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Health status evaluation of Camphora officinarum based on physiological indexes
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( Guangdong Provincial Key Laboratory of Silviculture, Protection and Utilization, Guangdong Academy of Forestry, Guangzhou 510520, China )

Abstract: The health status of Camphora officinarum Nees is the prerequisite for realizing their economic, landscape, ecological,
and cultural values. Employing objective methods for assessing their health is important for improving tree management and
achieving their multiple values. In this study, a pot experiment was conducted to examine changes in 27 physiological and
biochemical indicators under different health states (health, sub-health, weak)of C. officinarum. Subsequently, 23 selected
indicators were tested through outdoor sampling. Finally, 13 key indicators were ultimately identified using correlation analysis and
principal component analysis, namely, moisture content, total protein content, soluble sugars content, flavonoids content,
malondialdehyde content, gibberellin content, abscisic acid content, peroxidase activity, catalase activity, leaf thickness, upper
epidermal thickness, lower epidermal cell thickness, and palisade thickness. An individual health evaluation method for C.
officinarum was derived as F=0.378F,+0.315F,+0.199F;+0.109F,, along with an adjusted comprehensive score F. It includes four
grades of health status, i.e. healthy, sub-healthy, weak, and endangered, which was demonstrated to be objective, accurate and
feasible. The results provide new ideas and practical guidance for the health evaluation and scientific maintenance of C.

officinarum and ancient trees.
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M)z, REEFENAESMTEFLR, BA
BB N SCH 8 4 {8 (Erre et al., 2010; Duan et al.,
2015; Mt %, 2019) o FEAR 19 A KRS AL Z A K IR
e YA il A 5% i, 6 A KR S Orthaga achatina
Butler, N XU 1% Polylopha cassiicola Liu et Kawabe
S WO R IE WS [Glomerella cingulata (Stonem.) Spauld.
et Schrenk]. i #i % ( Cytosporella cinnamomi Turconi) %5
93 10 L GBX '} B %%, 2016; Chen etal., 2021) , AP,
R A TG A AL AE AR AE 2 Rh IR B, PR o, g
JREAR TR AR A BT . B 7 R (1 S IR A 2 O i B
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SCHAE, 20225 Fu et al., 2025) o J2 R 43 Bt v 3 3 1)
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R L, B A A R AR AL, B TR Kk
L AR R A E S S B . HATTER R
e BRVEAT IF, 4% BRA et AT AR A A5 A 2 R
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B N AR bR BB S 6 R R (e R i 0, {H R
T 35 ORI A ) A A7 E B R 3 08 (e 2 ) 4%
2009; 75K HEAF, 2009; 45K, 2020) o Kl BE T L,
B A A BRE DY 51k v 8 45 B B NS B 7 R AR A A
(58 305 %, 2025) . 9 4l : Stravinskienes (2018) 7E ff
S8 N T X E& 32 0 ARG ASCE 1Y G I Bertolin 45
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5 XU ok B A6 00 AR AR ) £ R XU %6

LA BT A W, 25 IR A felt B DF ¢ 45 A AT T 22
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F T, B oM (103.0 £2.8) cm, T IE M (352 + 1.4)
om, BB EHE . P BRI 55 3 FUIR AR A AR LA A
ARG H ) AT RS H B R85k 1K
WAERAR3d I FA&bEK LR, 25545 7d 1
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10 B, HCAWAE PR PR — B (1) o ARBE 21 d R TT
AORAE, SR R S RS, FHUE 4RI T 3R 1E7K 04

MR R TARTE ) AR A8 BRI T s [ REA
2l P (21°48'N, 113°03" E) #EAT, REMLEER 21 BRAEH (5
KA R B, 5 Z1~221) o REEFR AL R AR A 1 X
Sl v B (e T 50 o 0 R ) A R — 2K 7 T
WIZR. B PE . b4 Jr 3 SR E M, BERERE
KL 60 o 275 (il 24 A il JE 38 2 B R A )
(DB4401/T 126—2021) X A KR 0L . A K5 L 4E
Py TR 45 i B VT4 48 b 109 I 23 A, T A A AR R
18 {8 R 27 - 45 81 (Health index, HI) {H .

19
HI :ZA,-B,- (1)
i=1

A, HE R i 44 R ZR 5 48 80 A, 8 5 i D Fe AR
JIT X IOE A AR A B, NS @ AR AR T R AN . OE
W 3.8 < HIS5.0; 359 2.5< HI<3.8; Wi fh 0< HI<2.5,
1.2 RXIGIEFRINE 7 3%

TR B BEALE I 10 F /N AT G R E
M, SRR E, SRS AE 5SS C AT T EE
&, AR EmH T E . K Weatherley(1950) $2 H 14 J7
PoatFE M R i &R, AT

MR EARE (%) = (MR -ty TE) /

i - i H ) x 100 (2)
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Fig.1 Three treatments of C. officinarum in pot experiments

VE: A fERELL B. TARHELL; C. 523541
Notes: A. Health group; B. Sub-health group; C. Weak group.
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¥ (Malondialdehyde, MDA) . i & {1k ¥/ i ( Peroxidase,
POD) . #8 % 1k ¥) I5; 1L i ( Superoxide dismutase, SOD) .
i3 % tb 5 ( Catalase, CAT) . Hi ¥ 4: K Z (Indole acetic
acid, IAA) . #i ¥ JF B % (Gibberellic acid, GA) il ##
W) W 7% 2 ( Abscisic acid, ABA), 43 %Il fii I - ¥ fiff B¢
APy RH A BR A AR AR R TG ) TTC 25 46 I3 57 &2
(ML095008) . 2% & iy 5 % 4 1 & & i ik ) i
A £ (ML093075) . A8 P 1 75 M B 1ok dat 26 0 7 3k 74
& (ML093065) . #i ¥ & 1 3 4t 75 W 5 1 71 & (ML
095235) . i ) 28 B A sl o vk DN 3R] & (MIL095245) |
MDA {2 3230 72 3 57 & (ML094965) | it 48 AL ¥y i 7%
P o vk I 3 9] A (MIL095204 ) | 8 481k 49y 15 1k ity
T P B 7 0 R 8 (MIL092620) | ik 4 Ak &l 1
P B B 9 I 5 R ) £ (MIL095270) | 7 K % ELISA ik
# & (ML147100-2) | 77 %5 % ELISA {71 & (ML072782)
B 7% B2 ELISA 15 & (ML077235) #4745

HYUE A5 B HERREL 5~8 F i H, R 38 B ik
T U) TR B B AL 2, IR U AE TO%FAA 18] 5E Wi (I %€
YR W), 38 i R FE 4k IR AR MR A R 4 7 58
WA ) R #RE . {3 A Image-Pro Plus 6.0 # {4 (Media
Cybernetics 2> w7, 3¢ [E )l & i - J& & (leaf thickness,
LT). 3% 41 e J& & (upper epidermal thickness, UET) .
T 2% % 40 Jif0 J& & (1ower epidermal thickness, LEF) F#}
1% 20 41 J5 B (palisade thickness, PT), %> A< 5 4 il
10 ¥R, AN [R) EE A ) A4 1R 2238 L R 1.0~3.0 pm( F
BHEAE, 20255 5 H 45, 2023) o

BEIRTCE BRI 2UF A 15~30 F,
22 FH R AE A R B R A R R BEAT R L A
e bR AL 5 A (N L B (P) . #1(K) | 5 (Ca) . BE (Mg) .
B (Cu) . ¥E(Zn) . ¥ (Fe) . M(B) . % (Mn) %L E 1
T, MRS R(ER P2 E NN E ) (GB

5009.268—2016) Al (L4 b 40, WL A1 A9 I ) (NY/T
2017—2011) o Herbr: A4 4 20 A P 2R BIL TG E
2, i B BAL L RR A A AL A R A F
47 SKD-1100) #E 47 K5 At 6 52 40 5% [ {3
RN bR, i RO S S R R B (R
PerkinElmer 2\ 7, %15 NexION®1000) 777 ¥ l .
1.3 XM HAE

25 ME A G & B L Bz R i A O &R U (Pearson
correlation coefficient), F r 78 o 0.8<|r|<1 M # 58 41
%, 0.6<71<0.8 Jy 3 A 5%, 0.3<[7|<0.6 N 1 AT, 0<
<03 A EAHE . AU

> (X=X)(¥-Y)
r=— o = (3)
> X\ [ -y
i=1 i=1

S Y%ZX ?:ﬁ;on
14 EpHaHmAE

F 143 43 B ( Principal component analysis, PCA) HT,
F L F 56528 5 X Z B 2tk 40 & R
LU

F,=u,X; +0y, X5 +...+1,,X, (4)

K, p b E R BIAEL, u R A5 ISR FE b AR ) R AR

2 %5 B SCHRAE(2023) 1Y J7 3 0 3R 50 0 2E AT
Z-Score A 1fE AL b 1, 4K 5 HE AT ORE & VT (Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy, KMO) I
Bartlett £ 50 PFfli . %5 KMO>0.5 H. Bartlett £ % P<0.05,
22 W B (W) LA R 47 9 A DG, W6 A T2 B 43 43 BT 1)
& A . 455 Kaiser N, 18 bR AL £00E T 90 1R
FEOEE>1 B (E R 42 bR o . 15 2 10 87T R 2L (75>0.5,
#7>0.7 W Sy 5 25 4 A1 ) Bk DA AS 1840 4R A A 1 B3 RO
Dy AR AT R R AT
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{ifi i Excel( Microsoft, 3 [# ) #l Prism 9.0( GraphPad,

F ) FREE S AR, R FHAE 2 44 SPSSAU Chttps:/

(6)

spssau.com/indexs.html, Jt 5 F 22 Bl £ 75 R A 7] ) #E47
FAR O 22 4 #7 (One-way ANOVA) | #H 56 P 2 #71 &
TR T A

2 RS0

21 ERERITMN ISR E

30 A I 45 B 19 26 301, A T P B E 1
27 MR bR, RECT YIS B YR | M2
MR, TR GRS KK BRRNE R L
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Tab.1 Summary table of indoor health monitoring indicators for C. officinarum

WS oAl KRN e B . fekt b3 fEE]
Group Detection indicator Health Sub-health Weak Trend
L) gy K H % 59.57+4.58Cc 48.63+1.70Bb 27.93+1.29Aa T K
Material content BAEH/(mgemL™) 0.05£0.01Aa 0.05£0.02Aa 0.09::0.00Bb LTt
AR/ (mgemg ™) 2.99+0.11Aa 13.60+0.44Bb 4.53£0.16Aa I 7t

S/ (mgeg™ 8.39+0.24Aa 9.01+0.62Aa 10.42+0.05Aa o
K/ (mgeg™) 14.11£0.38Aa 50.29+0.52Bb 27.12+11.69ABa I 7
MDA/(nmol-g™) 24.77+0.52Aa 72.58+1.49Bb 59.17+2.32Bb b I+
ARG J1/(ngeheg™) 24.69+4.83Aa 21.1442.42Aa 54.26212.74Bb (5513

[EE7E &S TAA/(pmol-L™) 21.65£0.91Aa 24.79+0.18Aa 22.48+1.85Aa x
Plant hormone GA/(nmol-L"™) 157.6247.47Aa 195.24+11.98ABa 226.48+2.69Bb It
ABA/(ng-L™) 84.04+4.93Aa 103.68+18.90ABa 118.24+9.84Bb Tt
ity 25 1% 1 POD/(U-g™) 12 880.00+240.00Aa 31893.33+2 088.19Bb 24 440.00+2 868.50ABa [ 7t
Enzyme activity CAT/(pmoleminsg™) 10.8343.39Aa 32.44+6.41Bb 223348.50ABa L7t
SOD/(Us+g™) 150.84+64.00ABa 177.54+40.81Bb 52.59+5.22Aa L
YL LT/um 235.32+95.21Aa 219.46+97.04Aa 209.46+81.21Aa T K
Organization structure UET/um 27.54+4.81Bb 23.66+5.07ABa 20.60+4.61 Aa a3
LEF/um 19.20+2.69Bb 13.94+2.12Aa 11.44+3.53Aa TR
PT/um 42.64+3.49Aa 57.90+5.92Bb 40.46+4.23Aa TR
JTERY & N/(mgekg™) 26 534.17+2 091.69Cc 8 425.24+258.85Aa 14272.96+1 141.57Bb %
Element content P/(mgekg ) 2 063.98+87.10Cc 1 083.86:94.96Aa 1 696.23+64.98Bb TH
K/(mgekg™) 13 310.54%1 195.52Cc 7931.16£626.73Aa 10 074.53+779.12Bb T B
Ca/(mgekg™) 10 250.57+1 870.27Aa 17 558.05+445.47Bb 23379.55+1343.12Cc b F+
Mg/(mg-kg™") 3115.20+271.82Bb 2345.31+340.7Aa 2219.06+246.09Aa TR
Cu/(mgekg™) 15.46£0.44Cc 7.42+0.48Aa 10.71£1.32Bb TR
Zn/(mgekg™) 37.91+£2.01Bb 32.39+2.94Aa 37.90+2.14Bb LTt
Fe/(mg+kg™") 385.09+42.56Aa 510.33£29.5Bb 578.19+14.89Cc I 7
B/(mg-kg ™) 26.862.15Aa 34.11£3.65Bb 43.12+2.40Cc EF
Mn/(mgekg™) 112.82+7.42Aa 234.77+43.63Bb 192.13+10.14Bb ot

T B 2 o 7 2 8 6 o R 1T 2K, BOHE 43 BT R JH One-way ANOVAJT 22 43 47, fdi JH Duncan'sit 8 #% 2% 1t HI W B 3 M 25 5, AT A A K
5 RNk B 3 22 ORI (P<0.01), ANE/NG 78 7R 1k Bl 8 35 22 57 K F (P<0.05) .

Notes: Data are presented as mean + standard error. One-way ANOVA was performed with Duncan's multiple range test to identify the significant differences.

Different uppercase letters on the same line denote highly significant differences (P<0.01), while different lowercase letters indicate significant differences

(P<0.05).

Yojs o B R AR b EE AR A OKRR . BEA
FIVEPERE . S R EER . N T MDA, RIS 1A
R 5 K R R IR 285 9 o 55 T 8 5 P, ML i e 3
V. f B A 55 1) A R, R K R 59.57%

A>T 10.94% 1 31.64%; B S RAEEFIRET
B8 At 8 bR 2 I S 4 s R PR AT BR Y
2.99 mg/mg 4 fill 10.61 mg/mg J& X 8 /> T 9.07 mg/mg;
ZE B MDA (19 5 & AR 255 EIHE T B iE
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*ﬁ%i&%%’é%ﬁi%@Aii&%mA &R
GA FJii 7% B2 ABA 45 HAER AR FERE T
TR E % GAH ABA & Ei’aﬁﬁﬂ%ffﬁﬂiﬁﬁﬁa;
PR BT, 5l R AR LL, I i R R R 55 R
) GA & 5 3 W T 37.62 nmol/L il 68.86 nmol/L,
ABA & E I T 19.64 ug/L F1 34.20 pg/L.

fiti 5 1 I3 48 br F E AL i S AL Y POD, it 4R
LA CAT Fl i S P E; fk i SOD 45 . POD i £ i
fet B 2 52 55 W AN T 11 560.00 U/g, CAT % 14 56
FEHN21.61 pmol/mineg J5 MK 10.11 pmol/mineg;
SOD ?ﬁﬁfﬁ%’%#ﬂt*?ﬁ@@ﬁﬁ%ﬁkﬁ 98.25 U/g.

HALEH K A8 br £ 25 LT, UET. LEF Al PT

%o LTrEMEM 55 Mk f2 vh e A B &k, =
55 R UET B il HE BT 5 2 N FE T 6.94 um; LEF B
W M R B T AR T R AN i PR A A (e R
IRAS PT b & 14 0 15.26 pm,

JLR G REIER AT N, P, K, Ca, Mg, Cu,
Zn, Fe. Mn Hl B &F . 5 {g BB 40 L, W0 filt R B N
P. K. Cu., Zn % & KgAK, Ca. Fe, B By & & i
AN Mg B9 & 1 rh A R 3 0 R Y o R P R
1> 769.89 mg/kg; W {d FE A1 55K A T Mn 19 =8
fet J3E Y 35 484 121.95 mg/kg F1 79.31 mg/kg.

i B XA A eT R T R TAA AE R[] {g

FREAR S 0] BA 3 22 5, SRR A R A i
%9 &
O yo48 S
“%’ FFTe TS s
R 026 027 017 [506970.54 055 064 -0.43 -0.12 0.22
R 026 .18 -0.08 0.08 -0.23 0.11 -0.15 -0.07
AR 027 022 -0.12 029 0.05 029 -0.30 -0.40

3% 0.7 [058) 031 0.03 026 -028 0.14 -0.02 0.5

MDA  [5069]-0.18 0.12 0.02 0.14 004
GA 054 008 012 0.03 023 0.1
ABA 055 -0.08 0.29 0.26 015 021
POD  |[064 023 005 -028 0.17 007
CAT 043 0.11 029 0.14 ) -0.05 0.1
LT 012 0.15 030 -0.02 -0.14 023 015 017 -0.05

UET 022 -007 040 0.15 0.04 0.1l 021 007 0.1

LEF 0.3 -004 -009 038 031 0.14 -030 -026 -030 05

PT 003 003 -0.11 026 021 0.15 -0.06 -0.08 -0.19
N 011 -004 -0.16 031 0.08 -0.29 [046] 0.02 -0.14 -0.04 0.00
P 009029 -0.04 021 -001 0.09 0.06 035 -0.07 -002 0.13
K 015 -027 -0.17 -045 0.19 -0.04 -0.19 -0.17 -0.24 0.4 0.33
Ca 003 015 -009 -0.13 0.09 0.06 -0.01 003 -025 0.06 0.05
Mg 007 043 0.14 026 0.06 -0.17 023 -0.02 020 036 0.06
Cu 031 -022 013 -0.06 0.10 029 -024 028 0.2 -0.I5 -0.19
Zn 005 006 039 0.09 .10 027 003 -0.09 -001 022 -0.04
Fe =030 %057]0.17 0.32 025 -0.09 021 0.09 037 -0.08 0.04
B -001 -008 -005 007 016 026 0.12 0.08 004 028 03
Mn 030 -0.1[043] 0.03 0.06 -034 -0.14 -0.04 025 023 -0.05

& 2

-0.04
-0.09

-0.31

-0.30 -0.06 | 0.46

-0.26 -0.08 0.02
-0.30 -0.19 -0.14

-0.34 -0.05

-0.02 -0.36 -0.08 0.

-0.01

SOD FI#R 2 {if F1 75 i 5 AW filt IR 38 T 28 LR K
JF B 7 JURE I 6 AR R AT B AR S B R, B (il 4%
R 2 . B, AR B R E J1 . TAA FTSOD,
K I 4% 23 AR BEAT 3 AMRE LRI
22 ESMERITFMIBIREXEST

Xof AR ARE B AR i 23 /S 48 A R T 25 SR AT A G
PEHT, R IR IE 1.3 T r i S0, SR v B Al
X K L b B, i & 2 ] MDA, POD 5 & /K %
B, GA. ABA Fll CAT 5 % /K & 5 v i 17 4
K, B S K 5 H M 0GB 7 B (MDA, GA.
ABA, POD, CAT), GA. ABA. POD #ll CAT 5 MDA
5o BF IE A 5, CAT Ml POD 5 GA & o i 1F 4 5%,
CAT 5 POD 2 1 EEIEAH ¢, UET I PT 5 LT &5 1E
FHOG, LEF 5 LT & v B IE 4 ¢, LEF il PT 5 UET &2
o RE IE M OG, PT 5 LEF & op B IE M6, JE lont B 41
ZUERIEA K F R, S5 S A& =M
Vo MM A i 3 2 P R E A OC, T R T A OE A G
R A 45 PR 485 e 1] 0 A7 A — 28 SR B, ]
UET 5 0] i 14 4% &2 b & 4 3¢, LEF 5 28 8 i 2 h
JEIEAHOC, LEF 5 MDA & th BEfAH OGS . LAk, &8
UL RW S XERE FAEME R, flin, N
ABA S HEFIEAH &, P 5 POD £ IF MG, K 5%
EEMPTYRE P EMME, Mg Fe 5 B EH &
L A G, Mn Ml Zn g3 0] 5 AT PR RE B vh R
1E A6 3¢ #1614 5¢; B 5 UET. LEF, PT ¥ & v & 1E
LIPS

FL 21«0 P e o P
0.13 -0.03 0.11 009 0.5 -0.03 0.07 -031/-0.05 030 -0.01 [030
-0.03 0.04 029 027 -0.15 [043' -0.22 0.06 0,57/ -0.08 -0.11
.11 016 -0.04 -0.17 0.09 -0.14 -0.13 039 0.17 -0.05 [043
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Fig.2 Heatmap of correlation analysis for various indicators in outdoor samples from C. officinarum



92 Mok E % 53 %

AT, SRR, BEA . TR, 28, /ENEFRESIEN I CEMETE . 21 SR 13 4>
MDA. GA. ABA. POD. CAT. LT. UET. LEF il PT FAHRTE R A I 45 SRR 2 TR .
I 13 438 B 5 R A fa BR IR A TB) EL AT R e Bk, T

R2 EMEIMERBIERENERELS

Tab.2 Summary table of test data for various indicators of outdoor samples from C. officinarum

K D45 R ERES M A L T K T MDA GA ABA

Detection Indicator 1% /(mgemL™) /(mgemg™") /(mgeg™) /(nmoleg™)  /(nmoleL™) /(pgeL™)
Z1 55.86+2.03 167.45+0.60 10.05+1.27 14.30+1.25 32.44+7.23 188.22+16.29 60.60+6.35
72 56.20+4.07 170.58+0.92 11.04+0.33 14.50+0.92 33.10+1.20 125.36+21.63 69.55+3.28
73 54.87+1.94 181.43+14.78 10.40+0.41 14.61+0.27 23.66+5.03 107.07+8.99 81.24+12.40
Z4 51.77+1.97 160.01+4.91 10.05+0.19 6.62+0.97 28.23+3.09 149.8249.22 93.69+5.25
z5 51.70+3.20 128.64+3.12 5.40+0.46 5.26+0.84 32.09+5.08 126.67+6.39 114.17+10.21
Z6 59.90+2.19 152.96+2.00 9.23+0.27 14.95+0.48 49.55+6.06 137.54+0.09 104.53+0.58
z7 57.33+3.79 167.90+£14.63 11.08+0.40 13.83+0.81 54.77+0.29 119.05+£2.35 92.72+10.15
Z8 48.37+2.02 96.76+2.13 7.92+0.86 4.96+0.34 77.96+1.07 168.99+8.19 112.83+9.23
79 48.13+4.71 80.82+5.59 11.26+0.23 9.56+1.32 66.74+2.09 223.21422.85 117.53£1.45
Z10 42.50+3.55 86.97+8.83 5.99+0.99 7.65+0.71 60.59+7.44 152.08+4.98 136.97+13.04
Z11 45.06+2.68 50.84+15.45 11.08+0.29 9.01+1.83 58.65+1.30 194.06+6.01 89.20+10.01
Z12 37.56+3.06 93.34+14.88 11.92+0.33 12.15+0.58 95.57+4.56 183.53+13.54 93.75+4.38
Z13 40.77£2.26 114.17£3.71 10.18+1.17 9.83+1.21 67.97+9.46 149.5+15.18 131.15+6.06
Z14 40.36+5.20 207.1249.56 9.17+0.79 14.20+0.23 71.55+4.14 216.97+16.58 121.13+6.46
Z15 40.22+3.16 123.03+2.91 6.39+0.50 8.61+0.62 56.95+3.38 186.27+8.96 102.89+5.20
Z16 50.54+2.42 73.28+5.07 10.38+1.11 5.63+1.52 60.03+1.66 92.98+7.92 103.75+£2.90
z17 53.30+3.86 78.96+4.21 6.91+1.49 5.56+0.61 30.53+1.98 185.76+19.72 81.66+8.40
Z18 49.48+2.23 40.39+4.69 7.74+0.37 6.29+0.99 28.75+3.17 121.35+25.30 72.47+11.07
Z19 45.50+£3.79 71.72+1.98 4.60+0.66 14.09+0.69 52.27+5.48 145.81£20.60 94.08+6.11
720 59.80+4.06 92.20+4.29 13.04+0.47 9.46+2.96 35.34+5.22 87.02+13.37 79.95+1.50
721 48.43+5.66 36.14+3.51 7.87+0.43 8.89+2.13 51.11+7.43 192.33+11.69 104.03+12.97

K W 4 b POD CAT/ LT UET LEF PT

Detection Indicator /(Usg™ (pmolemin'eg™) /um /pm /um /um
Z1 13 733.33+400.67 15.16+2.42 456.57+127.38 34.24+6.21 21.68+3.32 119.92+7.68
72 14 626.67+914.18 17.07£1.72 433.20+123.69 28.26+2.63 24.17+2.85 81.58+6.72
Z3 15 880.00+1 595.49 21.49+2.24 460.50+106.71 38.9243.56 16.48+2.09 92.21+5.51
z4 14 426.67+1 545.23 18.37+1.68 468.28+174.92 23.24+5.49 15.40+3.86 91.30+4.17
75 14 720.00+1 058.30 10.41+1.83 530.68+216.64 32.34+12.18 16.14+1.72 111.96+11.66
z6 12 600.00+564.27 10.64+2.87 439.36+140.76 35.56+13.49 17.70+4.72 92.36+6.20
z7 11 760.00+3 248.88 21.80+1.99 443.72+158.20 22.68+7.82 18.52+3.78 99.46+3.55
78 20 746.67+1 884.82 31.66+2.12 388.72+186.68 24.24+5.65 11.30+2.36 55.2449.06
Z9 21 413.33£1 854.44 27.68+8.35 461.22+121.03 26.58+3.33 18.94+2.56 92.24+1.65
Z10 20 866.67+2 785.77 17.174£2.15 641.2+243 .44 59.64+5.60 21.22+7.48 115.54+9.27
Z11 22 226.67+2101.55 36.79+3.18 464.54+112.44 30.80+3.04 16.56+2.51 91.20+14.77
zZ12 24 853.33+2 137.04 24.87+2.30 488.50+146.87 34.9445.69 17.82+2.81 105.82+8.22
Z13 20 013.33+2 458.40 16.72+2.40 429.38+146.24 30.56+6.08 19.04+4.62 98.58+16.18
Z14 16 133.33+1 142.86 30.67+6.97 496.28+132.78 34.56+9.44 18.12+4.44 91.82+9.50
Z15 28 106.67+1 897.51 19.20+£3.28 471.88+152.07 25.92+14.12 14.62+3.12 87.04+7.28
Z16 14 266.67+1 762.88 11.01£2.15 272.30+86.54 18.44+7.50 12.08+3.51 51.64+5.09
z17 18 333.33+1 105.86 9.50+1.91 519.76+213.76 35.84+7.93 22.26+3.16 85.34+17.67
Z18 11 653.33+423.95 5.40+1.52 463.06+79.53 33.88+4.84 20.92+2.50 103.46+15.68
zZ19 10 066.67+506.49 12.96+3.38 477.60+128.17 36.34+16.6 21.12+3.77 98.28+11.11
720 15 986.67+863.79 9.93+1.45 558.78+166.56 29.06+7.75 17.98+3.04 104.78+15.10

721 17 933.33+2491.69 20.79+3.04 602.92+205.60 33.62+11.75 21.56+2.40 121.18+1.78




CERR

W AR T AR RS R AR BEIR DL PR 73

23 ESMERITFMIERERD SN

K R 22 S d 13 A5 A ARG T R 30 o o4 1 Ak
HUS HEAT 540 M . KMO K 55l Bartlett BR B 4G 5,
45 B2 3, KMO {4 0.53, Bartlett £ % P & /N T
0.01, & WA 3¢ 2 BOH B 5 007 M A 2 35 25 5, Ol
B AT E o 3T

%3 SPSS #1 KMO # Bartlett #3825 %
Tab.3 KMO and Bartlett's test results in SPSS

Kaiser-Meyer-OlkinfE 1 4% Bartlettf ¥ 4%
Kaiser-Meyer-0lkin measurement result Bartlett test result
AR 5 i 132.93
0.53 df 78.00
Sig. 0.00

Jir A AL e g L[] D7 22 80dE WA 4, “wItR T Ak
7 PR 23 A 00 i g T B A R G ) O 22 (2 AR 1AL
JEIT 2R 1), “CPRBUT BN R BE L N A
RPN THRAAEEL A L[R5 22 0 3 4 AT, 2570
W5 B E KRB, AR R /.

XF 13 A bn BE 2E AT F2 a3 23 B s AR AT AL fEL
J7 28 TUHK R K BT STk AR . i 5 FAL B 1 Ay

x4 HEARTFHE

Tab.4 Data common factor variance

SAUEERIN ¥l I
Detection indicator Initial Extract
TKE 1.00 0.77
REA 1.00 0.79
A v P 1.00 0.70
KA 1.00 0.85
MDA 1.00 0.76
GA 1.00 0.67
ABA 1.00 0.80
POD 1.00 0.73
CAT 1.00 0.78
LT 1.00 0.80
UET 1.00 0.76
LEF 1.00 0.75
PT 1.00 0.77

FRIEMH R 3.8, J7 22 DTk 26 5 1L 28.9%; 4 2 F U7 HF
TE{E R 3.1, J7 22 5Tk % 5 b 24.0%; 27 3 3 A4 FR1E
{4 2.0, 77 2 5Tk R (5 b 15.2%; 58 4 3 Ao R AF
11, J7 22 vk R L 8.3%. KU 4E FE 5 A R
44 F R Rt 22 TR IR 76.4%(>70%) , K] I 3%
WUHT 4 A F R E N E A EN 6 R

K5 BEMSFHALERTHE

Tab.5 Eigenvalues and contribution rates of each principal component

1 46 45 G £ IR BT 7
RS Initial eigenvalue Extracting sum of squares of loads
Component Mt 7 2 53 W /% 2il it 7 2 43 W /% 2il
Total Variance percentage Aggregate Total Variance percentage Aggregate
1 3.8 28.9 28.9 3.8 28.9 28.9
2 3.1 24.0 52.9 3.1 24.0 52.9
3 2.0 15.2 68.1 2.0 15.2 68.1
4 1.1 8.3 76.4 1.1 8.3 76.4
5 0.7 5.6 82.0 - - -
6 0.7 53 87.3 - - -
7 0.4 34 90.7 - - -
8 0.4 29 93.6 - - -
9 0.3 24 96.0 - - -
10 0.2 1.5 97.5 - - -
11 0.2 1.2 98.7 - - -
12 0.1 0.8 99.5 - - -
13 0.1 0.5 100.0 - - -

Ji B 28 A R B A 6 T s o R T 4 SR NS
WH , X 268 iy L R E AT 7 22 ORIE ACeR% (R 7). R 7
Al &K% MDA, GA. POD il CAT 7645 1 ¥ iy
oA R B, B TIZ 32 A R B TR R B
W v 7 B.; LT, UET, LEF Ml PT 7655 2 £ . A &
AT, % sy F R B T HAUE R R B
A5 3 3 o b I o B, 12 FE A 518

PR AH 5C 5 1T ¥ PR B FT ABA 7E 55 4 32 U4 i 2K
B R, 1% RO S W B AT S 05 S R A OG
LN & R BOE PR AN 8 TR
W) 44 3 5 Fi—F, BT A 23 50
F=—0.434X1-0.143X2-0.054X3-0.148X4+0.431.X5+0.337
X6+0.350X7+0.415X8+0.353X9+0.022X10+0.019.X11-0.197
X12-0.097X13;
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F,=—0.128X71-0.102X2-0.255X3+0.064X4—-0.072X5+0.166 *8 ZMAESREIERE
X6+0.070X7+0.036.X8—0.098X9+0.503.X70+0.472X1 1+0.4X1 2+ Tab.8 Linear combination coefficient matrix
EN %
0.468X13; f i Principalﬁfonstituent
F=0.022X1+0.444X2+0.407X3+0.597X4+0. 141 X5-+0.234X6— e F, F, F, F,
X1 —0.434 -0.128 0.022 -0.077
0.138X7+0.025X8+0.369X9-0.011X10+0.175X12+ o 0143 0102 0.444 0519
0.140X13; X3 —0.054 -0.255 0.407 -0.389
F=0.077X1+0.519X2-0.389X3+0.223X4+0.091X5-0.219 o o o .
X6+0.513X7-0.268X8—0.100X9—-0.086.X70+0.244X11-0.208 X6 0.337 0.166 0.234 -0.219
X12-0.112X13. X7 0.350 0.070 -0.138 0.513
X8 0.415 0.036 0.025 -0.268
o 3] ) o AT B it S TR AR AR G0 T X9 0353 ~0.098 0.369 ~0.100
F=0.378F +0.315F,+0.199F+0.109F, X0 0022 0303 oon 0086
Xi1 0.019 0.472 0.000 0.244
R R = T i R VA = O S 7 A NG = W8 X12 ~0.197 0.400 0.175 ~0.208
b P G S AR SR BT A 3 R T RO A e
e XN & KE, X2 BB A, X3 ] b, Xk 2K 85 0, X5
®o HirERER A MDA, X624 GA, X725 ABA, X84 POD, X9k CAT, XION LT, XII°H
Tab. 6 Load matrix table UET, X124 LEF, X134 PT,
K W 45 b B A Notes: X1, moisture content; X2, total protein; X3, soluble sugars; X4,
Detection Principal constituent flavonoids; X5, MDA; X6, GA; X7, ABA; X8, POD; X9, CAT; X10, LT;
indicator 7, . F, 7, X11, UET; X12, LEF; X13, PT.
FOKE —0.841 -0.227 0.031 -0.080
BEH ~0277  -0.181 0.623 0.540 YR B BE T o0, it B B F AR 2 SR .
QR -0.105  —0451 0571 —0.404 3 9 BTN, FAEBE A, B A B B 55 .
25 -0.286 0.113 0.839 0.232
MDA 0.834 -0.127 0.198 0.095
GA 0.652 0.294 0.328 -0.228 ®9 ERERESITME
ABA 0.677 0.124 ~0.194 0.533 Tab.9 Table of C. officinarum health evaluation
POD 0.803 0.064 0.035 -0.279 A - - - - %
CAT 0.684 -0.173 0.518 -0.104 Tree number ! 2 : ¢ Adjusted F
LT 0.042 0.889 -0.016 ~0.089 Z1 234 0.92 192 —0.67 1.71
UET 0.036 0.834 0.000 0.254 72 257 —0.66 1.64  —035 1.11
LEF -0.382 0.707 0.246 -0.216 73 -1.94  —0.49 1.26 0.82 1.45
PT -0.188 0.828 0.197 -0.116 z4 -0.88  -125  —0.34 0.03 121
75 -0.81 094  —2.07 1.17 1.70
) z6 -1.76  —0.36 0.65 1.40 1.50
®7 HTEER (REF) z7 -1.60  -1.25 1.52 0.47 1.36
Tab.7 Load matrix table (after rotation) 78 2.81 -2.93 ~1.08 0.36 1.96
W 45 A EN 79 216  —031 085  —1.04 2.77
Detection Principal constituent Z10 1.66 4.22 -1.16 1.36 3.87
indicator F, F, F, F, Z11 216 —0.53 069  —1.80 2.59
pane o757 Z12 2.78 0.42 155  -0.95 3.39
S 0573 Z13 155 —0.07 0.02 0.68 2.64
= - 714 2.01 0.36 2.38 1.68 3.53
CIRAY ¥ 0.734 715 2.43 -037  —0.62 0.03 2.68
S5 1 i 0.847 716 -0.10  —438  -2.19 0.39 0.19
MDA 0812 717 -0.84 119 -154  -1.07 1.63
GA 0771 Z18 -2.10 079  -2.10  -1.00 0.93
ABA 0752 Z19 -0.85 140  —0.63 0.99 2.10
720 242  -0.16 029  -124 0.84
POD 0.795 721 0.66 251  —044  -125 2.82
AT 0822 Vs 2 T RCHR B 20N
LT 0.858
UET 0.753 Notes: All data in the table are rounded to two decimal places.
LEF 0.815
PT 0.876 24 EMERITEMNAEMNET
T R TP B R TR T 0.5R B ARG IE J5 B9 FAEAE b B &N bR v, 15 H 10 43 3K

Notes: Data below 0.5 has been omitted from the table. X "ﬁ] j\] [0.00’ 4.00] . % :J: lﬂ: , ZIKEH”'E 4% 1;% ﬂjﬁ% % ;Ijt 7§
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53R 4 ARG, ST T —Fh LU A BRAR AR 0 R
B BT 77 1 (3 10) ¢

R10 EWREITENERE
Tab. 10 C. officinarum health evaluation grading table

I % I % I 2% IV 2
F{H 0.00<F<1.50 1.50<F<2.00 2.00<F<4.00 F>4.00
F-score
{2 HREEAR ik FfE ek B s i fi
Health
evaluation

T R MO 2 OR B 200 N

Notes: All data in the table are rounded to two decimal places.

MG 11 TR T vk T B UL, X 21 B (5 R
g T B ) BE AT A B S G 2D KW, SR O IE R
13 Mk 55 8 Bk WISE O Bk o SRJTAR SO ST A AR AR it
FEVE O 1A H T, 4528 0« f B 8 bR . MEAREBR 4 PR L 3
599tk Bife otk SHMATEMIARMIL (K1), [
— HE R AR R A G E — BRI BLA R R “IEH 7 X
WA ZR “ARBRAVARERE " . IS KN RS )
A PR 3L 20 Bk, FRE HER A 95.24%. Hivh, SE e —

A ERARR “IEHE” MR AKR R
CREHGT XTI CREEG T )RR R 16 4R, 08— BF
ik 76.19%; AR R A E N “H5 7 (2.5<HI<3.8) 1
MR, AR R AR ARy “ R (0.00<F<1.50) Y ¥ &
OB, il RER R Ry 0%; AR R A E RN “IEH”
(3.8<HI<S) MYRE PR, AR R IRHAIY “3 557 (2.00<F<
4.00) AL 1Bk, %55 13 H K 4.76%, % A8 bk (1) HI{H
HJ3.95, CHEMAKRR “IERW” FRMBME TR,
ZE b, ARG ST T — A AR B A R R I 48 A Y
AR f PP ik, I R B R WL L L S LA AR
A fd RO . Horp <R T SRk, X
R A R S 3 55 19 B R A2 W B — i B X,
SRy AR R ) ft B AE B, KR )R T R 4 R B B AR SR i AR
PEAEHIS K3 -

3 it

b R K R AR Y, B 2 25 A
NISCHHE o AE AR RIS T BRI rp A A7 B ) I 2
52 BN ARG B B AR AR 51 R R B A% R R

F 11 ERARENFELERIEXTE
Tab. 11 Comparison table of different C. officinarum evaluation methods
ekt )3 55 9T M
A 4 B Health evaluation grade
Number HIY 370 Fli 370
HI value Grade F value Grade

Z1 421 H 1.71 . feke
72 4.93 iEH# 111 filt B
73 451 EH 1.45 e J
Z4 485 EH 121 1kt Je
z5 4.66 H 1.70 . feke
Z6 4.58 iEH# 1.50 filt B
77 4.85 EH 1.36 e J
78 3.94 EH 1.96 WV ik B
Z9 3.53 =5 2.77 5
Z10 3.25 -] 3.87 w5
711 3.58 0] 2.59 -]
Z12 3.11 5] 3.39 5]
713 3.95 H 2.64 5
Z14 3.58 w5 3.53 -]
715 3.47 0] 2.68 -]
716 3.93 EH 0.19 ekt e
z17 421 i1 1.63 . feke e
718 4.04 I 0.93 il B
719 3.37 55 2.10 -]
720 3.99 w 0.84 1t 1
721 3.38 ) 2.82 =5

1 2% DB4401/T 126—2021, 1E # 3.8<HI<5, 355 2.5<HI<3.8, ¥ i 0<HI<2.5,

Notes: According to DB4401/T 126—2021, the classification is as follows: Normal 3.8 <HI< 5; Weak 2.5 <HI< 3.8; Endangered 0 <HI< 2.5.
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A B ¥

CHRE o

AFF A B AR A 59 45 & 195 1A (Raum et al.,
2023) . iz G B R OR (@ VR ik, A BT T AR
TR A it BREAR S, 4 10 i 2 A N B R AP i . R, i
FE R 5 R AR A R A G YRR 4 A ok T
LI N 235 0 R I W VAR>S 5/ | 77N (A A
AR A TS AR AE — 8 PR B L BB 08 T N &0 L PR M R
TE RS A TE AN 7] 306 358 38 7T 9 {adt BREIR 10 52 SRR BT .
Bl n, #E B AR & Liquidambar formosana Hance 3 T
a5 e & KR BT B, MDA & B i ot
(3 2 5 4, 2024; Wang et al.,, 2025); 3¢ £ Malus
domestica (Suckow) Bbrkh. 32 1 £ i i1 J5 SOD % ¥
ABA MR 5 25 b, MR WE S TR SO T
(Davies and Zhang, 1991; X1 fiil %, 2025); 7£ J& M8 4
4 2 3 Uk 55 B, A 3 il Cyphomandra betacea (Cav.)
Sendtn. M - N, P K B9 & B R E G, ot R kR
96 Th v Ja R AR (A B 0 45, 2023) 5 245 HIAE ) = B
Camptotheca acuminata Decne 8 o 38 Jin v 3§ P4 . 7
WY AR & kIR & POD Al CAT Y 16 4 LLIE N
ol 1 b 3a R b5 4, 2025); B & O B aa R E R
¥adm, 15 Bk Quercus mongolica Fisch. ex Ledeb.%) Hi
LT. UET. PT M1 & F [%, LEF Je 8% hnJs R MK (22 &8
4F,2023) .

553 B 5 0 A 3 AR b 48 B 99 AR R (g E 12 W 1Y
B AR G [ . ) 4, 76 = B Styphnolobium japonicum
(L.) Schott 77 1t B ft & - ¢ F 52, B MG (2020) 2 F
TR S A FRL L R % £ R 3 A A UL R bR 14T 35 B3 4 AT
R TR VE R R o AR AE B AR bR 5 R AT 1
R feE B BR A R) A O R, R T R A AR X S R
HLOEKE L AL B BSEAEE, (B T 28k
PP AR AN A 0 B A AR 55 A fi BRE R AR () A B 3 2% 5
55 i R R TC B B 2 S, R R K S 2R B A A
AVEH IR R o R AR 9 45 (2023) 38 #5F i 4 3 & AL
SOD. % Mt H ik i & 1k ¥ 1§ (Glutathione peroxidase,
GSH-Px) . POD, CAT K43 4 WL 45 b5 X 4R 4 Ginkgo
biloba L., #& ¥ Zelkova serrata (Thunb.) Makino 1 F} 4
Celtis sinensis Pers. 55 i 44§ HEAT R M, 97 356 4200 4 A
SE RHE VR R, (i TREA S DR, £
B PR A AR B RS DU 45 SR A TE bR O 55 Bk ] G
220 . b LA AR (2010) X 5L IR 05 1 A8 W Ficus
microcarpa L. T3EAT 2 Wi B A T 2% 23X — 4=
PRAE b, 5 R AR PR AR bR B b, JEIE AR R (K
A A BUIR AR A, T 02 W A R Y v A R

£ N NS T D N = S = VA B L R T o /)
B MR . BRI T S TR S =

5 22 i AR B A AL A B AR A A RE DT M O ik, LA SE B
Xof AR A BREIR A 4 0092 W R LA . Horp, O
Z 36 R BRI 45 2R 5 A0 BT — B i an, A R A
B MDA 5 Fifi 5 55 A B0 R i 2 25 540, SOD i £
00 A IR S B i B TE, 35X 5 Wang 45 (2025) 9 A
FEEE — B WARZ W =5 i ABAWE LT, X 5
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