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ME1, 2FH, ARMEHOE. KEBHITHRIK, W15 EH SO, M HF
HMARBRENEET,

HRBXBEA L RIEEZEL. 23—2.65 g/kg.dw, 208, B4} (Melastoma condidum ) &
MERERE, *k4.81¢g/kedw., RIEANMH LFHAK (Trema cannabing) , i X % HBHEY
BRI A RTEREEL. 99—4.56g/kgdw, 2/, AN BRHEHL.38—3.37(%, SERRENF
H§33%10.85¢/keg.dw.,

HBRESBEEA23.16—48.52ppm 27, & B B & N Wt (Camellia oleifera)
i5£308,18ppm, RAKKIKEAAE (Acacia holosericea), R WM E YR A BRICHE 7 60.16
—194.70ppm 2 & (E A E X117, 12 ppm ), HNREEAWEI. 24—6.25{%,

EREERFEHT Tl SO, fIHF 15 R K™ BM,

EMEHTFRESRSMESH A ZERRREELX, NK1TEH, Hi/t, B8
HHk (Syzygium cumini) EFREKE, HMHFER B R 2 FER, KK % (Cosuarins
equiseli folia) SR BB, H2EEREAABRTMA™E, XX 209MWMIF5 & # (Ficua
microcarpa) MR ERM), EHENIEFEREBERM, ME—EHREKE, HITHZ
EREFSERMNERAENNIEY (LFES ), ATILL1 A FE A B K 48 B (A4cacia
suriculaeformis ) , MR, AARNWBMREEZGERE, S5KkS®$S0O,, HF WkE
B IE A 3%,
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BEFRET2. 0g/ ke dw. U FIEHE T4 5T, WBEHk. #k(Syzygium jambos),
4 (Sapium  sebi ferum), MFEFFh, 7E1.2—2.0g/keg.dw, ZEIKAHEXH LK, &K
(Schima superba) ¥itt. IF¥i(Ficus ennulate), KEMBRF, NT1.0g/kg.dw, BH K
M-+ 8., AE (Cinnamomum burmanni), kW (Mimusops elengi), BB (Ficus virens),
ARIE % L,

EBBEBET100 ppmpl EAA IS, LR, 26, 4 AR FHIIRM, #£50
—100ppm 2 AIMH KRR, A&, KEME, ik, R, EERSH, AFs0ppm B
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Table 1 Comparison of sulphur content in planl leaves (g/kg.dw.)
w4 M % R MR | TIRID * + 2% E R
control
Plant species text plautsl plants 1incrcment inju_red symptorm
Melastoma candiduﬁ 10.85 4.81 6.01 B, eFamt.
Byaronm minl? £.56 s | sa0 | FE
%Syzygium jambosjylg 4.09 1,43 2,65 =l
L%Sapium sebiferum;FB 4.49 2.08 2.43 ML
Camellia oleifera%’t 3.42 1,36 2,06 B, {AEEsEmD,
jlﬁ’l‘reﬂrt:a éjélnnaﬂtsfina% 3.07 1.23 1.84 Bm%E,
& Schima superba * 3.86 2,19 1.6%_ EZr-HIA A LB o
%Ficus microcarpam 3.18 1.67 1,51 M.
* Ficus -annulata & 2.75 1.32 1.43 AL
y%caci? holjsaéricega 3.85 ! 2.38 1.27 HER R
Ajgacia l;1;1ricufseforx‘;E‘is 3.64 2,65 0.99 gg%%.&&‘%%@%?&
Cliy?mamomum burma?ni 3.18 2.22 0.9% M- B4R,
q:Mimusogz‘sJ elengim 8.21 2.21 0,94 ML,
£ Ficus’écvirens " 2,54 1.767 0;;&— Fﬂ_‘L o
N |
CTsuarina Ilﬁquisetifoiﬁ}a 1,99 { 1,28 0.71 %ﬁﬁﬁ W R R

* RAREASREZ PN, AHRES Y%,

* % BB RARREY SHRENO ST REE,
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HHTUREFHR XS TESUE, FASETHENMER, BXTHLERENITE,
EASEASNEREBRRAN TR, —ERRFBEGEEYSEEN, WUBEETN BN
M EEREMENKRE, BAERKGEE, NERRTRBEMNEB R, EHTHAS
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C 1) SO 3L as4E 3E. faTlil19ME n’im*f"ﬂﬂﬁi@ﬂ’rf‘ffi’wzﬁﬁEIFf“J{Ei!—ﬂ:J“HHECQ
B2 1. 47g [k, %fr)szO I 42.94g/ke, #E19874F 7 R EEEREHWE °,
FEARYRIATR, AR ) T E b2, 0kg, WIEH A BT &S0, 5.88¢, @mmaﬁﬁ?ﬁ
SR T 2977804 151, 2L Firi K- 40 B 22075 £k 120 BURE KRR 24124008 ) , ¥ S 4k
AMFRBI LSO, 19455, 88g SR HIAY S M BB FRBHE TR, B SR 19874F A4 B M Xt
SO, MLt ARIE I S0 TFL802 LR AY A48 B3 SO, L B 7T 5% 1176k g,

C2OHFF oM F 19N SR HEM P ASER SR & B2 M1042.27
ppm, ¥ HKHFRI SRR PAR, DM TF0.0487g/ke.dw,, & B &k tHER T #E%2.0

%2 MK AHRLLE - 6z, ppm
Table 2 Comparison of F content in plant leaves ( ppm )
o W 7 s Rty | AR | BRR«
Species text plants control increment
—;{h?{‘; Camellia oleifera R 1117.12 308.18 608.94
jfﬂ-]—m;nh% Trema cannabina o 194 70 - _‘—;;1-5’-\ 7_11;;.—55
i Sapium sebiferam | 13180 |  42.82 | 138,98
47t Mimusops elengi 747&1;5.009 28.57*% 131,22
CWFfLS} Melastoma candidum el | 4387 | 108.54
kGBS Casuarina equisctifolin | 132,00 |  ss.20 | o371
A7 Cianamomum burmanni R 111,29 32.77 B };3-,52
N KEANL Acacia holosen; o 89,94 23.16 7 667,-78
T e Syzygmm Jambo;w--.‘,___M B 101,14Rw 377.08 ”_7”64_067—*“
V Ih#x Ficus annulala - N 87.52 26,50 I _610'7
;%L 5 74 Flcus virens VWMWWM_C—:;;IT« o 33.71 55,00
| KRHAE Acacia auriculacformis | 70.90 |  26.28 |  44.67
—‘;rﬁ—j;_AS—c’;ima superba 4—-—'5)";2‘2‘—~ 71.81 o 23.41
%&%ﬁ;ﬁg Syzygium cumini o 62.53 40,78 *";1‘.75
##¢ Ficus microcarpa 62,53 _\478.52 11—,64

FRPRERZREEFAE, HHREES69, BEERRL
**W%ﬁ%ﬁ%iﬁ%mﬁﬂﬁ%mﬁﬁmifﬁ
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*3 BRLERANAHERHANBRASBERIEER
Table 3 The contents of S, F and the injured symptom of leaves
of Acacia auriculaeformis on Gui Ding Hill

B A B | A T B 5 B OB Mo % F OE R
S content F content
No. of plot |( g/kg. dw.) ( ppm ) injured symptom of plant
1 3.74 96,88 f&&%kﬁﬁ;’é‘
2 3.88 96,62 il
3 3.88 37.54 -k IR A LAt 45 BE
] MR t, DEBMMRTRGR, EHEOE
4 4.63 37.39 it 3
5 5,03 35.48 DEH-RERGR, EHEFAELIEEHGR
6 6.15 35.28 G
7 4,26 27,08 AU N e AR Nt I e A ek
8 4.82 35.98 DI R, EHNRALOBAGT
9 4,55 35,07 REE, MUHRERGR, EHESHLEAHHE
10 4,98 37.36 WA, EME LA, KEZTL
11 3.23 60.57 MREEE, MEER
12 3.50 108,90 R;E;ﬁﬂ M, KAasTasasn. &
13 2.80 245,35 REFE, MEN, EEEREE, TseaM
14 3,30 202,70 Eil
mw*azn&wm&&mﬁ FHA T,
15 3.97 56.89 PR e, B
16 4.38 44,78 BRI, BN EREHLEAGH
BH LG BGRRHE, % i
17 3.39 42,73 ppEith iy BWRERE, FAE
18 3.03 33,92 AL, HSEREREHE
19 4,74 107,05 DEMRME, EHEGOHIEOGE
¥ oy oM 4,12 72.50
it e 2.65 26,23 HEES, HAEX

Iy RNBERZREZFEE, HHRESS Z,

kg, BEHRKRMEENFTMLHFRR 48, Tme, HIH Sk AN BT BB HF s
804 BUME I A AH BB AR BRI, 119, 48kgBD Jy kM AR H Ak F X HE iy ek 5
BAEXERADU . HORNSLERZEE =S8 2 REFRNE,; — 2
& TFHRAERE, T LA E R, M RIRKENL/3 SREYERY 28R
REREBOER, 51 FBREERI0—20% (DLEHMEISYI) » Bl LRGSR SR
B Z B E . ZRMEGRR,SO LR 1744, 40kgs HE #2540 85 528, 90
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kg,

Ths KM EX SO fMHF LBt ERKIEE S, H AL Z8 A M A, 8K
WL, B FFERBESMERBMANINE, BESO.fHF B Bhsswsie, ER
{EEIBIE B s, BhalthaEH AR BN B RSRERE LB RO,

M, & )
1. 1A 4 SO FHFHE NP RS AET], HEBLRETIWRNE & AT mE Z

5.

2. SO, AHF4 &15 R Kk BHIS AL AR, R i, FL 70w bk
B, WA PR AL, SRR, MR, Wbk, IEERESR. LRI O g
R PSR IR AR RORIY, T 2E BN TE S X 9 SO R HEF 35 31y 105 1K ) R
Hi,

3. RO KE, RIS, LUARHBIE 0, 5SSk M AR AL i 6SO,
8.72¢ ATHF139. 5mg, U0 T 802 1 G AL T B 4 35 o1 98345 Al 1 ACHH MR i ) kot
MM 1985 4R FIE ) , B ERTAEKER, M %S0, k1744. 40kg, HF28.90kg,

8 ¥ x B

(1) LR Fe %, 1978 BHISEIEEY, 8. 6 1. BHEEHIRA.

(2) MAE, 1983, HEYHATEMEWE L ENRE. EYEEE@ER, (3 ). 4051,

(3) A%, 1978, AMBENEEYHFHOR. & B S8R, (5 ). 38—,

(4) BT e, 1982, ATRMRSH RGN, HRERSE, (4 )42—46,

(5) HIRHTE, 1979; SO FHARPHRAHREEAELR (PR ). LA (3 ). 215221,

(6) #RAkEY:, 1986 MEEMARNPRNES. AA5¥R, 6 (2 ). 101—106,

{7) Jensen, K. F. and T. T. Kozlowski, 1975: Absorption and Translocation of sulfur
dioxide by seedlings of four forest tree species. J. Eaviron. Qual. 4(3):
379—381.

(8) fsKkIese, S5 85, 1079: & < 7 U MEBRIC & HSORUE DHEE. BZAFETIHVIANRE,
A510%, 139—158,



41 WY EE: SO MHFIS RE KIS RMUAEDS TR 363

A COMPARISON WITH THE PURIFICATION CAPABILITY OF
AFFORESTATION PLANTS OF RESISTANT TO POLLUTION
IN THE REGIONS POLLUTED WITH SO2 AND HF

Yu, Meng De and Yu, Qing Fa .
( South China Institute of Botany, Academia Sinica )

Abstract Fifteen plant species have obviously purification capability and the
capability differs according to species.

1. To afforestion in the polluted regions with SO, and HF the resistant species
with fast and vigourous growing, easier sprounting should be selected.

2. Aacie curiculaeformis, Syzygium jambos, Syzygium cumini, Mimusops elengi,
Trema cannabing, Melastoma cendidum are the most suitable afforesation plants among
the fifteen species,

3. Acacia auriculeeformis played a greater purification role to SO, and HF. Base
on the calculation, the amount of SO; and HF purified by each plant of this were
8.72 g and 139.5 mg respectively.



