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M E EMF(Camellia ptilophylla Chang) LERRKLEAREH, HELEWERE
. FEBHF—RADTR, HHEED, BHERER, HHEE. BERARSHEE
KHREEHFERADE, RFBENFEHIEAR, HARBNBSTHEDHE, B
MERNTHEENE, PHEROREBHRLFRE, HRESILBOMS, ERRFE
LRIAHARER.

xR\ Betr, &5, BEEY

H1981EREXR REMKLUR, MNERHAL NS RERIE. LEHE, HER
HRERR G EETCND. EHESTERREERBEEWORERR, RETTR
AER -FFEF, RAERNRFEXO,

1 BB5AE

1.1 ## FEEHFRRFZEHRE.

1.2 7 QOEHFHHAFAAEZ, HIRE10um KAKTSE, UBORERLE,
EXRFDHETHR. QEELH. BRAAEEMEHKF. @K BEMBKENNS
AEE. OEHFHFHFAABRGEKBR: HREumAE ), AAME S5
SIS, MMM AR N. ORMERE: B EBKN (4.5:4,5:1) B 4EER
HRERDK, BREAGTREBI8h, 7285 KA LR E645, 663nmit Y ¢ &
B, BBAron AXNTEMHSZELRRHGEabREE.

2 ER5t

FEEMFEEREWMELOD~80DIKT, B2 ~5m, SHEBLE, fE
A, WEETR, BTRPERTFERKFOHRE, HRgaRsd, SHE R 48
AN, EHARE0, 1m*/ 1k, TR ERMERK, BATETIem?, HHKTiK, &EH
s, Ra@, HERRERFHL.70mg/g-BE, HRFEa/bLL{E0,79, HE % £X
MR, HRESABERDLHT6A/mm* leaf, FIHFEHFHTEYRBER, —K H
AR, EABET, WEEERE0,8~1.2m, 2HEEHEAMFERIL, HEHEE,

A3C19914E 5 A 150 KT
o ERAREESHRETE
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WEEHEK, HEZRHBLTEHEEAENF, BEMHER--RE L~ 3m?/ik, 1M &
BNTHER, BARMEHAS8em?, B (WHRETOS £4 ) ERQEHFH JTK
T ZRe, AERBLHRELESE TN 9mg/g-SEEM R Ka/bLE{H 50,82, W3
ESALHEBED, FHI5A/ mm* i, A RGBT FH RN, TR G,
HEAERHHNEL, TR ELSRTH1 . 260me/eg-BEH, H-4Fa/blh 1§ 50,94, W
RESABNS, FH1134/mm?, 3 MAEETEMHFHFREHFTRXL REKR].
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Tab,1 The morphological stractures of leaves of C,ptilophylla Chang in the

wild and cultivated environment

& BB (um) }E%Jﬁi
i HE sk T OB EH M Epk Rk Ek (A

R KRR A HH KRB HE ARG PEE mnd)

*® W-#L 332,5 26,6 13,3 53,2 239,4 0,22 1130,5 332,5 133,0 113
BHH#L  297.,3 24,3 12,1 39,9 22,0 0,18 1330,5 399.0 159,6 95

MEW 266,0 23.4 11,5 33,1 200,0 0,16 704,9 172,9 66,5 76

FAEEHENHFEE., MERAKSHBERNBIEEHRERAKR, FEEHF
M HEEE266,0um, MHELEBO0.18 T HEH KM FMERII2.5um, HEEREL W K
550,22, MFETRENEE A BENFS>HHEFRS>TFLEEHS, B=HERIR
BA. FEEMFERRN, ERRIAT04,9m, BABNTEBRENE, VENKE
PR&ZA1130,5um, BHEM K ERERA1330.0um, WM FRAR/NKIZE R TH AR
HEHFHHSFARDERRBAN. HEEORERESHKANME-EXR, A
HOESENOME, HETAERERPEDAZ LB AR REEESKMEN, RER
FOF A EH RS KRN, FEHRHRELHBOE, EEKIARHBNTH
BEg, TARSSEHBREIEMM.

WA FEMER RABEEER, TAEIEHFHANRERESEH (BER1 —
2~4).,

Ox£FKE. EHFMHEXKERNLZKBRHENES, REFARMSAL. B4 2K
MARZEMETREENF, TERBTHELFGFEMAREETC). S x U H
HEMEE REAREFAE. SAERMBERABRER-—KE, EHFELRERR
HERHERRB RIXE, ¥$BESY, RUARKREREEAMNKRN. PIAEYEISRKNE
A, BEBI—-BWER, ERETakFBINER, REHFHALALHC)

QM WAL, EMF M AHASLRRZK, MR AEMBRUALALE, RE—5 #
BEES,NTHNER, EBRTHAERERNESEN O NARAEY. T4 BN FRME
BERGRAFHTBLRIFEH R OBR, ARERA, AeS5kasSSERAEM
X, BRIFAEHFERTHRT R — MGG RAEE  FFAE 0 FH AR Hr- R R BRI
BATREEWRN. WHTHENWERAANHZEKEN RS TV BB,
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QEBRLE. EMHFHNETRELSHER MR, BRRKF (BRI—5),
B RESRE HENT BB S BRE, BDARHREEETNASE, RRIa8
EERALSN. HRASRNETRIMNEESE 1 ~ 2 BREERBAR. PREHE
EPERH, FRENEEBEASAME, KABAXLMRTRENFEER K. £k
WEBHEEH FRERE, EEEYARERS, EREVIEE, BERN -SHRAR. K
RBSBELHRLIE (AKRI—6 ). : '

B Plat]
1~3, RRERTENFZESHRDE: 1, BhBER, 2. 0V EHE, 3. B4
BHF, 4, BHEHANIRESHBUE (TRSRAK ), 6. N9, RESH
kM. 6~9, BHIENMOEREEL: 6, HETHRNERXSY, 7. HADNARSE
B, 8. MEROEAR, 9. SEHRNMEE
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EM-F M NARARE RHFRFE MK 7 5 e mia b, FHALNEFED
RRER. OEHh., EHRNEBEE AEMRRE, SERESBTIHKNEELKE
REWEEEAAD (BRI —9 ). OF&. ENFH PSR EELSHTERE
BRRERBER MR EERE T, PESAETREEREH (ER1-—4, 7), &
REBERWRROBE (EARI—7 ), SRSHBLEEHLHNTARERI,

EMHFHAALAPEEHISBOAAE (AR —8) . XA EER, #
R AR, FHBRSR, ANFHE, xemaEREERR, B43528%ER Aok
REASH, FETENSWNREK, W RAREHEIIEE, REEGTIESRE SRR,
Exstiegx, "R RERE®,

BRI Plat)
10, EHFHA L ERERE, 11, EHEHGTRERE
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The Comparison of the Morphological and Anatomical
Feature between Wild and Cultivated Camellia rtilophylla

Wang Jin* Hang Dechung Ye Chuangxing

Abstract The morphological structure of Camellia ptilophylla Chang under different
ecological environments is variable, In wild state it is usually a small rtee with
less Jeaves and its area of single leaf is larger, The difference of thickness in
leaves and palisade tissuye ratio is not comspicuous between the wild plant and
cultivated plant in shaded adistrict, Because of triming and plucking, cultivated
C. ptilophylla is usually shrubby, there are much more leaves and its area of
single leaf is less than wild C, ptilophylla, The leaves of cultivated in open area
are thickened obviously and stomata of the epieermis are increased, Thus anatomi-
cal characteristics in the leaves of C, ptilophylla under different environments
showed some diferences from our experiments,

Keywords Camellia ptilophylla, ecological, morphological structure
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