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T4A&, RXF, % R, ®HE, & M, KFwW, ISE
(FRABAOll K Rk BT WA/RIEE 150040)

WE: IR RRAK RN R OGERAR IS H S A BT SO, B ITRE A ma RS 5L, DL —4F4: 2 (Morus alba
L) AR im0 G R4 R B R S MR 5 VB AN TRV B2 1 SO, 1R IR . 25 SR 3R B . R E T SO, 1B ITRE
AEEE(CK) AHEL , kR 50 mmol/ LA 100 mmol/L SO, AbHE ot G s R AR I AR T CK, L HSZ“ B A4k W],
ST (A T, SFLBRBIE T, M) CO, e BT, U S 805 W BE SO, X 24 L& 7Rk LG A 4 il i i R
TS AL ZSLRIBR S, 111 20 mmol/L SO, ABR, AH R S8 H 28k #a#45 CK R, Hh LS EE & T
CK, Hfi[a] CO, ¥ E# CK K, UiH 20 mmol/L SO, AIE#E“ JeA R B A i B i SFLIF AN CO, [k, 4 30 & it
SEERT IR, AT TR A CO, A1k sz 23 0 T 2R N E TR B 2 i 20 mmol/L
SO, TRUTREAL B ZE H 3 R AR 43R FIRCR Y R T CK, MR AR5 7 B i 38T CK, 360 20 mmol/1. SO, MLk
AR AE KA HERE A R T 2 A K B BRI ik i i 28 T K

KW B SOMBUIRE; SLBRTIR; LGPk
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Diurnal changes of leaf photosynthesis and growth of mulberry in response
to simulated SO, wet deposition

JI Ren-ci, ZHU Yi-yong, CHAI Yuan, HOU Xin-xin, GAO Shuai, ZHANG Xiu-li, SUN Guang-yu
(College of Life Science, Northeast Forest University, Harbin 150040, China)

Abstract: To study the effects of SO, on diurnal variation of mulberry leaf photosynthetic gas exchange parameters
and growth, the mixed solution of Na,SO, and NaHSO,( molar concentration 3 :1) simulated as SO, wet deposition was ap-
plied to one-year-old mulberry seedlings. Results showed that net photosynthesis rate ( P,) all through the day decreased,
especially during noon-break in the treatments of 50 mmol/L and 100 mmol/L. SO,, in which stomatal conductance (G,)
decreased, stomatal limitation value (L,) and intercellular CO, concentration ( C;) increased, suggesting that the photoin-
bition in high-concentration SO, treatments came from stomatal and non-stomatal limitations. Mid-day depression of photo-

synthesis of mulberry was alleviated in 20 mmol/L SO,

RS B 88.2016-03-03 treatment, in which G, was increased, L. and C; decreased,

ESTE . BT A B 9 H (201510225100 ; 5 leading to the wider stomatal opening and CO, assimilation. The
JeIT A PRI ARBIZE H (12543013 ) ; BB IRIT A correlation analysis indicated that CO, assimilation inhibition

FFAFRMEILAT H (QC2016018) . most resulted from water shortage. In the treatment of 20
TEBRAN A 125(1994-) , 2, MR, AR}, 33 A F A mmol/L SO, , higher transpiration rate (T,) and water use effi-
Y E A A AR5 . (Tel) 15765584028 ; (E- ciency (WUE) and lower leaf saturation water vapor pressure
mail ) 1270810559 @ qq. com deficit (V,,) improved leaf photosynthesis, resulting in better

BIRAEE K500, (Tel ) 18645119536 ; ( E-mail ) x12619@ yeah. mulberry growth reflected by higher plant height than CK.

net Key words: mulberry; SO, wet deposition; photosyn-
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thetic noon-break ; photorespiration

UTAER  BEA b [ Tl i PR 2 Ji A il A
AR AETREAE R H 43 1S 2, RE AR S0, , B
WA RSTG R FEY Rz " #5511, 2014
AERE SO, 1 BHE 2 1.974%x10% 121 KK
SO, 15 YL MR ITFE 154 H I AR AR R SR AL H 25 ™
F OB A I, HE R A S g S0, Al i AL
HEAAED AN XAE ) 1A A2 EHR A TS R
SRS R LARR TR I IE X e v 2 o, 53+
HEMY pH ERRAR, XY ™ A AR ) S0, BEf
SIEAY e R S AR 155 6 M K
PR R SO, ¥ T K AR 1 I R X A A 11
T RN S 285 4 A R PE Y SO, 3 REAS 1 T A
PR TLA ML 12 B AR 5 R IR B G
FRMYAERKER N KEITER, ik A Y
PR, T e Bl R A S A 2 1 5T 1 25 48 A D BE D7
T A A HL FH A T A~ e 2 R | D 2 R Y A 2
P4 2 B, T ELAE W FR BT ST 30 R o 465 s
S5 07 T EA SCHE T RE 19 48 6 H IR B T A4 2 2 e =
e BRI, SO, XAl AR A G BN R FE Y
B EFRY L, K& A F AN T
1% ~ 6% , BV AS [/ 46 4 X SO, 79 1 1 A [], i 4%
( PopulusXcanadensis Moench ) . 5= #ll ( Salix matsu-
dana Koidz ) FIAE MM ( Fraxinusrhynchophylla Hance)
X SO, Fma v 68 1 58, R ( Ulmuspumila L. ) 5Bk
( Prunusdavidiana ) FIZM ( Morus alba L. ) 55X} SO,
B IR N BE 1 H A T 3 F A% ( Populus nigra var.
italicaxPopulus cathayana) F1] & ( Syringaoblata) %%
XSO, e R B 3 551 . IRAIR R B P K
SO, M W RBT M , T Sk I T S Ak R R AR 3 AR T
PRI PRAR BE S IR I . B R &
AR B KA SO, MY 515 G i SO v R B, 5
MRS th Al IR AR K A

FM (Morus alba L. ) BZAFERAR K E IR
R U S R DA R A
TPkl BRI SR & ol mR AR DG S 2 5 i
I Z AR Ak A A 2 T
SR e R AT 4 R AT AR,
R SR IL [ FF & i Re i FE AR R
XARHZWGH , B P SRALRS RS PURS” TRERY S
it , ZEB A A M) iz R, SRR R R0k BAT

BRI 2 BIE N, FEER AR T Ll VDR
RS A DX 24y ] A, R R PRt 4 v b TR, S
AR G SR AR AR T 3 T DA IR
(1 SO, A A ™ HRT, A A2 5 Tl
AR T 1) SO, V5 ersEm . 5&F SO, i Xf
TR B IRE A 107 R i T
KA SO, BZEAL S5 , SRR Fr i SLE W 1 56, £
$0F POD F1 CAT B3 P32 21301, 177 SO, XF g i
Rt sEma i HARBLE] AT R, R I SO, i
AR T /K 2 DB SRR B E oA 3 01 1 W R AR
FI AR SR B RS AR — 4 A &
BRI P I it IV A P M 0 IV e S T 45V (A
SO, RUTRE) , ELEI Sk R B0 I 5 1) I B S, 0
FEAHTRM BEA B AR A K AR AR SO, ML R
(A 7T O, LA Ry S 7 23 e A L I AL IR B 11
N FH PRI
1 MES Tk
1.1 ks

UL B AT R R T R O RO
VLA PRI S REGIEAR S 2020 15 em B, R
THEBR RIS A BHS #5022 55 B 4l it At 3 R
Fhi R EZES om, R 3 om K HBRRIEHA 16
em 5 20 em BIEFRER T BEER 3 MR, IR AR A1 99
R, AT HEBRET R £ 22 5 IR G 5=
P SIEAHE L HREHAIREA., 5 R, I
PR — WA TR
1.2 RIGALIE

R AN R 2% 42 1 5 3k T o B O Wk R L
3:1HY Na, SO, Al NaHSO, AR & W, He B 43 5 K 5
mmol/L 10 mmol/L, 20 mmol/L, 50 mmol/L . 100
mmol/L, B 3 d, FWEA Wi 1 ¥k, BRI
AL S AT AETT I, 76 Wit i FH W5 25 2 X i 5 1E
AT p Ly O R e NSl N o S M= LA
DIBEIE KAE R IR (CK) o BMERIER S IREE , N
it G o8 X S 2 SR s B T, T AT o R R T 11 2
B TR E BCT R ATE T
1.3 MEMBEMFE
1.3.1 AKA#gn g FFLLWIE Na,SO, Fl
NaHSO, IR AW G 2 AN, e R 3 T BF B 55 5%
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- ZRHT YR BE R AR s R R AR S RUPE 3 TR
HuTE 2 em 40N ZEHL, I 90 5% BRSO 0 A gk %
YA ER, A BRI s R A (N B ) R AR T
83 R 4 FRIFM) Mk et gE 1k et
TR, LA Ak o T AR = I 5 x i K x 0. 634 5,
HA10. 634 50 AR HL

1.3.2 R&AKRTHAKR Tiegnlz  JE
AR AR R A VR G — 4 W 5, B Li-6400 45
RIEEVE M E £ 48 (LiCORine,, USA ) X 2 1l 5 i
A R TR A RS e, £
AU B ) RS R e H ARk, BARES [ 24 6 :00-
19:00, M 6:00 FFUfAERS 2 h BEMLXT 45 1k B Ak 24 )
FEOEIE, B4 3 REE, FAEAINE
e st AU e AR (P, R
R(T) SALFE(G) JE COME(C) Jehi
BRI (PAR) JAREE (T) W1 A MK SR
TRV ) FIRASHXREE (RH) 157K 53 FH
MR WUE=P, /T, TALIRHIME L. =1-C/C (C &
RKAH COME) , 25k 8 Wik, e I
TR (P) IR AKX P =2x(P,+R,)/
(d-1) ,Hh R, =R xQ,,(T,-T,) /10, = 2><*F/
C;,Q,,=2.2, * I NICEVER CO, MM (Gl
WE Co,m i th & A A ) R, A Tﬁ%ﬂﬁv

R1 BEAERE SO, GX RHERKEHER RN

I AsF Ay P W2 S 3R I T IR RE, T, R N g R A
TAELEE

1.4 HEBARFs 7% 18 Excel Fl DPS X
PR E A A TS 1o b, B A o 3 IRE R
VY AR E2E (SD) R HRFI 2R 5 225397 ( One-
way ANOVA) Flf5/Nik 2 22 512 (LSD) AN R4
P 2L ) 1) 22 5

2 ER550r

2.1 SO,ZiFEXT 2B ERKISIRAIS T

H2 1 Al MR SR 20 mmol/L SO, TR ITFEAL #E
ISR 88 CK 75 39. 05% (P<0.01) , Hifth ik
JE SO, MUK E CK ZM 25 A B FH (P>
0.05) ;45 SO, FBITFAAD FF X ZEA I ZE M A9 52 00 A i
F(P>0.05) ;¥ M 20 mmol/L SO, JE TR AL FH i1
SBH BB S T 100 mmol/ L SO, BT R Ab
TR Z BB 23R8 (P<0. 05) , HoAthab 3 2 7] 2% 57
AN W 20 mmol/L SO, MBITT &AL BE Y S
BT B BRI B T O BRORD VR B Dy 50
mmol/L 100 mmol/L ) SO, ¥ JJT & Ab PE A% S04 1 .
SO, MBI AL B I T AL /N CK HZER AR
E(P>0.05),

Table 1 Effects of different concentrations of SO, on the growth of mulberry

SO, ‘?ﬁg(mmol/L) H&,%](pm) ZEH (em)

IR e I AR (em?)

0(CK) 51.08 = 3.50bB 0.469 6 +0.022 2aA
5 51.10 = 10. 83bB 0.463 6 +0.060 5aA
20 71.03 = 11.51aA 0.543 6 +0.089 9aA
50 54.15 +£6.22bB 0.487 6 +0.073 4aA
100 46.90 +7.10bB 0.466 8 +0.043 7aA

4.20 = 3.27abAB 27.40 £9.71bAB 42.74 = 12.99abA

3.80 £2.49abAB 29.00 + 8.63abAB 41.34 +12.38abA

7.30 +£5.13aA 46.33 +26.08aA 48.92 +25.15aA

3.50 £ 1.91abAB 26.25 = 12.84bAB 32.59 £ 6.22bA

1.40 £2.61bB 20.40 £9.94bB 37.70 £ 8.31abA

[R]—FEH 5 AN RING FRERTR S E R s 22 5 B3 (P<0.05) FlZE 4l .35 (P<0.01)

2.2 FEMEREFATHK

WS RGE H AR, S H LS A R0
SR RACRBE IR A K SO 75 SR RS BE 1Y
TARCE D) B2 R R pgEih s, —Rzh SeEARL
FRETRNF TR K SR 7 B4 E 11 ¢ 00 2247 iR 3]
18,4351 600 pmol/ (mol - %) ZEA45 1 2.7 kPa, il
A ASAR R FE SR B e/ IMEL, XU 47.78% , I HH:
s fb 52 B0 B SRR AR S THm i 3, KRR 7
10 : Q0R ZEAT IR B KAE, 90 34 °C.,

2.3 HXAFERMEBEREATH

AR EERY SO, BTN, St [ P, HAE
BRI ZE (1K 2) ,7 :00-9 :00 P, {F B A 18] 1Y
HeREZ W 15,9 :00 247 HH LR 1 RS, 10:00 -
12:00 P, FFE, B CE AR S, 13:00 ££4 P,
HIES 2 RSB N R, YR 20 mmol /LY SO,
MBI R I 1 OC B PR G A e, H:
P {H% CK 5 8. 10% (P<0.05) , M A 5 mmol /L,
50 mmol/ LA 100 mmol/L SO, R ILFFEALBEY P {E )
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% CK MK 6.95% (P>0.05) ,42.77% (P<0.01) Fll
68.88% (P<0.01), 5 CK I, —KRZ Hi[a]—Hf[H],
e &k 50 mmol/ LA 100 mmol/ L SO, MR ITREAL PRI
P HIGAIBALT CK, ¥ 20 mmol/ L SO, T
FEAbHRFN CK St i 28 I 33 (7)) H A8 2 3
B2 i EE M 50 mmol/LAN 100 mmol/LAY SO,
TBUIRAC LY 7.5 P H AR B 3 I AR —,9 :00

H113:00 S35k B AR, {H 45 A0 FRIR) 24 57 R 1 3 (P>
0.05), 7E“JEA R IR EE A 20 mmol/ LAY SO,
TRUCREAL BEAY AT R A TAE L CK 5 T 11.37%
(P>0.05), ¥ £ & 5 mmol/L, 50 mmol/L Fl 100
mmol/ LI SO, ¥EUTRE AL PR T H, 73 33 CK AL T
10.07% (P>0.05),13.52% ( P>0.05) #1 138.33%
(P<0.01),

3

7 Bk (kPa)

RAAARLEE (%)

W AR

—m— T R K S 75
—— JTUMXE

15:00  17:00

20
19:00

11:00

13:00
i)

7:00 9:00

Fig.1 Diural changes of the main environmental factors
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—O— CK; —#— 5 mmol/L. SO,METTFFALHE; 4= 20 mmol/LL SOMBITFEALIR: —0— 50 mmol/L SOMBTTFFALHL;  —A—100 mmol/L SO, MR TTFFAL I

E2 BEARRE SO, FREMIFSEXGEE(P,) MEBEE(T,)HALWL

Fig.2 Diural variations of net photosythesis rate (P,) and transpiration rate (7,.) of mulberry leaf under different SO, wet depositions

2.4 MAESISEMME COo,REHTK

L 3 AT & A B S i i AL (G,)
—RZHHY R EHS P A ER AR, 2
XS I 2625 A0 A 7E 9200 113 :00 4351 H B 2 ¥k
Rl FE OB AR W, 6 B R R TR A 20
mmol/ LI SO, ¥& T F A BB SR A G, CK &
8.13% (P<0.05) , M ¥ & 4 5 mmol/L 50 mmol/L

F1100 mmol/LF¥ SO, { UL AL BEAY M G, 43
W CK % 16.26% . 33.44% F1 60.22% ( P <
0.05), MM F A CO,ME (C,) HAfLIAR R
PP TFREE F T #3450 mmol/LAT 100 mmol/L
1) SO, B CHA% T CK, T HJE7E“
BT W], 43 0 14.62% (P <0.05) Fi
21.80% (P<0.05) .
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2007200 9;00

—— CK; —— 5 mmol/L SO;@?FLF%%IE; —4 20 mmol/L S();i@‘iﬁl‘%’ﬂ‘lﬁﬁ; — 1+ 50 mmol/L SOJE?JTF%%IE; —x— 100 mmol/L S()J@?ﬁﬁ%ﬂ‘lﬂ

E3

BHERRIRE SO, RRAM SIS E(G,) FkaE CO,RE (C;,) WEZH)

Fig.3 Diurnal variations of stomatal conductance (G,) and intercellular CO, concentration ( C;) of mulberry leaf under different SO, wet

depositions

M F YRR R A0S FL R HIfE 9 B 25 4L
SO (P,) HARE S P, H A (b #4
PR, XTI 2R (& 4) ,7E 9:00 F1 13 :00 A 43
ST 2 WIEAE, 76 “ G IR AT, v B o 20
mmol/Lf SO, IR ITFEAL BRI (1) P A L CK &
3.71% (P>0.05) , M A 5 mmol/L.50 mmol/L
1100 mmol/ LI SO, i UL R b #E M 0 F 1) P AR
BOCK 4> WK 10.65% (P > 0.05) . 52.64%

2.5

- )]

IR [umol/(m?

1 1 1
13:00 15:00 17:00  19:00

1]

1
11:00

1
9:00

~3:00

SALBR A

(P<0.01) #180. 81% ( P<0.01) , FifiZ5ia] ()4ERS
SALBREIME (L, ) P BT, o CK /Yy L 4 51 4E
8 :0071 15 :00 H FRIEAE, 17 9 :00-13 :00 HA[E], L {E
TR AR FEAN K, Hrp vk 2 50 mmol/ LA 100
mmol/ LA SO, TZITTRFEAL R S0 - A1) LA G2
BALTFHE AN S mmol/ LA 20 mmol/L SO, IR T[4
P H A EH 5 mmol/LFN 20 mmol/ LiGTIT &AL By
LABAEICA R IE A B T R

035
0.20
0.05 -
_0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 J
’ %IOO 7:00 9:00 11:00 13:00 15:00 17:00 19:00
i a]

—O— CK; —#— 5 mmol/L SO, MR JTFFALH; 4~ 20 mmol/L SO MBHUFEALHE; —0— 50 mmol/L SO,MEYTAEAL L —A—100 mmol/L SO JBHTFFALH

4 BEEARERE SO, FRMMHFXMER (P, ) FISILRFIE(L) MAEK

Fig.4 Diurnal variations of photorespiration( P, ) and sotmatal limits( L, ) of mulberry leaf under different SO, wet depositions

KM AREMHEEMARESHAT

HI Il 5 RIAT, £ Ab 3K 43 R AR (WUE) 1) H
AL B S R [ ) B, 7E OB & AR B TR A
el K 5 mmol/ LA 20 mmol/ LAY SO, FEITFE AL P i

2.6

KA R R CK 20917 17.5% (P>0.05) Fil
10.96% (P >0.05) , 1M ¥ & 24 50 mmol/L 1 100
mmol/ L) SO, MBUTFEAL L CK 433l /& T 24. 85%
(P>0.05) F144.20% ( P<0.01) . ZHsf i T 4 A1 7K
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FURT B (V) H 2105 e il 2 vy e 0 B A
11:0075 47 OLAFRBIED) , #E 5 mmol/L, 20

mmol/L 50 mmol/LA1 100 mmol/L ) SO, I 1T 4 4%

12
=
2
>
5
&
£
A
&
%
_ 1 1 1 1 1 S
7:00 9:00  11:00 13:00 15:00 17:00  19:00
I 1a]

ARV, B CK B, 4350 150 12% (P>
0.05).5.71% (P>0.05) .23.40% (P <0.05) F

48.08% (P<0.05) ,

3_

TR AN AR 5 B (kPa)

0 1

1 1 1 J
13:00  15:00 17:00  19:00

i

1
9:00  11:00

—0— CK; —— 5 mmol/L SO, IR JIFAL PE; —4- 20 mmol/L SO JBHLFEALHE; —0— 50 mmol/L SO JBHIFEAL L —A—100 mmol/L SO SRR 2

BE5 BIERERE SO, RITMERERMM FKSF AME(WUE) IHERFKEESHR(V,,) WEEL

Fig.5 Diurnal variations of water use efficiency (WUE) and vapor deficit at the surface(V ) of mulberry leaf under different SO, wet

depositions

2.7 RERGLZHRSHETENEEFHMEXHE
3 0 32 SRS R SR AR OGP S B
(2) 6B HBERS (PAR) 5 RS (T) Fit
TR AT 7 R (V) 349 52 8 38 IR AR O, A SE &R
By 1M 0.900( P<0. 01) 1 0. 852 ( P<0.05) ; KX
FAX R BE (RH) 5V, & W3 5RO, M G R 2K
H-0.780(P<0.05) , JeHAMLIMSE P, T, .G,
1P 5 PAR S IEAHG, MOCR B0 0. 817 (P<
0.05),0.987(P<0.01),0.952(P<0.01) F1 0. 817
(P<0.05) ,iXES50 5 T 20 W EAHE, LR
By 0.923( P<0.01),0.942( P<0.01),0.940

®2 IEREERTEALESEHEXXE

(P<0.01)#10.923(P<0.01),1ii C, 55 T AR,
FISE R BCH-0.790(P<0.05) ,V,, 55 T Fl G 5 &
IEAASE , HH56 R E0430 A 0. 892 (P<0.01) A1 0. 807
(P<0.05),1M 5 ¢ 2 5MAHX, M X FRE K -0.787
(P<0.05);P. 5 P, M G 54 B 3 IEAH G, A OE R 4R
4354 1. 000 ( P<0. 01) F10.918( P<0.01) , 5 T Fi
L5 35 TE ARG AH G R B3 514 0. 840 ( P<0.05)
F10.848(P<0.05) , T, 5 G P, 5 WEIFAHR, K
ZBU 1R 0. 962 ( P<0. 01) F10. 840 ( P<0.05) , [
B P 5 LALE W IEA DG, FHIERECH 0. 848 (P<
0.05)

Table 2 Correlation between environmental factors and photosynthetic parameters

WH P, T, G, C; L, WUE P, Vo PAR RH T
P, 1.000

T, 0.840 " 1.000

G, 0.918"  0.962*  1.000

C; -0.740 -0.602 -0.605 1.000

L, 0.848 0.535 0.613 -0.915*  1.000

WUE 0.487 -0.015 0.123 -0.455 0.736 1.000

P, 1.000*  0.840* 0.918* -0.743 0.848* 0.486 1.000

Vol 0.729 0.892*  0.807* -0.787" 0.606 -0.056 0.730 1.000

PAR 0.817" 0.987*  0.952* -0.576 0.511 -0.026 0.817* 0.852" 1.000

RH -0.203 -0.441 -0.301 0.614 -0.280 0.344 -0.204 -0.780* -0.383 1.000

T 0.923*  0.942*  0.940™ -0.790" 0.747 0.214 0.923*  0.917™  0.900* -0.509  1.000

PR EOCE AT, R A 6 RALS R C M) CO, WAL L, - SALBRMIME ; WUE . K 3 FIFHRLE P OEIF I Vg, < P TR HUK YR 75
B3 PAR JGEA BRI s R RAARRRLEE ; T L, ™ A 3R BAEHISE (P<0. 05 ) Al AR (P<0.01) .
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SO, METTREXS M Y A6 K S HO G H AT B
AN T ELTRLRE RS RHB B I AL 5
RO A K 2 I % H AR AL DG s e R 3R Y
SO, IBHTREIHE K 50 mmol/ LA 100 mmol/ L, X} &
BRI SRR ZE RS E R A MR (R S A 2
100 mmol/ LA , ¥ A~ 2.3 , L FHRAXT SO, M Uik A
—SERITEZ S35 SO, W BE N 20 mmol/ LI , X FA#
M CA PR BLGA W W i VR, 1 T A 3 SRRy
AR E . I Z b v R IR s % k<
SO, V5 YIS 18 AR SO, 15 YLt DORAE

TELIAEDFSE R, O 1 SRS R SO, i
[ R, B SO, MR, SR AT Na, SO, Fil NaH-
SO, AR & WY ok B2 s, O HOA W TR & Wk 2
SEMAR ) A K AN VR R R P et
W5 & BN LI B2 5 82 ( Piceakoraiensis ) FNIT. = 42
( Piceakoraiensis var. nenjiangensis) W% ifi 45 1= ¥k & %)
Na, SO, NaHSO, IR AW ,2 Fh a2t it & AR
WD AR, AR B, 3 B
B R AT (2B ) 1 &V FE YT LA [ A 4 %o
SO PUMEA R, FEA I by, FRATT % I md i A [] e
JE 1) Na, SO, Fl NaHSO, VA VRO S A K A 52 A
], %< 4 20 mmol/ LR 45 ¥ FI f i#E Sy i 1 i) 0t
A VEHE T P A A H AL AT =42,
SRR L 1Y SO, HA — ik,

A TR A ) 0 R A0T5 G 38 1) M i
PABAH YIS Y il 1 55 08 1A 0 BRAE AR S A
Yot s AL 5L E A R I B UIARSC 8 i WL A
P H LTS DL, 7T IRA AT A B R S5 5P 5 3E
BTG A R I I TR R ARBRSE KN,
R P AE—RZ PR LS RS A Y
SESR—ET RRE SR RO R ZR | FR U IE
FM B BB A OLE AR BLR, X 5 T
( Hippophaerhamnoides )™ | = 53 ¥t B ( Rhododendron

Sortunei )" it Bk (Amygdaluscommunis )" H A
( Liriodendron chinense )" | # # ( Populuscathay-
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