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Abstract. Triadica sebifera ( Euphorbiaceae) is an important economic and ornamental tree
species in South China. Here, we analyzed and compared tannins and flavonoids content in
both tallow leaves and latex. We found that the content of two tannins and two flavonoids in
latex were lower than those in leaves. This indicated that most tannins and flavonoids existed
in tallow leaves. We also found that tannins and flavonoids content differed among seven
populations, which may be associated with different habitats and herbivores.
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AR, BEEVRAETF M. 0~10 min, A :B=48:52;
10.5~18.5min, A : B=65:35; A 1.0 mL/min;
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Fig. 1

Comparison of tannins content in latex (A) and leaves (B) among seven tallow populations

(Populations sorted by latitude in descending order)
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Table 1 ANOVA testing for the differences in tannins in
tallow leaf and latex among seven populations
FLIT Latex A Leaves
BE k. waTm KR BETR ORTR
Factor  Catechin Gallic acid Catechin Gallic acid Tannic acid
d p df p df p df p df p
ﬁ]ﬁf 6 0036 3 0047 6 005 6 0000 6 0.000
Population

) 5 TIIRARE A e IR i fems (O 342 g/ 9)
PR AR TR AR (O 51.6 ug/g)
(K 1. B), &SFpHEmE, B8 TS 2
BE(p<0.01, £1),
2.2 FEHM

ISR 7 3L rh G 2 3 b S o R ) o
L2 By . S B E R B, B K L 28 R
il S A Sl B s e e e eI Lt
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Bt R Lyt v S R R R ) B 2 R AR
#(p>0.05, %£2),

NEFATE AR A I E] 4 BRI B Y R, 1A
TE L SRR AL M R AR T, LA R AT
), b, WIFEREE R LS S R Ch
6019. 4 ug/g), WITLAHES AL 984.2 ng/g)
(B2 B), &FtmE, APzl EES
B (p<0.01, £ 2); JLIRFREM F S0 1Y
Srhtf o (O 5094, 2 ug/g), DU AREE S R A
(h679.1ug/g) (K 2. B), #&FHERE, H 5
W SR ER B E (p<0.01, R 2); TLHF
BTl RS e (O 2474 wg/g), Bt
MFBE SRR (R 79.2 ug/g) (B 2. B), %
T R I), 0 R mpie B2 2 19 7 22 5 B 35 (p<0. 05,
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Fig. 2 Comparison of flavonoids content in latex (A) and leaves (B) among seven tallow populations
(Populations sorted by latitude in descending order)
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Table 2 ANOVA testing for the differences in flavonoids in tallow leaf and latex among seven populations

FLit  Latex H Leaves
F[ﬁ%i df  ILEBY pfH ST o W pfE IS pE ST p Wit &R pfE Wit 15 p (8
actor Kaempferol Isoquercetin Quercetin Kaempferitrin Isoquercetin - Quercetin glycoside  Quercetin
p-value p-value p-value p-value p-value p-value p-value
ﬂiﬁ 6 0.034 0. 145 0. 136 0. 000 0. 000 0. 040 0.219
Population
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Fig. 3 Differences in tannins (A) and flavonoids (B)
content between latex and leaves
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Table 3 ANOVA testing for the differences in tannins
and flavonoids between tallow leaf and latex

HLT Tannins 2K Flavonoids

S LEE WETFR ST Wk Bz
Factor Catechin  Gallic acid Isoquercetin  Quercetin

df p df p df p df p

uf st vs. BLIT
Leave vs. 1 0. 000 1 0. 005 1 0. 000 1 0. 000
latex
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