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Responses of Conyza canadensis to different concentrations of copper in soil. DING Jiahong, LIU Dengyi, LI
Zheng, WANG Guanglin ( Biodiversity Research Centre, Anhui Notmal University, Wuhu 241000, China).-

Chin.J . Appl . Ecol ., 2005,16(4) :668~672.

Through pot experiment and physiological-biochemical analysis, the study showed that the electric conductivities
of Conyza canadensis collected from heavy Cu pollution ( I ), light Cu pollution ( [ ) and control () sites
were enhanced, while the chlorophyll (a+ b) contents were reduced with increasing Cu concentration. The pro-
tein and proline contents in ] were increased at first and then reduced, but those in [I and [l were reduced with
increasing Cu concentration. The activities of SOD, POD and CAT were intensified under Cu stresses. When the
Cu concentration was 1 200 mg*kg ™!, their activitiesin I, Il and [ were increased 194.1%,206.2% and
118.6%,170.1%,182.9% and 111.3%,and 115.1%,155.4% and 107.3 %, respectively, in comparing with
the control, which illustrated that the tolerance of Conyza canadensis was in order of heavy Cu pollution site >
light Cu pollution site > control site, and the three ecotypes showed distinct differences in tolerance.
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Table 1 Background value of Conyza canadensis in three ecotypes
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Fig.1 Effect of Cu treatment on electric conductivity of Conyza cadensis
from three ecotypes.
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Fig.2 Effect of Cu treatment on chlorophyll content of Conyza canaden-
sts from three ecotypes.

A;HE2E a Chlorophyll a; B: FF ¢ 2 b Chlorophyll b; C: XK a+ b
Chlorophyll a+ b.
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Fig.3 Effect of Cu treatment on protective enzyme activities and physical
features of Conyza canadensis from three ecotypes.
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Table 3 Enzyme activities of Conyza canadensis in three ecotypes(% )

e g SOD POD CAT
Ecotype

I 194.1° 206.2° 118.6
I 170.1° 182.9* 111.3
il 115.1° 155.4° 107.3
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