 & T AR A
UL PSRBT OGS IR R, 5
TR AR O AT R B (R 2 Y 5 5C 5C 2R (Enquist et
al., 2007; Michaletz et al., 2016; Leigh et al., 2017),
T B B R B E I A 2H 2 M (i AR 2L 2 R
WAL A, 9040 A2 B 2 AT (Ackerly et al.,



2000). MR/NEHARRAE THEDAMAERR, HS
FERE A AR 1) 0 R AT USRI AR RAIRE
7% 1J(Williams et al., 2020).

RAE KN B Z bR 2 — MR IR, XA
BEVE R b s e oy T A7 Fi % (leaf area index,
LAI). 7EBURIE . WE B A= R AL T,
M RECK, B EE B R BRI Z, BA
Bmr e AR fe g, DO E .. SR
t, AR TR S BRI A ) B IEAH SR R
(Gower et al., 1999; Chen et al., 2012; Reich, 2012),
1 N NN G RTIYAE RS R AN PN 7N NN
ARy da Rkl AR S R RAE T J 73 (B AR A )0
TEFENS . I I 7 da , St AR Ta B b, Bk
WP KN S22 RGHI A 77 71 (1) 56 R T 8
(Lietal., 2020a). [T i AR MEAL 5, w0 AR5
HHAEHTHEEW LA J)(Dunn e al,
2015). il i @ L KNSRI PR AR R R TR,
TRAFSEIF A A TR — P E R 7 vE T A
FifEASRGEH A 1. B, R/ ME N E R
MRS TEAR, AIARYE H SRS & R O R E
WETaAR, TR nI B R ME REE LA A AR
WRE EREER R, NHARES RS A )1R
Pt —ME A U D REFR R o

RN ] e 5 A D BE MR AR, 3 T 2 e 2R
RGN T 78 e R e 5 B R U7 I S5 R I,
A RGEA T TIFK 53 R AR A RS N e 1
hn, B S B GRRA, IR Fh A 2 14 i e N 55 1 S5 - i
R 38 I LA R B 2 & ) P AIK %5 U0 AH OC (Zhang
etal., 2019). M4k, HOR/NAVE TR NAZ T
FI— A RBEFR bR o 2 TR 78 =2 16 M A H PP A3 Tl N
BRI FUR I, 220 45 AR IR
WA I T AR A N AR P 5 A B R S5 25 AN () ) PR R
(Heberling & Mason, 2018), A2 R A< H A ) PR
HAEREANE, 7TE G20 AR PRk [ ) —
Uiy, AT BA RO B B E ) BRSO A
BTN, BA BRI RO Gl R A & A
T FH 2% A0 B B8R FH 20 (Heberling & Mason, 2018;
Mathakutha et al., 2019).

2 MAERRBNESESHRER

7 SCHIH R AR (BT AR T8 ) R i B A
BITEAR LA St 2y h BE RO SR SR AL TS, iR

LS. MY R RS AR TIRE. S MERE 7
FEM TS R 7 S B B4R bR . AR, AW
KNSR 5 ) Rk s A 7%, BT R AT K
BT 2 (Wilf et al., 2016; £455R%%, 2020). Bk
I R R 4R R JUATTRAR, A e
A LAy f B AR A B R AR . Bl TR
RO Fh Z AR AR B AT FUAR Y, KR
LE 5 TR 0 T 4 B YR 2 AR AH G, AT AR AT B T
fi] 3 Fe bR (Peijian et al., 2021). I8 A WAL 4
J7ik, — Rt E YRR, G o AR E | BRE
FME| GR 4545 T2 (Traiser et al., 2005; Xia et al.,
2009); 3 —FR ARk Ly B (i, K be<d .
1-2. 2-3. 3-4. >4)(Jacobs, 1999; Traiser €t al., 2005;
Xia et al., 2009).

T AT RE M I OGS T AR, B T B R
ey AU AL D S 1 o 1 R VE K 7/ T G B sl (]
JAK-TAR L, St il 5t R 5 5 R RAHe
AW Fitat, #ET YR EAR F S il 4 ) IR
) e A A T I K ) 8% P B A 43 A7 A G (Pray, 1955,
Boyce, 2005, 2009). HEULTTHEDN, - Fr AR I 25 1]
AR S 0] RS2 IR B AN K 43 nT R MR SR R sg e . 7RI
MR, A RERER. TEE LME S sk
B IK RS He(Hirokazu, 2005), MAER . T-510
WEET, BJE . P M Fr il A B S A
PLHE BT AL 25 (Werger & Ellenbroek, 1978; Abrams,
1994),

— N, A R DR R R B AR BN LA
FH 4% B (Hirokazu, 2005; Nicotra et al., 2011). I Fr
YRR E T IR AR R IR, s
J& J5 B 58 2% A (o St B Sk 0 R0 = 0 A ) 52
(Hirokazu, 2005). Nicotra%:(2011)5 45 4% 14 H
WA Dy R f5 th, HHBEARIK B B2
ANFERIRAE, HRAR R S T B SRS Dy RE
PR, DMEEY R K. HAarcih
ARV RE T 2 REME, B FEK PR . i
DTN CONE ok K o4 Y 1| NS/ e = P S K o
IR IE N DA K i 97 A 8 3% 5 45 (Brown & Lawton,
1991; Nicotra et al., 2011),

Il e o g & I A & T
X853 A& DR R TR 5 et ik ) A J2EVRH OGS [R] o
SE T KA AER 7y 18] 1) 43 A A 4 o 1 T BB
PRI R G, R I K 2 1) 73 A R i T
EYGEER, BRI SHIE/ NS ] 72 A E
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" (Runions et al., 2017). M BIRW S5 iR
M A e, EAEFAR RS, R E T KN,
IH- J5L AR A6 7 PR 51 (Nicotra et al., 2011). I %
W R AR R A 1 IE B E . BT E T IR AL
THF KRB PUKAEI T 5T 3R B, BREEx /K AR A 1
ARG AR T M, W TR UK Y B A B

K15 e AR TEIR, FAEIR 2 252 KPR

B it TR KR A U 3 B R AR R E IR,
PR EE K BTE W, SRR, -
T ) 56 RE 5% /KT 1% 24 A A K i 2 (Liu et al,
2021). BEAN, MRS RE QP UG B,
-7 4> B0 % F (Apoderus praecellens) 7E 3 7l 7 4%
3% (Isodon umbrosus var. hakusanensis A Isodon
trichocarpus) [ [7= 9347 N, BRI SRE KR AM
I HEFR . AWREA £, AT 10 R
M, R EGR TR E R 2
Rl w7 2 AT A A 2 S B AR B 1 — Fh B
(Higuchi & Kawakita, 2019).

H AT 2C T MR REERS R FE A X 20, L
5228 L) Traiser5 (2005) %7 KR P 224 Hb ] i 77 A 1
MEABEIT, RIS B (K 58 He>3) F 250 A
FEM R R, B (K S8 LE<DAE AN LT T B 2
IR B 22 1h 52 i FE s, L Rt 1 2 ) 22 3 2% o
F . 52 M%), GlukhovlStrelnikov (2014)
RIN, 15F0H & (Ficus) FE4) 1 % 3 2 i 2 225K
HRE, SERBKEREE. FELLAIRMZET
PR B ERIEMAHRIE R Li%E(2020b)7E H E 75 iE
VIR SR AR, AR A R AR R R
B K B 52, T CE B[R] B (A8 40 B 22 Hh 5 4213 S,
WA R AR PR S XS AR I 2 AR 57 IR A S
1EHEA et — B4R

3 MEGMESRERMRIER

31 MERESINEE

2R RFAIE A2 24 1T TS B F0 RV 2 A )
PR HHERHE — e fa i il S 5 Rk el 5
TER 2 AR R R ISR . Mo
a3 B /N L T 380 1 R = kR S T /4B, %
5% HH 45 A 38 R A4 (Hickey, 1973; Ellis et al.,
2009), A K B EEA KT 174 0 3 Bk i 2 (Royer
et al., 2005). MGTEAZHE, FEASARG. K
R BEA R UEE, HA g o AR VIR AieE

www.plant-ecology.com

Vi BlAE G, PR . RN

W R] DUE I s i AR B AR I R A
WSS AESRAHEAER . B A AR S D 6e
(IR 2 B e LAR =5 Tl: 1)k ik /K 4z
g A 7K 431 F 250K (52 (Canny, 1990; Feild et al.,
2005); 2) 1A R A 476G IR 138 B (Royer & Wi,
2006; Peppe et al., 2011); 3)H-U§ 5 M F £5H i HAE
(Givnish, 1978a; Wilf, 1997)%%5 . {HAERERIZ, HAET
KT G AR S D RE AT 9T 2 2 i T WL Z2 HE I A1 S 56
BOIE, e = B 0 AR o

2, MR K o R s .
S IH- fik X 2% 25 42 1) 43 4 (Givnish, 1978a), A4l
i T W KAE I 30 25 1K) 53 AT 6 i (Bailey & Sinnott,
1916). fEFIMLES R I, Pidd A U FLEGEK
fL, XELLERMBEAR T i A SRR B, R
5 A F KA e, $& 7K 43 138 #6240 (Canny,
1990). BtAk, 7EK A Faili BN AKALIR R 75 (WK
TR A 8E), HAGYRR A B e e, BIvRK
-2 20 8 (Greenwood, 2005; Royer et al., 2009a). iX
J2 DR Ay i AT DAGE ek ek KA FH % i e 1 IR AR K,
A 7K By 38T FE ) A 3R B K 5 i (Feild et al,
2005).

ok, WU R RE R AR OT X I, B
BRI E R . R KRR, G B3 5
T, PR TEA SR N A AR, (2t
BRI (Royer & Wilf, 2006; Peppe et al., 2011),
SR AMIC I X AE 4 6 A E 52 . Royer A Wilf
(2006383 I B AN [F) 2B 358 R AR AHE Pt 2 (1 75 s Al
FAEVER IR, W0 AE G S T AR B, IR
TEFERHLIX, M i A T4 K R L A 2%
AR R EE S IR, UIEREZ
BRI, P45 e 0% 38 ey £ AR K R I
TEFER ST, ML AELE A B T SR VR R A 2K,
B 1E 5758145 5 (Feild et al., 2005) . ] - S A 2
T ) oF T ¥4 S A 1) — Tt i )97 55 B (Royer & WK,
2006; Peppe et al., 2011),

B, AR R B A A . R
Z (BRI AR B B () — R R AP S5 b, JREE
73R I B 4T 24 1) fE [ (Baker-Brosh & Peet,
1997) MR8 WV — P45 4a), DRI I 22,
AE /DM & A EUE (Brown & Lawton, 1991).

M A GAR T TE BUZ B R R 2R  REE AR )



RS ERYE . &%, MIRKIRE W &2 EEH
IR 15 . AW TR, TCPHE 3K F-1EM T
BEZM S R R E AR, ME3Z 2N
TEAR R] JH 1o F g i skl DXl 5 TIE 11 3 52 TCPA%
KT TGS, FIULTEAR L BERIA G R T il
Z o8, WIATEARI R K A5 25 R ) Th g vl ffi 45 i
LRV % (Zhang et al., 2017). Ib4h, HGE B W
YRR B, A KRR J
ZRARIA T (B RIEEE, 2019). 55—, M UGRITE R
2 JE BEIAEL IR0 . 51101, Royer%5(2009a)id it £ 1+
Pesl Ko vl PRI ) AR K S S5 X I
MR AR B A B 52, ke TR K- 2
st SR B AR TE IR LA SRR TG
VB, UEBH T X8 7K 43 B R A B A R 4y
MR EE . 5=, bR RS E R A
Ko HEYAEIETIEAR . BEARMFLAR), M IVECH 4%
T ) W JELE DA R L T R S 3 s e P o R 1 4R
BOEHHEU) 2T, PR 2
0 1) T~ EL A, T SR A A 6 IR T I 42 2k (Jacobs,
1999; Adams €t al., 2008; Royer et al., 2012). M} &
JEE A 2 2 s e i ot Bk, HOA AR B R B2 52 it
FRREEE . X RN B 75 B 5 1) S
SER LAY FLA R, £ I Bk [r) - 25 B,k 8] 8 et
A ZART REDR NI 8% I 25 40 SRR TR 2k, AT
T BBCIR B KR FR) -2 (Givnish, 1978a). FHX R,
JEL I B ek /N B N KT 32 I BH T, AR ik
[E] 3 S A, TR 6T 1R i 2%(WLE, 1997)
PR EERFAE AR )RR X i SRR R W S 25
[, TER:— R Z BMGENE - b, 25t &b,
5 e MAH L, V&R T e AR B, b T
PRI [l ) — v, B e A A BN A
&, Kb A8 (Givnish, 1978a; Wright et al.,
2004) o BT 4 n) T B ARG s B B4 BE S
¥, 8 AE 5 XU 22 (Baker-Brosh & Peet, 1997).
B4, V& PR O T ) SERAE G T R I R AU AE
BBt R (Royer & WIS, 2006). TEFEA 5T,
W14 38 0 B o AR R R I AR S e, i i ]
JE, DAL 4 ] R A T A bR ARG T 1) — ol 3 1 1
il (Peppe et al., 2011; Royer et al., 2012). Li%%
(2016)7E 43 A1 v B R AHE W ) it SRR AR IS, B0, 5
SEFNTE )R ) I R AE 22 S AR TR TR B TR,
R SR (B 05 ) TR AR LU SR (B AR R B &

RS MY R ESKAS IR, S MERE 9

Eb A3 ) 4> i (B R U MR, X AT REE R K
e HLAEVE A A ) ) SRS TE 2R 5 2 il 5
Wi, 75 BT R A, ST GOtk A 15 5
FEXT SRS IS M AR G, R A o5 SR Pl B o 7 A
TEMRBR X3, T 7EFEVA IR X AR X b o BRI, 72
PRAST I 2 A X6F W 255 1) 5 Wi B 75 28225 g G 4% 1) 5309
BB RZ .
32 MZERMTERERESSIEMNXR

W25 2H i FE — X A 2 R (R 4
el o DX Jak P 4 SR 1 LB o T 2520 Bk 5 A
[F) 1) 9% 22 — B2 oy 2B 785 2 B A0 10 74 05 (Wolfe,
1979; Adams et al., 2008; Peppe et al., 2011). HZ45y
A I At 5 A MR R R 2H RS AT R R R O
R, M@, FARYE A
(Bailey & Sinnott, 1915; Wolfe, 1979, 1993). M-Z4y
1 fi S Y5 T Bailey A1 Sinnott 7 20 TH 20 4] % A A 4
MIX RIS, TR B, FATHT R0 AT H DX XL
T AEY B A B L i A et R, TR AT H X
D)L A % v LA 1 L 45 i ) (Bailey & Sinnott,
1915, 1916). 2 Ji WolfeZ5(1979)F 7t T WAL 3£
Y X RS AR, 5 0GE ERAE T &4 Rs
SRR AR IA I MG R (B13), TR A T
=25 {%(Wolfe, 1979).

U, MRS E P RIR I K R 2
Wot. Z2HEARA, XIBAED RS YR

30
© b
o (X 7
E N 'l
m 5 20 £ 5
TS & .
gg LI
= ®e
QS Lo
g \5/ |)
= ))‘Iﬁ °
0 1 1 1 1
100 80 60 40 20 0
e Uivipiladl]

Percentage of species with entire-margined leaves (%)

(B3 7R ] R e 4 G et A7 ol A3 i -~ 24 0 T v
Ko WERHE, £, BAHIMEE. Atk
HNEAWAE L, g REFTL0.98. i H Wolfed(1979),
Kl2-3.

Fig. 3 Percentage of species with entire-margined leaves in-
creased with mean annual temperature in broad-leaved forests
of east Asia. From left to right, the percentage of species with
entire leaves increased while those with teethed leaves de-

creased. Fitted regression line was showed in white with RZ=
0.98. Modified from Figs. 2 & 3 in Wolfe et al. (1979).
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1] 5 2 1 1) 1 4 SO A AE 2 35 I B K R,
AJ T 2 IR (Gregory-Wodzicki, 2000; Royer
et al., 2005; Royer & Wilf, 2006; Royer €t al., 2009a;
Peppe et al., 2011; Chen et al., 2014). JETX—% %,
NN
2L 7E1E3E(Wolfe, 1979, 1995; Dolph & Dilcher, 1980;
Wilf et al., 1998; Adams et al., 2008). 7432 (Kowalski,
2002). BRYNEGH(Traiser et al., 2005). JEM#T b
[X (Jacobs, 1999). Z<ilV(Wolfe, 1979; Su et al., 2010;
Chen et al., 2014). # K F] ¥ (Greenwood et al., 2004;
Greenwood, 2005) /5 % 4Bk (Peppe et al., 2011; Royer
et al., 2012)& 7. 2 N EE LR TTE. 2RI,
AN 7] DX 3goh) 2t P 2 4 07 R AEABE TR 405 FEE R [ U
A7 B3 B % 5 (Greenwood et al., 2004; Adams
et al., 2008; Peppe et al., 2011), PRI T 5% A2 i)
WS AME. AN, H AT T R R L A
a1 B Tt R R ER(LE et al., 2016), M2k
ZH S 0o ik FEE P e %7 % JHG T 8 P A S S i PR i 75
— BT .

DA RSP 25 53 BT 5 SOV E M 2 20 1l 5 3R 2 TR 1)
K % (Gregory-Wodzicki, 2000; Royer et al., 2005,
2009a; Royer & Wilf, 2006; Peppe et al., 2011; Chen
et al., 2014). FETHEKAERFIEE, HERES
K I HATR P 3 A R o FE7K 73 78 2 AR
X, 2] RE 58 £ o B3 B 1 AR b (Adams et al.,
2008), PRI 4 2% 4 Bl LE ] 5 iR B2 2R I HE AR SR Y
MR MR, TR XA 2RI — L
T2 SR DASERS R K, 5] G i R I DR/ R - 2 4
(Parkhurst & Loucks, 1972; Givnish & Vermeij, 1976),
N T B AR B X P 5% (1) 5% . Wolfe (1993)7E 73 HT 42

KE T FEA X DL SR X R R 2 R
AN B BEE (outliers), B[V e th [X [ 4= 2k -4 F Lb
BB EARE T HABHX . S RIE T AR
55 Rk B [A] ) 9% £ (Wiemann et al., 1998; Wilf et al.,
1998; Peppe €t al., 2011; Moles et al., 2014). T&1k
PP B8 SRR 3 K BN Ik B ARG S e, A Bl TR
i 43 A F T e R R AN

25 20 RS A TR R O Bt S R A AR T R I 52
W, AHFFHE H, ARAEY . FEAEY) IR EY)
TEMZH RS IR FE R R R AR R 2 e R
T T HAETE ARG, M SRS 32 8 PR 1
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R K (Traiser et al., 2005); 1 B A K BRI AEY) A
LR RR 1) Sk O AT R AR S, A2 4k
FANEI 2 M Royer et al., 2012; Peppe €t al.,
2014). UhAh, TrEERHEAG AN 12 G R,
BT T3 A 110 it 5 0K 265 o) L P8 e 1 e UK, VE KR
KB 59(Royer et al., 2012).  H Fl AR (25
T 22 DXL A A HE P Bl T ARE ) A S &,
X BRI ] PR (1) I AF FT(Traiser et al., 2005) X4
FRXT- M4 TP HIATE 7T (Royer et al., 2012)%%; #F
I3 TR TR AR T &R, anxt bS5 (Adams
et al., 2008)F1% o [E{EiE HLIX (Chen et al., 2014)X(
T IRAR WA T8, S50 RBEAR [F] Fe AR — BN
IIHT. AERERMZ, DR AR % B8 2 2H i
5G] [ 5 RAEAS [F) AR V8 B (WNFR A5 E A 18] 1)
Z 5. Li%rQ016)W Fida th, £ ETFHIX, %4
TG IR A Gl Ll A8 5 U R 1) LA R TS (A R 1,
Bee 7K B4 22 AN BE DN iR E A 1) I 25 5 U PEE D 7D 5K %,
{EIRIE X AR 2 50 5 B A O R R
552 5% ) i PR B A AR 9 I 1 R AR S
(Jordan, 1997), Ui B Ze 5 H UG£ —Milk &
TRSF MR, HE46 P 50 T B 5% A I 2% 43 A5 (A% )=
(Dolph & Dilcher, 1980; Ackerly, 2004; Schmerler
etal., 2012) % H 5iR FEIA] (1) 5¢ 2 (Jordan, 1997; Lit-
tle etal., 2010; Jordan, 2011). Little%:(2010)# 41t
F1TRE S SR R, MRS AR IR B2
(1 /A5 5, B0 D7 LR A R S T3 SR
MG FR . S AT AT SRR 2 M 2 5 <A 1)
RATEHT G 2 FIR R RS e, X — BT Re A HE
o A FEF NI 25 R R B O8 R T RE 4R
VY20 KB LUK FRBE G A R 45 2R, R HE I b o 4
R, 250 HT A 2 P 0K (Jordan, 1997,
2011). Li%¥(2016)H H EARAE Yt — B IR IE T %
R4k 7 S 6F i -5 FE TR) 0% SR I B2 R, R IR
W 25 R A RS AT R OC &R, G
& EREA R, 2SR DG R A RHERE
ImiARgs, Wi e R B E AR
TR S5 2H RS AU D) 1) O 508 52 FAR R ZE 1)
Fom, BN /R NPIR LR, MO R, R
JR UL K RGOk B i LS (Wlf, 1997; Adams et al.,
2008; Peppe et al., 2011). K ALSETRAR M2 4T K
B, 4GRS SRR 2 AR PE R R,
HACE TG H R TR AR RIS RS 0 5 B



e, XATRES iZ X R s Y X R4
A 56 B J<(Adams et al., 2008). i 5 F) S )
G AT R I, BRI H A X S804 b B A R s b
51 £ 4= G - P Ao (R <YK RN TG > i), B i
S H ARSI R TR] ) 9% A A b FAD 3 [X 55 (Greenwood,
1992; Greenwood et al., 2004), 1XAJGE A& H Tk
RN bR P b 5T g s AN Al s o H TS S
(1K 232 Z R oM HARAE X 022 5, DRI, 4
TN [E] X Sl ST e 4 R AT e A BTz dE
Mo XGRS 43 BT IR ok iR B A SR — i A
T E 1

FER 2553t BB 5T Firide F B 2k 48 A il
WA XN A Bk (A ) IR A, U 3R
H 5K/ 2R R G T RAR O I L4 o
I AR B & A o T BOR 28, 6T 26
BB H AR/ BT ST 1S 22 (Jacobs, 1999; Royer
et al., 2005; Peppe et al., 2011). M5 % H A1 K/ 5
R RIRE TR R R, EFRARNHET, M
BHE B A2 H KA (Royer et al., 2005; Peppe et
al., 2011). IbAh, FAcer rubrumifga 78 & B, k%L
R P S PR 6 S A A (1) W] 8 3 5 BURE (Royer
etal., 2009b). fEAKBILH, Wit —0 RA 25
BT AL SR £ T A - )b LU A9 1% — B — R A 1 PR A1,
Wi g Gz M AR B H L RN E B TR, 4R
GO SR S SRR G R, AH AR E 42
LT HERA IR 71

4 MHENESEREZES

MR R 2 . B FUf — AN A
A, A 2 ANy oy A, Bk S
il TR H EA AN . — A B R T e
BRI (2% IR Z R OR, SRR RO, 2 Sk
ZIRZETL B A, MR A S EHRh 2 A
HH BN A B /N I 55 12 ] 1 DG 45 B SR, S
k. MEMMERE L, S hpmAaEHE R0
TEARBERE . Hilr rIu i AT & R )
— PEHE % (Medicago truncatula) & H T 2
SEALH, KB A PINNAL R a7 i 5 HoAh 2%
E AR, SEBLNE N2 B SRS 7
FE4NIAE(He et al., 2020), /NHAERE I —E8 57,
FEAZMSL )BT, BN AR e A F T R
AT FL I F 4 B 147 (Xu et al., 2009) .

PREDLSE: M RIESKAESDRE. B SRE 11

KT EMHBESE BRG], FE2EHWAE,
o3 AR ZETET 2R (Givnish, 1978b; Gates, 1980)
BRI A= K@ MW AR 15 (Niinemets et al., 2006; Mal-
hado et al., 2010). Z=T5PET RN N T,
XTLG T BRI I (K A R AR, KIS FL A
b, AH A AR 0 52 B BRI R AR B, RE Y
ST, AT RCH A, DT B AT 2 T iR A 25
1R, AFT R K5 (Gates, 1980). Bb4b, &t
Wi R e (S A A 25 /R, A TR T 5N AT DR
Hh /N TR, A KRR AR ZE I, DRt 5 - b 2 I
M T 5T 5 Hsu s T EECE IWL(Givnish,
1978a; Stowe & Brown, 1981). s A= K 3d A 15 )
FREPIEN, B, S aEyEs . S
CPEHE L, Wi, AR ik BN 2
(Niinemets et al., 2006; Wu et al., 2019), X3 7 I
A KRN, EAEXT T K APER 2 S AR 45 14,
S RSl LU BN, T ek RE R A PR AR )
3L, AT B A R AR 1 4 B AR K (Malhado et al.,
2010). Malhado%5(2010)2&F 7 5 FhR AR 1374 7K A
FEHLBIE SR IR, YR B AT BRI A 2 2 AN
BRI BRI, ISR T PusE A KR
WAk, VF 2 Je et 2 2 H Y (Givnish, 1978b), 1
Je Pl AR KRR UL A AT AR B, X — 4 (]
S HR T PR A KA

H A5 2 (R 78 LA L. S i
HlgEre) . AMASELRENER NE, RHE
WP FRLE I i 454 1) 22 7:(Koch et al., 2018),
FE WM AR S R A B AR R S T
(Niinemets, 1998), fEM F ot SRR G4 S
{2 7 (Yang et al., 2019a; #X 5 4%, 2019)%% ., i#X
J7 B AE(2019) 38 i X e 40 B SR TS B i Rl R 6
AN BRI Tl 8 HA S AR R T A7 A 2K RS AL
5 BRA B A 38 Y. 325 v T B AR o, BV AR AR
TEGRACIRES N PR PR SIL TR, PARRRE 2% <X
AN AN = K N RN [ R N AN T ]
FAL EEH AR T 3 2 B A5 1 8 SR R B AU R #
(Niinemets, 1998; Warman et al., 2011; Wu et al.,
2019). SHAAHEL, SHAMHENE KT
HMOGE R, DR B A8 I B0 SR ERE ) AR X
A K#EE (Wu et al., 2019; Yang et al., 2019a). LAk,
AW FiTa t, A AR & S A
b ¥% F & 2 AN [F) (Niinemets, 1998; Warman et al.,
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2011).

TR B0 43 A B FL 7 R A e R T B AR
YR IEAF RS AL L] . BE SR, T
A T H AR AR R A HL B K &2 D i X

(Xuetal., 2009). 7E/NRBE F, B R)/N25 5 i,

1E 652 B AL B W (Givnish, 1978b); M £E X 48 N B
[, SRR AR LU RO I, BRI
AR 5 1 FE FIAE ) S V7 9<(Rollet, 1990; Turner,
2001). H AT =734 5 =00 18] 5 R BB FE
MR WA MBI S R, HHER. B
i P52 A5 v B 7K R AR ) X33 L A L (Stowe &
Brown, 1981),

5 RE

H T, A £ 2 s = Mgk
W, —REHPEBERR, kAN B EZE
S, = MATFEE R EE R R Y SR H
L SCHER PSR . =R T S A A B (WALE, 1997,

Wiemann et al., 1998; Royer et al., 2005; Traiser et al.,

2005; Peppe et al., 2011). FiIFFH 723K B £ B
P WEE, HAEE SRR ARA] AN 22 5, (HAERS
207, AR T /INX S 7 FEAE RO 7T, X LA e £
KR BESHHERI7EA HT KRR,
TEzthMéEB‘E B TCH SR NI TE A2 7 (Wolfe et
» 1999). IhAL, B HR 52 HRE PR A B o s A
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