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Effects of apical tip,node number and burial depth on fragment regeneration of six sub-
merged plants
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Abstract: The effects of apical tip, node number and burial depth on regeneration abilities of vegetative fragments of six submerged
plant species Myriophyllum spicatum , Hydrilla verticillata, Potamogeton pectinatus, P. crispus, Ceratophyllum demersum and Cha-
ra spp. , were conducted. The results showed no significant changes occurred in the numbers of regenerated shoots and roots on
fragments decapitated compared with the fragments with apices, except apical fragments of P. crispus had significantly lower regen-
eration abilities. The increased numbers of nodes significantly enhanced the regeneration abilities of shoots and roots generally, and
the fragments with above five nodes regenerated better than others. The fragment of M. spicatum and less than six-node of H. wverti-
cillata were able to regenerate new shoots and roots only at Ocm burial depth, while the other four species were able to regenerate
new shoots and/or roots at depths of 1¢cm and 2¢m. Fragment regeneration abilities varied markedly both within and between the
species. Both C. demersum and Chara spp. had the highest regeneration ability of shoots, but failed to regenerate roots.
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Fig. 1 Comparison of number of regenerated shoots and roots between fragments with and without apices
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Fig. 3 Mean value of regenerated shoots of fragments with different number of nodes

N

BRI (cm)
INERT

.

under different burial depth treatments

HHRER S (cm)

P 3 AN [ 35 BSORV L FRCTR BE 1A TS B 14 A ) B (AN [R] B



IR WF W RO SRR B AT ST AR I KA T AT R AR ) 09 % v 65

i 01 A3 Bs5 Ne

FEAEIN R 3 Myriophyllum spicatum M8 Hydrilla verticillata
00 100
\ 2 80
7 N\ g
N a0
7.\ 0
% R 3% Potamogeton pectinatus 0 H ¥ Potamogeton crispus
g
3
i g
1
TR (cm) IHGERE (cm)
Pl 4 ANIR] 15 B0 WA e AN ) 34 R B A T P AR Y A 2R 38
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Fig. 5 Mean value of regenerated roots of fragments with different number of

nodes under different burial depth treatments
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