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Y pobomi nasedeno pesynomamu OocniodxceHus 6naugy (Gmopuono2o 3a0pyOHeHHs HA pOcmosi ma OioOXimiuHi
napamempu OesKux JAKapCbKux pOCIUH. Y medcax excnepumenmy npoaHanizo8anHo 6NAUG pPI3HUX KOHYenmpayiil
@dmopudy nampiro 6 IpyHmi Ha OUHAMIKY POCMOBUX NOKAHUKIG, 6MICH (YOMOCUHMEMUYHUX NieMeHmie (X10poginie a i
b), a maxosc nokasnuxie cupoi ma cyxoi macu docuioxcysanux euoie. Ha ocrnosi ompumanux moppomempuunux 0anux
PO3DAX0BAHO [HOEKC POCHY KOpeHegoi cucmemu ma HAO03eMHOI 4acmuHu pocauH. Becmawnoeneno euoocneyugbiuni
8iOMIHHOCMI Y peakyii 00Cai0NHCy8anux 6udié Ha pmopudne Hasanmadicents. Tax y Calendula officinalis L. 3minu 6ynu
He3HAUHUMU MA 3ATUMAnUca OausbKumMy 00 KOHMPOIbHUX 3Hayens, moodi ax y Borago officinalis L. cnocmepizanu
NOMIpHE CIMUMYTIO8AHHS POCMY 5IK KOPeHis, mak [ nazonie. Hatlbinbwi 3Hauenns iHOekcy pocmy KOpeHie ma nacoHie
oyn0 3agixcosano y Mentha piperita L.

Jocnioocennss emicmy (omocunmemuyHux nieMeHmie nOKa3auo Gipo2iOHe 3HUNCEHH KOHYeHmpayii xaopoqinie a
ma b y Calendula officinalis L. i Borago officinalis L. 3a ecix docniodcyeanux KoHyenmpayiti ¢mopudy Hampiio
nopisuano 3 kowmponem. Hamomicmv y Mentha piperita L. 6usgneno modciugy KoMHEHCAMOpHYy nepedyoosy
nieMeHmHO20 anapamy: emicm Xa0poqiny a cmpimMKo 3p0cmag Ha mii 08OKPAMHO20 3HUNCEHHS pieHs Xaopoginy b, uwo
3YMOBUNO PI3KULL 3CY8 IXHbO20 CNiBBIOHOWEHHS Y OIK nepesasxcanus opmu a. Bcmanogneno, wjo 3a0pyOHenHs IpYHmMY
NaF y nomipnux xonyenmpayiax cmumyntoe npupicm cupoi macu Calendula officinalis L. ma Borago officinalis L.,

moOi IK CYMMEBUX 3MIH ) NOKASHUKAX IXHbOT CYX0i Macu He 8UsA81eHO.

Knrouosi cnosa: hmopudu, 3a06pyonens, 1ikapcoki poCciuHu, KOHYeHmpayis, pocmosi napamempu

Beryn. @ropunne 3a0pyqHEHHS € CepHO3HOIO
€KOJIOTIYHOI ~ MPOOJIEMOI0, OCKIIBKH  CIIOJYKH
¢dTOpY 37aTHI YMHWUTH HETaTUBHHI BIUIMB Ha PicCT i
PO3BUTOK DOCIHH, a TakKOX CIPUYMHIOBATH
mopy1eHHs 6i0XiMigHUX TporneciB. Topuau 31aTHI
aKyMyJIIOBaTHCS B  PI3HMX OpraHax pOCIUH,
Haluvacrie — y JucTkax. J[is JikapchbKuX pOCIIMH
el acmekT Mae 0coOJMBE 3HAYEHHS, OCKIIbKH
OUTBIIICTP CHPOBUHH caMe JIUCTKOBOTO  abo
KBITKOBOT'O TOXOJ/DKEHHS, 1 TPU HasBHOCTI B Hii
TOKCHYHHMX €JIEMEHTIB 3HHXKYETbCA 11  SKICTb
(Choudhary et al, 2019; Chatterjee et al, 2020; Braga
et al, 2021). V 3B’s3Kky 3 LIUM, BUBUYCHHS BILUIMBY
¢dropugHoro 3abpymuenns na Calendula officinalis
L., Borago officinalis L. Ta Mentha piperita L. €
HAYKOBO OOTPYHTOBaHUM i MPAKTHYHO 3HAYYIIHUM, 3
OISy Ha BHCOKY Oi0JIOT1YHY aKTHUBHICTH 1 IIMPOKE
BUKOPUCTAaHHS IIMX BHIIB y (hapmakoisorii. AHaimi3
peakuii pociuH Ha Ail0 QTOpUAIB daE 3MOTy
OIIIHUTH IXHIO TOJIEPAHTHICTH 110 3a0pyIHEHHS Ta
BU3HAYUTH CTYMiHb MPHAATHOCTI VIS IOJAJIBIIOTO
BUKOPUCTaHHS y MenuuHiii mpaktuui (Braga et al,
2021; Kumari et al, 2024).

Mopdodizionoriuauii  craH  JUCTI  MOXKE
BHUCTYIATH 1HJAWKATOPOM CTIHKOCTI 1O Jil MEBHHX
cTtpecoBux (akTopiB 1 OyTH MOB’SI3aHUM 13

3arajgpbHOI0 010Macor Ta MPOTYKTHUBHICTIO POCIHH.
30kpema, 3MiHM 3a0apBICHHS, CTPYKTYpH Ta
TYypropy JHCTKIB CBi4aTh MpO TMPUTHIYECHHS
(hOTOCHHTETUYHOI aKTHBHOCTI, JUCcOaaHC BOJHOTO
pexuMy ab0 HAaKOIMYEHHS TOKCHYHHX PEYOBHH. Y
BUTIAJIKy (GTOPUIHOTO 3a0pyAHEHHS I1i TOKA3HUKH €
KPUTUYHO BaXKITUBHUMH, OCKIIBKH caMme TOpYIIECHHS
(OTOCHHTE3y MOXKE MPU3BOJUTH JO 3HIDKCHHS
SKICHUX 1 KUIBKICHUX XapaKTepUCTHK JIKapChKOi
cuposuan (JICTY 7018:2009; IlleBunk, Pomaniox,
2014, Farhangi-Abriz, & Ghassemi-Golezani, 2022).

[Torpu 3HauHUI 0OCAT HAYKOBUX JOCIIIKEHD,
MIPHUCBSYEHUX BUBUEHHIO BIUTMBY (pTOpHUIB Ha Pi3Hi
BHJM POCIIMH, JaHl I0J0 OCOOJMBOCTEH peakiii
JTIKapChKUX PpOCIAMH Ha QTopuaHe 3a0pyAHEHHS
3aJMINAIOTECS OOMEKEHUMH Ta (parMeHTapHHMHU.
JlikapchKi pOCIMHM, SIKI 9aCTO BHUPOIIYIOTHCS IS
OTpUMaHHsI Oi10JIOTIYHO aKTUBHUX PEYOBUH, MOXKYTb
OyTH 0COOJIMBO Bpa3iuBUMHU 10 Iii (propumis, 1o
MIPOSIBIISIETHCA Y 3HIKEHHI 1XHBOI MPOJYKTHBHOCTI,
MOTIiPILICHH] SKOCTI CHPOBUHH Ta 3MEHIIECHHI BMICTY
UiHHUX (ITOXIMIYHMX KOMIIOHEHTIB. Y 3B’SI3Ky 3
UM  aKTyallbHAM 3aBJaHHSM €  TPOBEJICHHS
KOMIUIEKCHHMX JIOCIIDKEeHb  (hi310J10r0-010XiMiYHHX
3MiH, 1HIYKOBaHMX (TOpPUAAMH, 3 YypaxyBaHHIM
BUAy, (asm pO3BUTKY Ta YMOB BHPOIIYBaHHS
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pocnuH. Pe3ynmbTaTH TakuxX JOCHIDKEHb CTaHYTh
HayKOBOIO OCHOBOIO JUIS pO3pOOIeHHS eQeKTHBHIX
3aXO0JliB IIIOJI0 MiHiMi3alii HEraTUBHOTO BIUIMBY
(GTOpHOHOrO  HAaBaHTAXEHHS, 1O  JO3BOJUTH
30eperTH Sk JIIKapchKy, TaK 1 IEKOPAaTUBHY IIHHICTH
UX POCIWH, a Takox 3a0e3le4nTH  IXHE
pamioHaJlbHE BUKOPUCTAHHS Yy (QapManeBTHUHIH
ray3i Ta IeKOpaTUBHOMY CaJ[iBHUIITBI.

Marepiaan Ta MeTOaM AociaimkeHHsi. Hammu
Oyno  TpoaHami30BaHO  BIUIMB  (PTOPUAHOTO
3a0pylHEHHS IPYHTY Ha JIWHAMIKy pOCTOBHUX
MMOKa3HUKIB Ta  OIOXIMIYHHX  XapaKTEePHUCTHK
OKpeMHX BHUIB JIKapChKUX POCIHH: KaJCHIYJIH
nikapcekoi (C. officinalis), m’stu nepuesoi (M.
piperita) Ta  oripounuka Jikapcekoro  (B.
officinalis).  ExcriepumeHTambHi  JOCIiIKEHHS
IMPOBOJUIINCA 3a SaFaHLHOHpHﬁHHTHMH METOAUKaAMU
Ha 0a3i mabopaTopii kadeapu OOTaHIKK Ta eKOJIOTil

HaBuanbHO-HayKOBOTO  IHCTHTYTY HPHPOTHUYUX
HayK JIOHENBKOTO HAI[iOHATHHOTO YHIBEPCUTETY
imeni Bacwis Cryca mpotsarom 2024 poky (JACTY
7018:2009; INpucencekuii, 1999, 2005, 2014, 2016).

Sx cybcrpar BHUKOPHCTOBYBAIIM OIII30JICHHHA
YOpHO3eM SKHH IONepeHhO BHUCYNIYBaIM Ta
mpociroBand. BwmicT Tymycy B TIPYHTI CTaHOBHB
3,5 %. I'pynrt xapakrepusyBascs 3Hauennsm pH 6,8,
oo € ONM3BKUM [0 HeWTpampHOro. BimMipsHy
KUTBKICTh ()TOPHIY HATPil0 PIBHOMIPHO BHOCHIIU B
MiATOTOBICHUHA TIPYHT, IICAA YOTO PETEIbHO
MepeMilTyBalid, 3BAKYBAIM Ta PO3MOAUISIN TIO
ropukax (tabm. 1). KoxeH ropmuk MapKyBaiu
BIJIMOBIHO JI0 BapiaHTy NOCIIAY, KM TPOBOIUIN
B TPHUKpATHI! MOBTOPIOBAHOCTI JJIS I’ AT BapiaHTIiB
KOHIIEHTpaIiii Gpropuay HATPirO I KOXKHOTO BHIY.
Bubipka s KOXHOIO TOpIIMKA CTAaHOBWJIA I1'STh
POCITHH.

Tabnuuysa 1.
Bapianmu konyenmpauii gpmopudy nampito (NaF)
Table 1.
Concentration options for sodium fluoride (NaF)
Ne papianTy K 1 2 3 4
Jo3a iioHiB ¢Topy y rpyHTi, MI/KT 0 25 50 75 100
Hapazkka NaF, mr/kr 0 74,6 149,2 223,8 298,4

BusnadeHHst eHeprii mMpopocTaHHS HPOBOAMIH
s C. officinalis Ha choMuii JeHb Micis MOYATKY
eKCIiepuMeHTy, a st M. piperita ta B. officinalis —
Ha IECITHIA JICHb, BIZIIOBIHO o
3araJbHONPUIHATHX MeToAuK. [lornepeHb0 HACiHHS
JMOCT/DKYBAaHUX BH/IB PO3MIIIYBAIM Y dYalllKax
[etpi, BucTeneHux QinbTPyBaATLHUM MANIEPOM, SIKHIA

OIATPUMYBAIH Y 3BOJIOKEHOMY CTaHI HUISIXOM
pPErylIIpHOrO  3BOJIOKEHHS  BOJOO AacTry
7018:2009). [Ilicas mnpopocTaHHS  KUTTE3IATHI

Puc. 1. Cman pocnun Calendula officinalis L. na 30-
i1 0eHb eKcnepumenmy

CISHIII TMEpPeHOCWNIM Yy TMiArOTOBJICHI TOPIIHUKH 3
IpyHTOM, g€ BupouryBamu mpotrsrom 30 mib 3a
BiJINIOBIJTHUX YMOB: TemriepaTtypa nositps 20-22 °C,
BOJIOTICTh TPYHTY cTaHoBWia Omm3pko 70 %.
[Toka3HUK yCHINIHOCTI BKOpIHEHHS CISHINB, TMiCIs
BHCanKu y ropumku, craHoBuB 100%. IIporsrom
nepiogy Beretaiii, 3 IHTEpBaJOM Yy CiM JIHIB,
(ikcyBaM NOKa3HUKU POCTY POCIUH AJISi KOXKHOTO
BapiaHTa nocmuiay (puc 1).

Fig. 1. The condition of Calendula officinalis L.
plants on the 30th day of the experiment
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Puc. 2. Cman pocnun Borago ofﬁcinalisz 7Ha 30-u
0enb eKxcnepumenny

ITicns 3aBepIICHHS
3MIACHIOBAJIM  BUMIPIOBaHHS  MOP(HOMETPUYHUX
mapaMmeTpiB  HaJ3eMHHX 1 TiJA3eMHHX OpTraHiB,
30KpeMa BHU3HAYalM JOBXHHY CTeOJla Ta KOPEHEBOi
cucremu. Kpim ToOro, anamizyBaiu (hiziosoro-
OlOXiMiYHI TOKa3HWKH, cepeli SIKUX — BMICT
(OTOCHHTETHYHHX TMIrMeHTIB (xs0podiny a ta b) y
JUCTOBHX IJIACTHHKAX, 4 TAKOXK BH3HAYAIU CUDPY Ta
cyxy Oiomacy pociuH. Takuii KOMIUIGKCHUM ITiXi[T
JI03BOJIMB OL[IHUTH HE JIMIIE AWHAMIKY pOCTY, aie i
(yHKIIIOHATBHUIA CTaH MOCHiIPKYBAaHUX BHUMIIB B
yMOBax (GTOPHUIHOTO 3a0pyIHEHHS.

BumiproBanHus pPOCTOBUX napaMeTpiB
JOCIIUKYBaHUX POCIHH MPOBOJMIN 32 JOIOMOTOIO
BUMIPIOBaJIbHOI JiHiMKkK. [lpu 1poMy QikcyBan
3arajibHy JIOBKMHY KOPEHEBOi CHCTEMH — Bij
OCHOBM crTeOlla [0 HaWBIAJaIEHIMNX KIHYMAKIB
KOPEHIB, a TAaKOX BHCOTY Ha/I3eMHOI YaCTUHH, TOOTO
JOBXHHY cTebjaa BiJf KOpPEHEBOi MIMHKH JI0
anikanpHOI Touku narony (IIpucencekwmii, 1999). Ha
OCHOBI  OTpHUMaHUX  3HAYeHb  3iHCHIOBAJIH
OOYMCIIEHHS 1HIEKCY pOCTY 3a  BIJIMOBITHOIO
hopmyioro:

CKCHEPUMEHTY

1= loocn / Ikoump, ne

| — iHgEeKC pocTy;

l0ocn — noBKUHA OpraHy POCIUHH Y JOCIITHIX
BapiaHTax, cM;

Ikonmp — JOBXKWHa
KOHTPOJIBHOMY BapiaHTi, CM.

3rigHo 3 GopMyIor0, MOKa3HUKU 1HIAEKCY POCTY
MeHIIi 3a 1, BiANOBifadM NPUTHIYEHOMY CTaHy
pocnuHU, a OuTbIimi 3a 1 — CTUMYJIOBaHHIO POCTY
kopens Ta crebna (IIpucencrkmii, 2005).

KinpkicHe BHM3Ha4YeHHS BMIcTy XJopodimy
3MIHCHIOBATN CITEKTPOGOTOMETPUIHUM METOJIOM 3a

oprad  poOCJIIMHU Yy

Fig. 2. The condition of Borago officinalis L. plants
on the 30th day of the experiment
morioMoror0  criektpootomerpa  Granum - 722
(ITpucencepkuit, 2016).

Cupy Ta cyxy Macy pOCIHH BH3HAdald 3a
JIOTIOMOTOI0  TIOTIEPEHBO MIATOTOBIEHUX OIOKCIB.
Crioyatky KOXeH OFOKC 3Ba)KyBaIl IOPOXKHIM, ITiCIIs
YOoro B HBOTO TOMIIIAIM TOAPIOHEHY POCIHHHY
cupoBuHy. Jlanmi OFOKCH PO3MIIIyBadll y CYIIMIbHIN
madi Ha 24 TOAMHHW, WIATPUMYIOUH CTaly
TeMmreparypy BHCymlyBaHHs. [licis 3aBepiueHHS
nporecy iX TOBTOPHO 3BaKyBaJd, MIO JIaBajo
MOXIIMBICTh PO3paxyBaTH CyXy Macy JOCHiIHUX
3paskiB (JICTY 7018:2009).

CratuctuuHy OOpOOKY eKCIepUMEHTaIbHUX
JIAHUX TIPOBOJIMIIN 32 JJOIIOMOTOIO CIIEIiaTi30BaHOTO
MIPOTPaMHOT0 3a0e3rnevYeHHs JUIS aHajizy
pe3ynbTaTiB OioJIoriYHUX JIOCITI/PKEHb
(ITpucencekuit, 2005). [ns OIiHKKM JOCTOBIpHOCTI
BIIMIHHOCTEH MDK KOHTPOJBHUM 1 JOCIIIHUMHU
BapiaHTaMy 3aCTOCOBYBAJIM TUCTIEPCIHHUI aHaTi3 Ta
meron Hannera (Ilpucencekwmii, 2005; 2016; 2017).
Y  pobOTi BHKOpUCTaHO TaKi  CTaTUCTHYHI
MOKa3HUKH: M — cepeiHe 3HAYEHHs; M — MMOMMJIKA
penpe3eHTaTUBHOCTI; D — pi3HUISL MK cepeaHiMU
sHaueHnsmu; DP — wminimManena 3{fBpyma pisHuns
(monyck annera). OTpuMaHi BUCHOBKU BBaXKaJIUCs
BIpOT1IHUMH 32 YMOBH TIEPEBHIICHHS 00YHCICHUMHU
3HaUYeHHAMHU cTaHaapTHUX Ana 0=0,05.

PesyabTat Ta iX 00roBopeHHsi. 3riiHo 3
orpumanumu pesynbtatamu y C. officinalis ta B.
officinalis He Oyno BuHSBIEHO CTaTUCTUYHO
3HAYYIIMX BIJMIHHOCTEH TOKa3HUKIB PO3BUTKY
KOPEHEBOI CUCTEMH TIOPIiBHSHO 3 KOHTpOJIeM (Tabil.
2).
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Tabnuya 2.

Bnaue rpynmoeozo 3aopyonennsn gpmopudom nampiro Ha Mopghomempuuni XapaKmepucmuku Kopenie 0eaKkux
AIKApCLKUX pocaun

Table 2.

The effect of soil fluoride pollution on the morphometric characteristics of roots of some medicinal plants

 C— - - Homep BazplaHTy - y
1 2 3 4 5 6
Calendula officinalis L.
M<+m 8,87 +3,96 10,28 £ 3,51 10,51 £ 3,99 10,06 £ 2,69 8,94 +492
D - 1,41 1,64 1,18 0,07
DP - 3,13 3,13 3,13 3,13
% 10 KOHTPOJII0 100,0 115,8 1184 1134 100,7
Borago officinalis L.
M+m 5,80 +2,67 6,13+2.86 6,34+ 141 7,27+2,55 6,90 + 2,57
D - 0,32 0,53 1,46 1,10
DP - 1,99 1,99 1,99 1,99
% 10 KOHTPOJII0 100,0 105,6 109,3 125,3 118,9
Mentha piperita L.
M+m 1,01 +1,06 1,34+ 1,03 192+1,34 2,45+1,.80" 1,98 + 1,52
D - 0,33 0,91 1,44 0,97
DP - 1,99 1,99 1,99 1,99
% 10 KOHTPOJII0 100,0 132,6 190,0 2425 196,0

Ipumimka (mym ma naoani): M — cepedHi 3uauenns;, m — ROMUIKA penpeseHmamuenocmi; D — piznuys midc
cepeonimu 3uavenuamu, DD— minivanvna snauywa piznuys (Oonyck /{annema)
Note (here and throughout): M — mean value; m — standard error of the mean (SEM); D — difference between

means; DD — least significant difference (Dunnett’s test).

CyTTeBe TEPEBHIICHHS TOKAa3HUKIB BiJHOCHO
KOHTPOJIBHUX 3pa3KiB MOXKE CBIAYHMTH SIK MIPO TPOSB
aIaNTUBHUX MEXaHi3MiB, TaK 1 MPO MOMIJIHUBY
peaKIifo pocivH Ha Jit0 cTpecoBoro dakropy. Tax,
y M. piperita 3a konuentparii GTopumis 75 Mr/Kr
BiJI3HA4YasOCsi 301NBIIEHHS JOBXXKMHU KOpPEHIB Ha
142,5 % BimHOCHO KOHTpOmI0. [Ipu BMicTi Gropuais
y 1pyHTi 100 MI/KT 1eli TOKa3HUK MEepeBUIyBaB
KOHTpOJIbHE 3HaueHHd Ha 96 %. Halimenma
JIOB)KMHA KOPEHIB CIocTepirainacs 3a KOHIEHTpAIii
25 wr/kr 1 craHoBuma guime 32,6 % Bifg
KOHTPOJIbHOro piBHA. OTpHMaHi JaHi CBig4aTh HpO
BUPQXEHE  CTUMYJIIOBAaHHS  POCTy  KOPEHEBOI
cucremu M. piperita ¢ropumamu, 0COOMMBO Y
BapiaHTaxX JOCJIAy 3 HU3bKHUMH KOHIICHTPAIISIMH,
IO BKa3ye Ha MPOSB €EeKTy TOPME3UCY Yy BiANOBIIb
POCIIUH Ha Ai0 GTOPHIIB.

VY C. officinalis micnst BHecennst NaF y neprmx
TPbOX BapiaHTax Aociigy 3adikcOBaHO IOMipHE
CTUMYJIIOBAaHHS POCTY, TOHII SIK y UETBEPTOMY
BapiaHTi JIOBKMHA KOPEHEBOI CHUCTEMH IMPAKTUYHO
HE BIJpI3HSJIACAd Bil KOHTPOJBHHMX 3HAYEHb, IO
MOKE  BKazyBaTH  Ha  JIOCATHEHHS  MeXi
TOJIEPAaHTHOCTI 1Oro BHAY a0 Qropumis. s B.

officinalis vy BCIX  JIOCHIJHUX  BapiaHTax
CIIOCTEPIraNocsi TOCTYNOBE 30UTBIICHHS TOBXHHU
KOpPEHiB, M0 3arajioM CBiJUYUTH TIPO BHCOKY
YYTJMBICTh 1OTO BHIY JO CTUMYJIIOKYOT il
HEBEJIWKUX 103 (TOpuAiB, y TIOpIBHAHHI 3
BUCOKHMH.

YV C. officinalis ictotHoro BrumBy NaF Ha
pOCTOBI TapameTpu cTebjia He BusBiIeHO. Y B.
officinalis mpu xonnentpamii ¢propuay Hatpiro 100
MI/KT 3a()iKCOBaHO MOIOBKEeHHS cTebsa Ha 49,2 % y
HIOpiBHSIHHI 3 KOHTposieM. Y M. piperita 30inbieHHs
pocty ctebia Bi3HaYaNH B yCiX BapiaHTax AOCIHIIY.
Tak, mpu xonmeHTtpamii NaF 100 wr/kr
CTIOCTEpIraN aHOMaJlbHEe BHJIOBKEHHS CTeOua, siKe
[IEPEBUIILYBAJIO KOHTPOJIb Maibke y 4 pa3u (Tadi. 3).
Taka peaxuist Moke OyTH aJanTHBHOIO BiIIOBIJJIIO
POCIMHM Ha  TOKCHYHHWA  BIUIUB  (TOPHIIB,
CIPSMOBaHOI0 Ha INBWJIKE HAPOCTaHHS Ha/I3€MHOI
MacH JJIsl HATPUMKH (DOTOCHHTE3Y Ta BHKHUBAHHS B
yMOBax CTpecy.

Ha ocHOBI OoTprMaHHUX MMOKa3HUKIB POCTY OYJI0
MPOBEICHO PO3PAaXYHOK 1HJEKCY POCTY KOPEHEBOI
cuctemu (puc. 3) Ta HaJ3eMHOI YaCTHHH — cTebia
(puc. 4) mocniKyBaHHX JIIKAPCHKUX POCIIMH.
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Tabnuya 3.

Bnaue rpynmoeozo 3aopyonennsn ¢pmopudom nampiro na mopgpomempuuni xapaxmepucmuxu cmeoen

0eAKUX NIKapCcbKuX pocauH

Table 3.

The effect of NaF on the growth parameters of the aerial part (stem) of certain medicinal plants

Howmep Bapianty
Iloxa3znuku K 1 5 3 Z
1 2 3 4 5 6
Calendula officinalis L.
M+m 488 +1,37 5,18 £1,36 5,58 +1,47 493 +1,31 4,86 +£1,70
D - 0,30 0,70 0,05 -0,01
DP 1,33 1,33 1,33 1,33 1,33
% 10 KOHTPOJIIO 100,0 106,1 114,3 101,0 99,5
Borago officinalis L.
M+m 2,66+ 091 2,60 + 1,05 3,14+ 1,74 288+076 | 3,97+1,78
D - -0,06 0,48 0,21 1,30
DP - 1,21 1,21 1,21 1,21
% 10 KOHTPOJII0 100,0 97,7 118,0 108.2 149,2
Mentha piperita L.
M+m 1,12 £0,82 2,05+£1,91 3,44 +£2,92* 3,32+ 1,92%* 4,86 +£4,26*
D - 0,93 2,32 2,20 3,74
DP - 2,12 2,12 2,12 2,12
% 10 KOHTPOJIIO 100,0 183,0 307,1 296,4 433,9
2.5
2
1.5 1,28
1 1 1
1
0.5
0
0 Mr/KT 25 Mr/kT 50 Mr/xT 75 Mr/xr 100 mr/xT
B C. officinalis WM B. officinalis WM. piperita

Puc. 3. Indexc pocmy Kopenegoi cucmemu y
00Ci0MHCYy6anUX 6UOI6

3 pucynky 3 Buano, mo y C. officinalis inmexc
pOCTYy KOpPEHEBOi CHCTEMH 3a BCiX JIOCIHIHKYBaHUX
KOHIIEHTpAIiit 3aJIUINABCS OIU3bKUM bi (o)
KOHTPOJIBHUX  3Ha4eHb. HaiimeHme 3Ha4eHHs
iHAEKCYy pocTy ans 1poro Buay (QikcyBaim 3a
kouueHTpaiii NaF 100 mr/kr — 1,01, a HaiiOibIIe —
1,28 3a kouueHrparii 25 mr/kr. lle cBiguuTh 1po
e(eKT ropMe3ncy — CTUMYIJISIII0 POCTY KOpPEHIiB 3a
HU3BKUX KOHIICHTpamii (TOpuAy Ta MOCTYIOBE
3HIDKCHHSI TTOKa3HHUKA 31 301IBIICHASIM HOTO BMICTY
B IpyHTi. 3Ha4yeHHs iHmekcy pocty y B. officinalis

Fig. 3. Root system growth index in the species
studied

3MiHOBaNKCH Bif 1,16 ipu 25 mr/kr no 1,33 mpu 50-
75 wr/kr, a 3a koHueHTpanii 100 Mr/kr craHOBHIIU
1,29.

Haiibinein  BupakeHuit  edekr ropmesucy
criocrepiranmu 'y M. piperita. Yike 3a koHueHTpamii
25 Mr/kr ingekc pocty crtanoBus 1,33, npu 50 mr/kr
migsuinyBascs 10 1,90, a MaKCMMaIbHOTO 3HAYCHHS
nmocsraB 3a 75 mr/kr — 2,43. 3a koHueHTparnii 100
MI/KT' TTOKa3HUK JICNO 3HWXKYBaBcs 10 1,96, omHak
3QJIMINABCS 3HAYHO BHUIIUM 32 KOHTPOJb. Lle BKazye
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HAa BUPaXCHY CTUMYJSINIO POCTYy KOPEHEBOL
CUCTEMH TIiJ] BILTNBOM (PTOPUIHOTO 3a0pyAHEHHS.
TakuM YUHOM, y BCIX JOCHTI/DKYBaHHX BHJIIB
3HAUYCHHS 1HACKCY POCTY TNEpeBHIyBaiu 1, M0
CBIMUATH TPO CTUMYJIALII0 PO3BUTKY KOPEHEBOI
CHUCTeMH M BIUIMBOM ¢Topuay Hatpioo. [Iposs
Takoro eqQekTy ropme3ucy OyB HaWBUIIMM 3a
HHU3BKHX 103, TOMI K 13 MiIBUIIICHHAM KOHIICHTpAITil
NaF ctumynroBambHa fisi AEMIO0 MOCITa0IIOBANIACS.

4.5

2

35

E)

2.5

1,83

1,5

—

0,5

25 MI/KT

0 mr/sT
m C. officinalis

Puc. 4. Indexc pocmy cmebna y 00cnioxncyeanux
6uoig

AHami3 OoTpUMaHMX NaHWX TMokKa3aB, mo y C.
officinalis 3miHn OyyiuM HE3HAYHUMH MOPIBHIHO 3
KOHTpOJIeM. 3a KOHIIEHTpAIlii 25 MI/KT 1HJIEKC pocTy
craroBuB 1,11, mpu 50 mr/kr — 1,14. 3a nogansiioro
MiBUIICHHS KOHIIEHTpaMii A0 75 MI/Kr 3Ha4eHHS
samwkyBanocs a0 1,01, a 3a 100 mr/kr — no 0,99, o
MPaKTUYHO BiJIOBIAaN0 KOHTPOJILHOMY piBHIO. Lle
CBITYMTH MIPO HASIBHICTH J0303AJI€)KHOI TOPMETHYHOT
peakiii, KOMM HU3bKI KOHIEHTpamii (QTOpUIiB
BUKJIMKAIOTh CTUMYJIAIIIO POCTY, a BHIII HE
3a0€3MeYyI0Th 10JaTKOBOTO MO3UTUBHOTO €(heKTy.

Y B. officinalis 3a xonnentpamii 25 Mr/kr
CIIOCTEpIraJii HE3HA4YHE 3HIDKCHHS IOKa3HUKa [0
0,98. IIpoTe 3i 30inbIICHAAM KOHLIEHTpawii GTOpHIY
HATpil0 BiAMIYaM CTUMYJILIIO pocTy cTebI0Boi
YacTHHHU. BiANoOBiIHO MOKa3HUKH 3pocTanu a0 1,20
npu 50 wmr/kr, 1,12 mpu 75 Mr/kr Ta Jocsaras
MaKCHMalbHOTO 3HauYeHHs 1,52 3a 100 mr/kr.

Haii0inpm BUpaskeHy peakiiiro BHsBIeHO y M.
piperita. Taaekc pocty cTeOI0BOI YaCTHHHU 3pOCTaB
Bix 1,83 3a xoHnenrpamii 25 mr/kr go 3,11 npu 50

MI/kr. 3a 75 MI/KT cHocTepiranocst He3HauHe
3HIDKEHHS J0 2,96, oJHaK 3a MaKCHMaJIbHOI
koHieHTpalii 100 MI/KT TOKa3HHK JIOCSraB

HaWBHILOTO 3HAYCHHA 4,34. lle cBimuuTh MpO

11199 1,14

50 Mr/kT

m B. officinalis

HaiiBuiy uyTiauBicTh 10 Hii QTOPUIIB BUSBICHO Y

M. piperita, tomi sk C. officinalis
XapaKkTepu3yBajacs HallMEHIIIUMU 3MiHAMU
I[OCJ'IiI[)KYBaHOFO ITIOKa3HHKAa.

HactymauM  eramoM  JOCHIKEHHS — CTajo

BH3HAYEHHS 1HAEKCY pOCTy CTeOJIOBOI YacTHHHU
JOCIIDKYBAaHUX JIKApChKUX POCIMH 33 PI3HUX
KoHIeHTpariil ¢ropuny Harpito (NaF) y rpyHTi, mo
MIPOLTTFOCTPOBAHO Ha PUCYHKY 4.

434
2,96
L3
1,1
101 0,9

100 Mr/xrT

1.2

75 MI/KT
B M. piperita

Fig. 4. Stem growth index in the species studied

3HAYHHUI CTHUMYJIFOIOUMI BIUIMB (DTOPHIY HATpifO Ha
PICT MaroHiB LOTO BHIY.

TakuM 4YMHOM, OTpWUMaHI JlaHI CBiAYaTh, IO
JOCT/DKYBaHI KOHIIEHTpalii (GTOpuIy HATpilo ¥y
IPyHTI HE BHABWIM TOKCHYHOTO BIUIMBY Ha
HA/I3eMHY YaCTHHY POCIIHH.

3a0pynHEHHST TPYHTiB (TOpUAaMU HEraTUBHO
BIUIMBAE Ha KiJBKICTh, BMICT 1 (YHKI[IOHATBHHMA
cTaH XJ0podimiB a Ta b, M0 3yMOBIIOE 3HUKEHHS
(hOTOCHHTETHYHOI aKTHBHOCTI POCIHH 1 TIPU3BOIUTH
JI0 TIPUTHIYEHHS POCTY, MiABHULICHHS YyTIMBOCTI /10
iHImmX ctpecoBux ¢akTtopiB. Came TOMy B paMKax
[IPOBEJICHOI0  EKCIIEPUMEHTY OyJIo  JOCHIIKEHO
BIUIMB (PTOPUIHOTO 3a0pyIHEHHS Ha KOHLEHTPALiO
xnopodimie @ Ta b y nucTtkoBMX macTHHAX
JOCIIJKYBaHUX POCIUH (Tabum. 4).

3 manux Tabmuui 4, suaHo, mo y C. officinalis
i BIJIMBOM (TOPUIHOrO 3a0pyJHEHHS IPYHTY
BMICT XJIOpoQily & y JIHCTKOBHX IUIACTHHKAX
3HIDKYBABCS 33 BCIX JIOCIHIDKYBaHUX KOHIICHTpPALiH
MOPiBHAHO 3 KOHTposieM. Haiibinbie 3HMKEHHS
BMICTYy XJ0podiny a 3adikcoBaHO 3a KOHLEHTpaLii
75 mr/kr i BiH OyB Ha 38 % MeHIIUM 32 KOHTPOJIbHI
MOKa3HHKH.
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Taobauys 4.

Bnaue pmopuonozo 3aopyonenns rpynmy na emicm xnopoginy a y 1iucmosux naacmuHKax 0eaKux

6u0i¢ NIKAPCLKUX POCTUH

Table 4.

The effect of soil fluoride pollution on the content of chlorophyll a in the leaf plates of some species of
medicinal plants

Homep Bapianty
IMoxka3Huku K 1 5 3 7
1 2 3 4 5 6
Calendula officinalis L.
M+m 0,50+ 0,07 0,32 +0,08* 0,39 + 0,06* 0,31 £0,13* 0,35+ 0,04*
D - -0,18 -0,10 -0,19 -0,14
DP - 0,08 0,08 0,08 0,08
% 10 KOHTPOJIIO 100,0 64,0 78,0 62,0 70,0
Borago officinalis L.
M+m 0,54+0,21 0,29+ 0,14" 0,29 +0,09* 0,25+0,12* 0,35 +0,09*
D - -0,25 -0,25 -0,28 -0,19
DP - 0,15 0,15 0,15 0,15
% 10 KOHTPOJIIO 100,0 53,7 53,7 46,3 64,8
Mentha piperita L.
M+m 0,71 £ 0,32 0,79 + 0,06 1,02+0,32 0,96 + 0,34 1,40 £0,51*
D - 0,08 0,31 0,25 0,69
DP - 0,36 0,36 0,36 0,36
% 10 KOHTPOJIIO 100,0 111,2 143,6 135,2 197,1
MinimManpHe  3HWKEHHS  3adikcoBaHO 3a  BMicTy xmopodiny by Beix  JoCTimKyBaHUX

koHIeHTpaii 50 Mr/kr, ske Ha 22 % HIKYe 3a
KOHTpOJb. OTpuMaHi pe3yabTaTH BKa3ylOThb Ha
HE3HA4YHE 3HIDKCHHS (OTOCHHTETHYHOI aKTUBHOCTI
POCIIMH 110 MOXK€ CBIJUUTH PO MPUTHIYYBaJIbHUMA
BIUIMB (QTOpWAIB Ha mirMeHTHU# amapar C.
officinalis.

Bumict xmopodiny a y B. officinalis 3a
KOHIIeHTpaIi#i ¢propuai 25 i 50 Mr/kr OyB MEHIIIUM
3a KOHTpoJb Ha 46,3 %. HaliOinbine 3HMKEHHS
BiJI3HAYEHO 3a KOHIEHTparlii 75 Mr/kr, mo Ha 53,7
% MeHIIle TTOPIBHSIHO 3 KOHTPOJIBHUM BapiaHTOM. 3a
koHreHTpaiii 100 mr/kr BMicT xyopodiny a Oys
HWKYUM 32 KOHTpoib Ha 35,2 %. 3a KOHIeHTparii
bropuny Harpito 25 mr/kr y M. piperita Bmict
xnopodiny a 0y Gineumii Ha 11,2% y nopiBHsHHI 3
KOHTpOJIEM, W0 MOXE CBIAYUTH TMpPO cIabKo
BUPaXEHY CTUMYJISILIIO ¢dorocuHTETHUHOT
aKTUBHOCTI B MeXax aJalTUBHOI BIANOBiAlI Ha
CTpecOBUil 4YMHHWMK. HalOinmbin BupaxkeHi 3MiHH
3aikcoBano npu koHueHtpanii NaF 100 mr/kr, ae
BMICT XJIOpodiny a Maike MOJBOIOBAB KOHTPOJBHI
3Ha4YeHHS 1 nepeBuiryBaB ix Ha 97,7 %. Taka
peakuis Moxke OyTHM TOB’A3aHAa 3 AaKTHUBALIEIO
3aXMCHUX MEXaHi3MiB POCIMHHM, 30Kpema 3i
30UIBIICHHSM CHHTE3Y (POTOCUHTETHYHHX MITMEHTIB
y BIAMOBIAbL HA 10 GTOPHIIB

Sx BupHO 3 Tabmuui 5, HaHOIIBII BHpakeHe
3HWKEHHST BMicTy xyopodiny b 3adikcoBano y C.
officinalis — #ioro piBennr O0yB Ha 71,1 % MeHIIUM
MOPIBHIHO 3 KOHTpOJIeM NpH KoHueHTpauii NaF 75
mr/kr. Y B. officinalis cnocrepiranocs 3meHmeHHs

BapiaHTax  BiIHOCHO  KOHTPOJBbHHUX  3pa3KiB
npubausHo y asa pasu. Ilogo M. piperita, to
MaKCHMaJIbHUN BMicT xjopodiay b, mo craHoBuB
53,8 %,i Oy 3adikcoBaHMI TpPH HAUBUIIIH
koureHrpariii NaF — 100 mr/kr.

Hani moxo BrumBY 3a0pyaneHHs rpyHTy NaF
Ha CHiBBigHOIIEHHS XyopodiniB @ i b y mucroBux
IUTACTHHKAX HaBeJeHI y Tabmuui 6. 3MiHH y BMICTI
xyopodiniB @, b, iXHOI CymMH Ta CITiBBIIHOIICHHS
MaloTh crienuiyHUI XapakTep 3aJeKHO Bif BUIY
POCJIMHU Ta KOHIEHTpalii GTopudy.

Y C. officinalis cnoctepiranocst 3HWKEHHS
BMicTy o000x Qopm xjopodimy mpm  ycix
JOCITIDKYBaHUX KOHIIEHTparisax (25-100 mr/kr) y
NOPIBHSIHHI 3 KOHTPOJIBHUMH 3pa3KaMH. 3aralbHUH
IyJ1 mirMeHTiB 3MeHyeTses 3 0,95 Mr/r (KOHTpOIIB)
no MiniManeaux 0,44 Mr/r 3a KoHIeHTparii 75
Mmr/kr. Jleske BimHOBIEHHS mMoKa3HUKIB 10 0,54 mr/r
cnocrepiraerbess npu HasHocTi NaF 100 wmr/kr.
Ockinbku  BmicT  xmopodiny b 3HWKyBaBcs
WBUIIMIMMH  TEeMIAMHM, HDX  XjJopodity  a,
criBBimHOmenHs a Ta b 3pocramo Big 1,11 mo
HalOuIemoro 3HadeHHs 2,38 y Bapianti 3. lle
BKazye Ha BHIIy 4YyTIUBICTH xiopodimy b no
¢dbTopugHOTO 3a0pyAHEHHS.

VY pocmun B. officinalis cmocrepiraersest piske
3HIKEHHS BMICTY 000X MIIMEHTIB yXKe Ha MepIoMy
BapianTi gocmigy. CymapHuii BMICT IITMEHTIB
3MEHIIIYETHCS Maiike BJIBiUl MMOPIBHSIHO 3 KOHTPOJIEM
(0,92 mr/r) i konuBaeTbes B Mexax 0,44-0,55 mr/r y
JIOCTIITHUX BapiaHTaXx.
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Taobauys 5.

Bnaue pmopuonozo 3aopyonenns rpynmy na emicm xanopoghiny b y nucmosux naacmuHkax 0eaKux
6u0i¢ NIKAPCLKUX POCTUH

Table 5.
The effect of fluoride soil pollution on chlorophyll b content in the leaf blades of certain medicinal plant
species
Homep Bapianty
MoxkazHuku K 1 5 3 Z
1 2 3 4 5 6
Calendula officinalis L.
M+m 0,45+0,13 0,27 + 0,06 0,22 + 0,04 0,13 +0,04* 0,19 +0,02*
D - -0,18 -0,23 -0,31 -0,26
DP - 0,07 0,07 0,07 0,07
% 10 KOHTPOJIIO 100,0 60,0 48,9 28,9 42,2
Borago officinalis L.
M+m 0,38+ 0,13 0,20 +0,06* 0,21 +£0,02%* 0,19 +0,06* 0,20 +0,02*
D - -0,18 -0,17 -0,19 -0,18
DP - 0,07 0,07 0,07 0,07
% 10 KOHTPOJIIO 100,0 52,6 55,2 50,0 52,6
Mentha piperita L.
M+m 1,04 £ 0,61 0,44 +0,07* 0,47 +0,07* 0,44 +0,12%* 0,56 +0,17*
D - -0,60 -0,56 -0,59 -0,47
DP - 0,31 0,31 0,31 0,31
% 10 KOHTPOJIIO 100,0 42,3 45,1 42,3 53,8
Tabnuuys 6.
Bnnue 3a6pyonenns epynmy NaF na cniggionowiennsa xnopoginie a i b y nucmosux niacmunkax 0eakux euoie
NIKApCcoKUX pociaun
Table 6.
The effect of NaF soil contamination on the ratio of chlorophylls a and b in leaf blades of some medicinal plant
species
L PS— Homep BapiaHT)
K 1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4 5 6
Calendula officinalis L.
Xyopodin a 0,50 + 0,07 0,32+ 0,08 0,39 + 0,06 0,31+0,13 0,35 +0,04
Xmopodin b 0,45+0,13 0,27 + 0,06 0,22 + 0,04 0,13 +0,04 0,19+ 0,02
Xmopodia a+ b 0,95 0,59 0,61 0,44 0,54
Xuopodiia a/b 1,11 1,18 1,77 2,38 1,84
Borago officinalis L.
Xyopodin a 0,54+ 0,21 0,29+0,14 0,29 + 0,09 0,25+0,12 0,35+ 0,09
Xmopodin b 0,38+0,13 0,20 + 0,06 0,21 +£ 0,02 0,19+ 0,06 0,20+ 0,02
Xmopodin a+ b 0,92 0,49 0,50 0,44 0,55
Xsopodin a/b 1,42 1,45 1,38 1,31 1,75
Mentha piperita L.
Xmopodiia a 0,71 +£0,32 0,79 £ 0,06 1,02 +0,32 0,96 + 0,34 1,40 +£ 0,51
Xnopodin b 1,04 + 0,61 0,44 + 0,07 0,47 + 0,07 0,44+ 0,12 0,56 +0,17
Xaopodin a+ b 1,75 1,23 1,49 1,40 1,96
Xmopodin a/b 0,68 1,79 2,17 2,18 2,50

Ha Bigminy Bix inmmx Buais, y B. officinalis
CHIBBITHOIIICHHsI CTa0LIbHE 32 KOHIEHTpamlin 25-75
mr/kr (1,31-1,45) nopiBasiHO 3 KoHTpOsieM (1,42) i
nmoMmiTHO 3pocrae 3a koHreHntpamii NaF (1,75). Le
MOJKE CBIIYMTH TIPO MPONOPIIiliHE pyHHYBaHHS a00
MPUTHIYEHHS CUHTE3y 000X (opMm xiopodiny 3a
MTOMIPHUX KOHIICHTpPAITii.

M. piperita mpomeMOHCTpyBaJia YHIKaJbHY,
BIIMIHHY BiJ| IHIIMX JOCI/PKYBAaHMX BHIIB PEaKIIiO
Ha npucyTHicTh NaF y rpyHTi, M0 MOXe CBiTUUTH
po 3allycK IHIIMX MexaHi3MiB ajanranii. Ha
BiIMIHY BiJl IHIIMX BHIIB, BMIcT xiopodiny a
cTpimMko 3poctae — Big 0,71 y KOHTPOIBHUX 3pa3Kax
1o 1,40 mr/t 3a Hagsuocti NaF 100 mr/xr. Bogrnouac
piBeHb xiopodiny b 3HwKyeTbes BaBivi (10 ~0,44-
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0,56 wmr/r). lle nOpuU3BOOWTH 1O PI3KOTO 3CYBY
criBBigHOMmIeHHs a/b y Oik mepeBaskanHs xjaopodiny
a (3 0,68 o 2,50) Ta 301JIBIICHHS 3araJIbHOTO BMICTY
mirMeHTiB y BapiaHTi 4 mo 1,96 mr/r. Takuii 3cyB
MOJKITBO BigoOpaxae epe0y10By
CBITIIO30MPATEHUX KOMIUICKCIB M’ ATH TIEPICBOi B
yMOBax CTpecy.

OtpuMaHi JaHi BKa3ylOTh Ha MOXKIIUBY BHUCOKY
tokcmuHicte NaF s C. officinalis Ta B. officinalis,
IO TPOSIBISIETHCS Y PYHHYBaHHI CBITIO30UpaIbHUX
koMIuiekciB. Hatomicte M. piperita BusiBisie BHILY
TOJICPAHTHICTH JIO (PTOPHIHOTO CTPECY, aKTUBYIOUH

CUHTE3 XJIOpOodiTy a I MiATPUMAHHS CTablIEHOCTI
(hoTocucTeMH.

[Mopanemmii eran eKCIEpUMEHTY TMepeadadan
BUBYCHHS TOKAa3HMWKIB CHPOi Ta CyXOi MacH
JTKApCBKUX pOCIMH. AJle 4Yepe3 HETOCTAaTHIO
KUJIBKICTh  POCIMHHOTO Martepiany s Mentha
piperita B KOHTPOJBHOMY BapiaHTi B YCIX TPbOX
MOBTOPHOCTSIX HE OYJIO MO>KJIMBUM HPOBECTH TOYHE
BH3HAYEHHSI CHPOi 1 CyXOol MacHh Ta BiAOBITHO
3MIACHUTH TMOPIBHUIBHUN aHami3 3 KOHTPOJBbHUMHU
MoKa3HuKamu (Tadi. 7).

Tabnuuys 7.
Bnaue 3a6pyonenna rpynmy Ha HaKonuueHHA diomacu 0eaKuUMu 6UOAMU JIKAPCLKUX POCTUH
Table 7.
The influence of soil pollution on the accumulation of biomass by some types of medicinal plants
| C— Howmep BapianTy
K | 1 | 2 | 3 4
Calendula officinalis L.
- M+m 4,99 +£0,36 5,25+ 0,40 5,44 +1,12 6,19+ 0,57 5,90+ 1,20
28 E . D - 0,25 0,44 1,19 0,90
SEg DP - 1,65 1,65 1,65 1,65
= % /10 KOHTPOITIO 100,0 105,2 109,0 124,0 118,2
= M+m 0,59 + 0,04 0,46 + 0,08 0,58+ 0,10 0,60 + 0,04 0,57+ 0,24
g3 E ,_ D - -0,12 -0,02 0,01 -0,01
O =g DP - 0,30 0,30 0,30 0,30
= | % 1o kouTpoOIIO 100,0 77,9 98,3 101,7 96,6
Borago officinalis L.
§ ; M+tm 4,56 + 1,08 4.87+1,39 5,53 +0,47 5,87 +£0,90 6,39 + 0,94
== D - 0,31 0,97 1,30 1,87
§. 5 DP - 2,02 2,02 2,02 2,02
o A % J10 KOHTPOITIO 100,0 106,8 121,2 127,7 140,1
s = M+tm 0,43+0,12 0,45+0,11 0,42 + 0,01 0,43 + 0,08 0,39 + 0,05
S E D - 0,01 -0,01 -0,01 -0,04
a 5 DP - 0,20 0,20 0,20 0,20
o2 % J10 KOHTPOITIO 100,0 104,6 97,6 100,0 90,7
IMpoBeneni ekcnepumeHtanbHi gocimimkenHs — 40,1 % — cnocrepiraBcst npu KoHueHTpaiii NaF

nokaszany, mo 3a0pyAHEHHS TIPYHTY ¢ropurom
HATpif0 y KOHIEHTpamisax Big 25 mo 100 wr/kr
BUKJIMKA€ TIO3UTHBHI 3MiHM Yy HAaKOMHMYEHHI CHUPOL
Macu y JBOX BHUAIB JKapcbkux pocaun — C.
officinalis Ta B. officinalis. Tak, y C. officinalis
CIIOCTEPIracThcsi  MOMIpHE  30UIBIICHHS  CHPOI
Oiomacu. 30kpeMa, Ipy MiHIMaJIbHIN JOCIIKYBaHIl
koHueHTpauii NaF 25 mr/kr mpupict cupoi Mmacu
cTaHoBHB 5,2 % y MOpPIBHSIHHI 3 KOHTPOJEM, ILIO €
HAHKYUM TIOKA3HUKOM cepejl YCiX BUMPOOYBaHUX
KOHIEHTpaIiii ans 1poro Bumy. [lpw migBuiieHHi
KOHIIEHTpAIlii 10 75 Mr/kr OyIo 3adikcoBaHO 3HAYHE
301IbIIeHHsT CUpOTl Macu — Ha 24 % y NOPIBHSAHHI 3
pOCITMHAMH, BHPOUIEHHMH y  HeoOpoOiIeHOMy
TPYHTI.

V sumaaky B. officinalis Bimsmaueno crifiky
TEHIICHIIII0 70 30UIbIMIEHHS CHPOi Macu y BCIX
eKCIIEpUMEHTATbHIX BapiaHTax BITHOCHO
KOHTpOII0. MakcuMaibHUE TpUpicT cupoi Giomacu

100 Mr/Kr, MmO CBITYUTH MPO TO3UTHUBHY PEAKIIiI0
POCIMHM Ha MigBHUILEHE (QTOpPHIHE HABaHTAKCHHS.
HaBnaku, HaltHIKYUI MOKa3HUK 301UIbIICHHS CUPOT
Macu 1uporo Buny (6,8 %) Oyno 3adikcoBaHo mpH
MiHIMaIbHIH KOHIICHTpAIIii 25 MI/KT.

Mlomo cyxoi Macu 000X BHUJIB, pPe3yNbTATH
eKCTIEpUMEHTY 3acBiUMIIM HE3Ha4Hi Bapiamii y ii
3HAYEHHSX MOPIBHSIHO 3 KOHTpoJyeM. Lli KonuBaHHS
He OyiaM CTAaTHCTUYHO 3HAYYLIMMH, IIO MOXeE
CBITUATH TIPO HECYTTEBHHA BIUTUB (HTOPUIHOTO
3a0pyIHEHHA Ha HAKOMWYEeHHS cyxoi Oiomacu y C.
officinalis Tta B. officinalis B giamasoni
JIOCIIIDKYBaHHMX KOHIIEHTpallii (puc. 5, puc. 6).

TakuM YMHOM, OTPMMAaHI JaHi CBiAYaTh MPO TE,
mo 3a0pydHEHHS TIPYHTY (TOpUAOM HaTpilo Y
MOMIPHUX KOHIIEHTPAIAX 3/7[aTHE CTHMYIIOBATH
MIPUPICT CHPOI MacH y JOCIIDKYBAHUX JTIKAPCHKHUX
pPOCJIMH, MPOTE CYTTEBUX 3MIH y CyXidk Maci He
CIIOCTEPITaEThCA.
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Puc. 5. Cnissionowennsa cupoi ma cyxoi macu C.
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IIpakTiuno BCi JIOCITiTHI BapiaHTH
JEMOHCTPYBAJIM IEBHUH PiBEHb CTIMKOCTI 10 Pi3HUX
KOHIIEHTpaIifi  3a0pyaHioBaua. Xoya  3arajiom
criocTepiranocs 301IbIICHHS CUPOI MacH, 0 MOXe
CBIAYMTH TpO aJanTUBHI peaklii pOCIMH Ha
CTPECOBI YMOBH, BOJIHOYAC (IKCYBAIOCS 3HIKEHHS
CyXOi MacH, 0cOoOJIMBO TOMITHE TPU KOHIEHTpAIlii
25 mr/kr mua C. officinalis ta 100 mr/kr mis B.
officinalis.

BucnoBku. B pesymbrari  mpoBeaeHHX
JOCHI/DKEHb BIUIMBY (TOPUAHOrO 3a0pyAHEHHsS Ha
pocToBi Ta OiOXiIMi4HI MapaMeTpu IOCTIHKYBaHHX
pociMH  BCTaHoBieHo, mo |y M. piperita
CIIoCTepiranocs BHPaKCHE CTUMYJIOBAHHS POCTY

Fig. 6. The ratio of raw to dry mass of B. officinalis
L.

KOPEHEBOI CHUCTEMH 3a HU3BbKHX KOHIICHTpaIliil Ta
3HIDKEHHS  JIOBKMHH KOPEHS 32  HaWBHIIUX
KoHIeHTpatii propuais y rpynri. s C. officinalis
3a(ikcoBaHO TOMIpHE CTHMYJIOBAaHHA POCTY 3a
KOHIeHTpariit  25-75 wmr/kr, Tomi sK 3a
MaKCHMajIbHOI KoHIEeHTpalii 100 Mr/kr moka3HUK
HabmmkaBcs 10 kouTpoasHoro. Y B. officinalis B

yCciX  JOCHIZHMX  BapiaHTax  CHOCTepiranocs
MOCTYIOBEe  30iNbIICHHS  JIOBXXHHH  KODEHIB.
Otpumani pe3yJbTaTH BKa3yIOTh Ha

BugocneunpiuHy peakuilo pociuH Ha (TopuIHE
HaBaHTAXXCHHS Ta TPOSIB €()EKTy TOpME3UCy, SIKHI
Haiibinpm Bupakenwit y M. piperita ta C.
officinalis. Illomo BmMBY (GTOpHAIB Ha HaAI3EMHY

Haykosuii sicnux Qepniseyvkozo ynisepcumemy. Bionoeis (bionoeiuni cucmemu). 2026. 18 (1). 91



gactuny, y C. officinalis ictoramx 3min pocry
crebma we BusBaeno. Y B. officinalis 3a
koHueHntpamii 100 wmr/kr  NaF  cnoctepiranocs
BUJIOBXKCHHsT cTeOma Ha 49,2 % ToOpiBHAHO 3
KoHTposieM. Y M piperita cTuUMyJIfOBaHHS pPOCTY
cTebna BiI3HAYEHO B YCIX BapiaHTax JAOCHITy, a
0c0o0JIMBO TpH HAWBUINMX KOHIEHTpAIisX, IO
MOXJIMBO € aJalTUBHOIO pEakKIli€l0 B yMOBax

cTpecy.
HocnimkenHs: GTOPUIHOTO BIUIMBY Ha BMICT Ta
CHIBBiIHOLICHHS xJopodiniB a i b,

npoaemonctTpyBasio, mo y C. officinalis ta B.
officinalis BinOyBaeTbCsi MPUTHIYEHHS MIrMEHTHOI
CHCTEMH, NUIIXOM 3HIKCHHSI BMICTY XJIOpOQiniB a
ta b maibke BaBiui. Hartomicts, y M. piperita Bmict
xsopo¢iny a 3pocrae Ha 97,7 % 3a KOHUEHTpawii
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INFLUENCE OF FLUORIDE CONTAMINATION ON THE GROWTH AND
BIOCHEMICAL PARAMETERS OF CALENDULA OFFICINALIS L., BORAGO
OFFICINALIS L. AND MENTHA PIPERITA L.

L.O. Mikulich, O.V. Mashtaler, V.V. Skilska, M.l. Rohozhuk

Vasyl' Stus Donetsk National University
16 Yunosti Ave., Vinnytsia, 21021, Ukraine
e-mail: .mikulich@donnu.edu.ua, m.kozlova@donnu.edu.ua

This paper presents the results of a study into the effects of fluoride contamination on the growth and biochemical
parameters of certain medicinal plants. The experiment analysed the effect of different concentrations of sodium
fluoride in the soil on the dynamics of growth parameters, the content of photosynthetic pigments (chlorophylls a and
b), as well as the fresh and dry weight of the studied species. Based on the morphometric data obtained, the growth
index of the root system and the above-ground parts of the plants was calculated. Species-specific differences in the
response of the studied species to fluoride stress were established. Thus, in Calendula officinalis L., the changes were
insignificant and remained close to control values, whereas in Borago officinalis L., moderate stimulation of growth
was observed in both roots and shoots. The highest values of the root and shoot growth indices were recorded in
Mentha piperita L. An analysis of photosynthetic pigment content revealed a significant decrease in the concentration
of chlorophylls a and b in C. officinalis and B. officinalis at all tested concentrations of sodium fluoride compared to
the control. In contrast, a possible compensatory reorganisation of the pigment apparatus was observed in M. piperita:
chlorophyll a content increased rapidly against a background of a twofold decrease in chlorophyll b levels, which led to
a sharp shift in their ratio towards a predominance of the a form. It has been established that soil contamination with
NaF at moderate concentrations stimulates the fresh weight gain of C. officinalis and B. officinalis, whilst no significant
changes in their dry weight were observed. The results obtained expand our understanding of the species-specificity of
responses and the tolerance of medicinal plants to fluoride contamination and can be used to assess their resilience
under conditions of anthropogenic stress.

Keywords: fluorides, contaminated, medicinal plants, concentration, growth parameters
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