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Table 1 Comparison of stomatal characteristics of different plants leaves
R LUIES KILEE AILKEE KILIFE Rt
Plant species Stomatal density/ > Stomata length/ pum Stomatal aperture/pum Stomatal distribution

AWK R Fagraea ceilanica 57.2+2.0 18.8+1.0 1.2+0.1 THEE
HEBF Murraya paniculata 29. 8-9. 2 3.740.6 0.840.1 FHEH
M Ficus elastica 28.7+2.3 2.040.3 0.540.0 THEE
2144 Philodendron mandaianum 22.3+1.1 26.2+1.5 L.2+0.1 THEK
W Scindapsus aureus 20.1£0.9 33.8+1.6 1.3+0.1 THEE
Rz 2% Sansevieria trifasciata 19.7+2. 4 13.2+0.6 2.640.1 TEE
A Philodendron erubescens 16.1+1.4 17.742.0 0.540.0 THEKE
R HIHG Euphorbia milii 14.3+1.9 16.0+3.0 2.840.2 THEK
W EAR Kalanchoe pinata 14.040. 6 21.3+2.4 0.2740.0 THEE
L% Euphorbia neriifolia 13.645.3 8. 1+1.1 2.140.2 THEE
213 Anthurium andraeanum 13.1+1.2 43.6+1.1 1.3+0.2 THEK
P55 % Begonia maculate Raddi 12.8+1.4 9.9+3.2 1.8+0.4 THEE

ER Crassula argentea 12.1+0.7 51.3+7.1 0.3+0.0 E.F#HEE
Wit Ficus microcarpa 11.744.8 0.840.1 0.240.0 TEE
S8 Zamioculcas zamii folia 5.5%2.1 12.9+1.8 2.540.4 THEE
SN UL BE Setcreasea purpurea 3.5+0.5 113.7413.7 1.140.2 T

T A SRR 10 WA P39 iR, TR, SRR BT TLE BE X L 40 5B T LI YE B 3T

Note: All kinds of figures are the average values %+ stand deviations of 10 test materials, the same below. The stomatal densities listed in this diagram take the field of view under the

40 times objective lens as unit.
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Table 2 Comparison of anatomical characteristics of different plant leaves palisade tissue thickness
DL/ RS it R BE Wb 2H SRR R AR B AL
Plant species Thickness of leaf/ym  Palisade tissue thickness/pum  Spongy tissue thickness/ym Compactedness CTR/ % Porosity CSR/ %
AWK R Fagraea ceilanica 14.840.1 2.440.1 10.840.1 73.1 15.9
NEFF Murraya paniculata 5.8+0.2 2.240.1 1.4+0.17 37.9 24.8
HBEEW Ficus elastica 19. 640. 2 0.8+0.1 11.5 +0.15 4.0 58.8
2144 Philodendron mandaianum 9.940.1 1.240.1 6.01+0.1 61.0 12.8
48 Scindapsus aureus 11.540.1 1.8+0.1 4.940.13 44.5 15.8
JR Bz 2% Sansevieria trifasciata 24.240.5 2.3 +0.4 8.740.09 9.4 36.1
B Philodendron erubescens 14.640.1 2.040.1 10. 240. 12 70.3 13.9
BRI Euphorbia milii 9.8+0.2 - — - —
P £ Kalanchoe pinata 32.240.1 15.14+0.1 12.240.1 38.0 46.9
ML Euphorbia nerii folia 26.0+£0.9 — — — —
213 Anthurium andraeanum 8.340.1 1.8+0.1 4.940.1 59.3 21.8
155 3% Begonia maculate Raddi 11.940.2 1.3+0.2 3.0%0.2 7.8 25.3
FM Crassula argentea 58.140. 2 — - — -
VW Ficus microcarpa 6.9710. 2 1.6+0.3 2.8+ 0.2 22.8 40.9
S8 Zamioculcas zamii folia 11.34+2.2 - -
WS B Setcreasea purpurea 24.3+0.1 8.0%+0.1 12.340.1 50. 6 33.0
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Research on Formaldehyde of Absorption Abilities Common Indoor Ornamental Plants

TANG Lihong' ,WANG Zhi-ling’ ,ZHANG Fan®
(1. Department of Life Sciences,Chifeng College,Chifeng, Inner Mongolia 024000;2. Forestry Bureau of Chifeng City,Chifeng,Inner Mongolia
02400033, Forest Pest Mangament Station of Chifeng City,Chifeng, Inner Mongolia 024000)

Abstract; Taking 16 common indoor ornamental plants as malerials, using the methods of leaf epidermis of separation and
paraffin section, the density, length, aperture of stoma, the porosity and the compactness of leaf tissue structure
observation index were compared and analyzed, in order to study the absorption abilities of plants, and the relation
between these abilities and the plants anatomical characteristics. The results showed that the ability of absorbing
formaldehyde of Fagraea ceilanica ,Murraya paniculata, Ficus elastica , Philodendron mandaianum ,Scinda psus aureus
were stronger;the ability of absorbing formaldehyde of Begonia maculate Raddi, Crassula argentea , Ficus microcarpa ,
Zamioculcas zamiifolia, Setcreasea purpurea were weaker; the ability of absorbing formaldehyde of Sansevieria
tri fasciata , Philodendron erubescens , Euphorbia milii , Kalanchoe pinata , Euphorbia nerii folia , Anthurium andraeanum
in the middle. And there was no obvious relation between the absorption abilities and the selected observation index.

Key words; ornamental plants;formaldehyde;absorption;stomatal density
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