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Fig. 1 Effect of slope aspect on plant morphology index of P. semicordata (Wall. ) Planch
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Table 1 Significant results on three indexes
3535 KRB Days of cultivate 3 [h) Slope aspect
A8 & Variable
F Sig. F Sig.
B2 Stern diameter 19. 555 0.000% * 4. 858 0.018*
43 45%% Branch number 57.916 0.000% * 6. 629 0.012*
A3 BK Total branch length 62,548 0. 000 * 6. 201 0.014*

¥ % % P<0.01,* P<<0.05, T,
Note: * * P<(0.01,* P<C0. 05. The same below.

2.2 JEmxHICLL FERT BB A 1R R T
ME 2 ATRE A RS i = R L R M A
BAEREETARMNEN. 5 MELERYE EIHE

68

P BEEYE M AR R & B WRE. R RTE
BB JE K R T AR AR LA AR fE B, BT 10 d
RN, 10~30 d KB, 30~40 d BFFH-& M
P, iR K ESTEEMN ELE R AT AR
Pl YRR, BTN 2RSS 40 KB, K TE EL 45
J1.27.1.22.1.17 F1 1. 16, R B0 7 AE MR 0 B 25 28
DI/ 2 e IR ARG I PE . AR 8 A AR T AR
HEHET 4 N ERRE A ORI, J6 3 AR B A % 4%
i) 9 — BAS TP R B B, T LS PE - AR
- AR L SRR K BB 7
5 40 REF, 18 45 1H 5 90 46 1B /9 LLAB 4 31 9 1. 85,
1. 60,1. 45 A1 1. 31, A] JLAG 3 A A 55 B RBARL 2 PTARHC
BRI,



Ay« EHIER -

HF B L 201701):67~71

N B Pl =]l

dbl

TRRXRXRZ

RS EEEEEEREIEK

Ll
ANNNNNNN

wwyrajewtiad JeaT X [y

(

B0 0000000000000,
ANNNNNNN

Ha

F4 38, Days of cultivate/d

R L
“ﬁé

F4 38, Days of cultivate/d

__
S ongnono
= on o N — — O

WSS S[ON_T Z( SH

L L L
o Qo o o o o o O
~ & Vv F & a —

wwy3usf yea 3 Y dn

BEFEHREL Days of cultivate/d

40

40

B35 KA Days of cultivate/d

H2 WEXMFESERHZRE

Fig. 2 Effect of slope aspect on leaf morphology indexes
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Table 2 Result of variance analysis on morphological

characteristics of leaves
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Fig. 3 Effect of slope aspect on weight of leaf
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Table 3 Result of variance analysis on leaf weight

TR 135 K%L Days of cultivate 3] Slope aspect

Variable F Sig. F Sig.
Wt Fy 8¢ i B Fresh weight of leaf ~ 23. 584 0. 000 * * 5.460  0.021*
TR E Dry weight of leaf  59.666  0.000% *  6.655 0.012*
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Fig. 4 Effect of slope aspect on relative electrical conductivity and chlorophyll content of leaf
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Table 4 Result of variance analysis on chlorophyll content and
relative electrical conductivity of leaf

TR B RBY Days of cultivate 3 (5] Slope aspect
Variable F Sig. F Sig.
W4 % & & Chlorophyll content 122 463 0.000* *  100. 744 0.000* *

LRSS

Relative electrical conductivity
2.5 RBRECEHATEETN
W TR =R I RAERTE 4 Fh LT N AR
FLAERPR SRR SR BE 15T 25K B SR B, XA ]
AERF BRI A KRB AT LRSI, K ST
LA TAFRBEERILEERRIUFE—EES,

109. 352 0.000% * 96,641 0.000% *
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Table 5 Comprehensive evaluation of growth status
Z R mE¥ R Ak B
Inspection Western Eastern Northern Southern
indicator slope slope slope slope
HZHFE Stem diameter 0.854 0.756  0.874 0. 665
2343 Branch number 0.667 0.142 0.852  0.265
Jr3 B K Total branch length 0.732 0.103 0.785 0. 245
M Se B Leaf width 0.692 0.294 0.8656 0. 221
It H K Leaf length 0.537 0.269 0.600 0.115
I Fr B Leaf perimeter 0.647 0.287 0.550  0.302
I FE 5 Leaf area 0.673 0.155 0.701 0. 105
B4 KB Petiole length 0.489  0.267 0.510 0.248
Wt F 8¢ i B Fresh weight of leaf 0.836 0.452 0.856  0.442
I FF i & Dry weight of leaf 0.920  0.441 0.900 0.315
AH%HH 53R Relative electrical conductivity 0.662  0.492  0.725 0. 401
4% 2 & & Chlorophyll content 0.321 0.197 0.256  0.102
PR RIR RBE
Average membership function value 0681 0.9 0.70L 028
2584 Total ranking 2 3 1 4

AR TS B RSB RO YE A A, L =t
J€ L pR R A AR SR J R YME D 0. 701,458 7F
Wit . FdEERAR,EHME D 0. 285, TR E
Hr, 438112k 0. 681 F 0. 329,
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Comparison of Growth Condition of Parthenocissus semicordata
(Wall. ) Planch in Different Slope Aspects

LIU Guofei' , XU Yongli"?* ,LI Fuping'***
(1. College of Mining Engineering, North China University of Science and Technology , Tangshan , Hebei 063009; 2. Hebei Key
Laboratory of Mining Development and Security Technology » Tangshan , Hebei 0630093 3. Tangshan Research Academy of Industrial
Technology of Ecological Restoration of Mining Areas, Tangshan , Hebei 063009)

Abstract: Parthenocissus semicordata (Wall. ) Planch was used as test material. Four different slope aspects
(Eastern slope, South slope, West slope, North slope) were set up and the growth condition of plant was
investigated to study the influence of slope aspect on growth condition of the Parthenocissus semicordata (Wall. )
Planch by testing the relevant indicators, The results showed that the biomass accumulation of leaves and added
value of relevant indicators of leaves in the Northern slope were relatively ideal, both morphological index and
physicochemical indexes were better than other slopes. The growth condition from the first to the inferior order
was Northern slope>>Western slope>>Fastern slope>>Southern slope,

Keywords: light ; Parthenocissus semicordata (Wall. ) Planch;growth condition;slope aspect

71



