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Table 2 Repeated measurement variance analysis results of morphology indicators of active fine root

75 S R R SR TRL MERHM TSA SR TRT S ANAR EAZ ARD

Source of variation P F P F P F P F
fi5f[] Time 0.010 4.541 0.015 4.061 0.067 2.593 0.038 3.119
fifA] + 7 35 4L 7 Time * Cover treatment 0.188 1.289 0.291 1.170 0.243 1.221 0.642 0. 894
AL Cover treatment <0.001 10. 560 0. 004 88.345 <0.001 12.426 0.154 1.884
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Table 3 Multiple comparisons result of morphology

indicators of active fine root
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Fig.1 Dynamic changes of morphology indicators of active fine root
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Table 4 Repeated measurement variance analysis results of morphology indicators of dead fine root
A2 SRR BARK TRL SR AR TSA SARREL TRT IR EAR ARD
Source of variation P F P F P a P F
B [&] Time 0.018 3.886 0.017 3.905 0.003 6.036 0.489 1.011
Hif 18] = B 35 AL BH Time * Cover treatment 0.358 1.108 0.371 1.096 0.135 1.374 0.081 1.497
AP Cover treatment 0.585 0.726 0. 620 0.671 0.489 0. 888 <0.001 12.984
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Table 5 Multiple comparisons result of

morphology indicators of dead fine root

B e EARK BRI MRS SPIAIR AR

Cover methods ~ TRL/mm  TSA/mm®>  TRT//4> ARD/mm
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Fig.2 Dynamic changes of morphology indicators of dead fine root
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Effects of Different Cover Treatment on the Growth and Death of
Fine Roots of Camellia oleifera

LIU Jun-ping' , ZUO Ji-lin®, QIN Jian', YAN Meng', CHENG Li', WANG Han-kun',
ZHOU Zeng-liang' , HU Dong-nan'

(1. College of Forestry, Jiangxi Agricultural University, Jiangxi Provincial Key Laboratory of Forest Cultivation, Nanchang 330045, Jiangxi, China;
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2. Jiangxi Academy of Forestry, Nanchang 336000, Jiangxi, China)

Abstract: [ Objective ] To study the effects of cover treatment on the growth and death of fine root of Camellia
oleifera. [ Method | Using minirhizotron dynamic monitoring technology, and taking C. oleifera “Changlin 4”
forest as test material , four treatments ( black mulch film, Camellia shelll, peanut rod + straw, ecological film)
and the control (no cover) were set up. The fine roots of C. oleifera in the 0 ~40 cm soil profile were observed
for one year. [ Result] The results indicated that the treatments of peanut stalk + straw and black mulching sig-
nificantly increased the total root length, total root tip number and total surface area of the fine roots of C. oleif-
era, and peanut stalk + straw treatment was the best. However, the black mulch treatment had the most pro-
nounced effects in promoting the average diameter of the live fine roots. The total root length, total root tip num-
ber and total surface area of fine roots treated with any of the four treatments were larger than that of the control.
Compared with the control treatment, all the four cover treatments contributed to reducing the diameter of the
dead fine roots, and the difference was significant. The total root length, total root tip number and total surface
area of fine roots of C. oleifera peaked in March and June to July. The total root length, total root tip number and
total surface area of the dead fine roots changed more gently in the spring and then slowly increased. The net
growth rate of fine roots of C. oleifera increased at first and then decreased, peaked from May to June. The pea-
nut stalk + straw treatment and black mulching treatment significantly increased the annual net (root length)
productivity of fine roots of C. oleifera, while the treatment of peanut stalk + straw was the most obvious.
[ Conclusion | Summer is the peak period of fine root growth and death of C. oleifera. The peanut stalk + straw
treatment has the most significant effect on promoting the fine root amount and annual net (root length) produc-
tivity of C. oleifera, and the black mulching treatment has the most obvious effect on promoting the diameter in-
crease of fine roots of C. oleifera.

Keywords: Camellia oleifera; Cover treatment; fine root; growth; death; net growth rate
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