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Abstract: In order to further understand the implantation effect of epiphyte on submerged plants, simulated experiment of Myriophyllum Spicatum was
carried out. The paper studied the changes of root length, plant length, biomass, soluble protein content, chlorophyll content, MDA content, SOD, POD
and CAT. The experimental results showed that the biomass of Myriophyllum Spicatum in the treatment without epiphyte increased by 2.49 times, and at
the end of the experiment, the chlorophyll content increased by 1.87 times. This showed that a large number of breeding epiphyte would affect the synthesis
of biomass and decrease chlorophyll content. Enzyme activity of POD and CAT with epiphyte in treatment was higher than the treatment without epiphyte,
and MDA content rose substantially at the end of the experiment. It was concluded that a large number of epiphyte damaged cell membrane, affected the
antioxidant protective enzyme, and eventually led to significant decline of Myriophyllum Spicatum. Epiphyte is one of the main reasons for decline of
submerged plants.

Keywords: Myriophyllum Spicatum; epiphyte; growth indices; physiological indices; antioxidant protective enzyme
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TUKAE Y e WL IRAT SR AS AR B Aty I 40k | PR
FEXFTUKFEY By 5 2 T AATTHY G T A G B AE
BERAIFTERI 5 B TR I b B e 2 1) R B
BB A2 UK AR P 52 18 1) 81 2 )5 ] ( Laugaste and
Lessok ,2004) . H Aif A 5% B A8 i 28 X T K Al 9 1) 5%
W) ) R A 0B, — i 2 2 A O B A 988 28 5 K
TP BRI AR R K AL A 25 2R (Vander
Zanden and Vadeboncoeur, 2002; 5K 5 A1 X1 1F 3C,
2010 ; Burkholder and Wetzel, 1990) ; th — & 432
A B0 8 IS 1 B 25 5 e DT KA ) AR A
A AER], SR UK Y R AR ER,
FE2HHIET: (Irfanullah and Moss, 2004 ; Feldmann
and Peeter Noges,2007).

PR HE N H DL B TOK A Y, 13 g L 05 #8 A
o3 B G B G PR R S R ) B A
AL, TR AW 25 B RE ) O AR S (R AR A
1997 ; 1|~ F i S5 {2, 2006 ) . A SCHUTF 5T A 3625
XA A AN A B AR B 52 e, LUK T i e 8
FALENA T IUKAE Y R LI SR M R S
TUKAEY) Z 18] B9 AH BLAE ] DL R 48 5 oK & 8 374k
WA AR B 2 SR AR AR .

2 57 7% (Materials and methods)

2.1 EEAR G &t

V== B E R NP RIS /NI o I A2 T @ AN
O, KRB ER I B Bk 5 AR A
— 3 AR B R A KR R Ak RN,
RIS 8 em JERYVEE TS T

AR SEEGAE PR FE R |l KSR R A i R it
15, AR A e 5 PR AR SR A (30 em x40 emx
50 cm) ,FEAATPAEAT 40 L A RK. HR 1 AN T
RSN B, 35 0 ) oK R e+
IMABCHIEF YA (NH:NO; = 1:1) [ #% (NaH, PO, ) &
FRERV R, T BN T IR AR K AR (TN MR B2
H 4.5 mg- L7 EHE(TP) W EE K 0.45 mg- L7 0%
A R IR SRR ST M A SRR T, R 3 d D
UOKMRE) TN TP Ff#b e K i, 3555 4 JA.

VNI B A 35 2ok R T IR B AR A B A
T PEZS B BT A 1R 3 FH 20 6 Il ) Y i e R T
KA E AR VEW, b — & Tt e, —
AT T EER R B . Horh i 6 AR NI AR
#i6 ¢ BI 0.1 mg-em™( LA Chl.a 11) B RHE B2, 4
Flb PN E 3 A EE.

22 MERENLEESITH

FHACE Rl ol T 000 e 4B P o R B AR S
AEHHAH (AP FBRED.C,2006) , #fE 48 h J5
THEL 2RI , S50 1 H TR e S 00 i B A e e 28
SEIA 3T 11 JE A W BT T BT o, e e
BkiE (0P BRI iR R 1) A ELBE I, /NIR
HEAT 58, I, A7 s 8 5 SRl | ] A /NBR e 4 Hh .
w5 21%  FFFEE Y 19% , SIS 13% , /NFR
hi 9% , FLRG s ant&l 1 rw.
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Fig.1 Composition of the epiphyte

2.3 &

TERE A B BEHLI S BRI S A Rk vk 25
JIUE, 2 W o6 A AT Ak 2R T 9 2 5, PR 2808 K
Uk 3~5 WK FHUEACU AR Y R 0 1R 7K 43 5 FEbR R
SR 3000 e P AR K IR B AR A ISR
A 6 mL ¥ B B UK (pH 7.8,50 mmol - L'/
IR v ) VKBTI | $2 B0 T 10000 1+ min™' 5
0 20 min, W FIHRIRAAAE 5 °C T IFTE 48 h Wik
ATHEE 7 000, 2045 i A AL & (CAT) (it
ALY (POD ) FlE S AL ¥ 157 AL g (SOD ) X 3 Fif
AL ORI B R A0 0 % A e R A BRI E
K CBEAEBE BT, nTE & i I
FE R ISR AN IS, P9 T (MDA 7 2 i e R
AR L Z R L 7k (226 2E, 2006 ; Bk 5t Al T %
I 2002).

2.4 BAFEAE

FIH Origing. 0 X % 4 o 17 &P Ab B, >R H
EXCEL2003 F1 SPSS19.0 1 AF Xt B A B #1748 i1
I3HT.
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3 ZRE5%5H(Results and discussion)

3.1 MEEEXAMMEEELKNE N
3.1 MBREAMENTAN  HIE 2a AR, LK HT
PSR IS AL FA A AR KON 11 em K TFRES N
PALIRLA Y 10 om, (HFEFE 2560 I ] A9 FE 4, 5256 3
JELJE AR T e Ak PEZH AR A A T AR i 2 Ak B
I, ZEEHA 1 om IR IEAE B AP TR 8 AR
KEH S BTG TR, RMER 11 em B
JE P TR B AR T B M 25 5 (p>0.05) .

Kl 2b B B0 55 1 2a RS AH S, 52501 PR
JEIAS IR 26 Ak B A R TR S N 5 28 Ak P
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e
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oot Sote%s!
o RO PRRX]
= 200008 KL
r kXX R
ogete! IR
(XX KRR
kXX gosoe
SoSete! Rodete!
k] R
4+ RSKA R
R RS
kXX KRR
otete! oete!
kXX KRR
otete! (I
L kXX RRX]
osoess! !
K S5
gogoss! (X<
0 [RRKS fessed
1 2 3
AL PR 1)/ R
10— ¢
8 [~ _I_
s 6 o5
o s
il XX
St r [RRRS
=\ BRI
[RRS
E KX
4 4+ KK
= (RIS
95908}
KRS
r PO
[RRXS
(ORI
(RS
2 BOXS
KL
(RS
[KEX
o R
REX
BRXKS
O 1a%a%%
1 2 3
pusZiiyia |

(9,530 46 cm 140 em , {HS2EG 3 J8 5 R AN
AL FRLH (AR A T 0 95 288 Ak AL 1 S o ke 2
AL TR IR S B R I S B G B THE R R
POTETE 3 HRHA R R KM 47 em, SEHCR BRI
TN A FRAH (R RIS NS AL B 1Y) 1.08 £

F L 2¢ FIAT, B8 T S50 R o] s 948 T 5 285 4 34
A TR B A 0 K TR TR N e 2R A B4 1y,
AR [E) 34 2% A U i 98 2 Ak B A4 P IR 9 A AR )
RSB 3 TR, A b B 2 1 25 I B R, AR ER
BEADF 2 IR i 1 A e R N n 2R A F 2
1) 2.49 £, HA 1325 % (p<0.01).
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Fig.2 Root length, plant length, and biomass of Myriophyllum Spicatum

3.1.2 MREEZERAEZENLM B 3adl
TR T SRR PR AN, AR ARSI E] A RS
AL BRLE B AT A AR R TSI A A
F4, S 36 = JA ISR AR 035 288 Ak B 4 o DTG o ) T
PEH S S B RORME 12.613 mg-g ™' HSNBERAL
A PR B 1 A B R B e TR
B R S DO JRT I T AR 9 A T A A

T N E 2R (p<0.05).

i &l 3b A, o 7E 52 5 B RS B B, R TS
PEAO IR L 1y 2 R S e e TS N 2R AL B4
1), I A a2 ab B R e iy 2 28 i
A VAR, S50 A I R TS I 2 A H 2 1Y i 2
RO RN M A Y 1.87 £, HWA A B 3%
Z5(p<0.01).
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Fig.3 Soluble protein content and chlorophyll content of Myriophyllum Spicatum
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SR AP AL B Hr Y POD TEMEHRIE AR [, I
TN ALFHZH /) POD ¥ M2 AR UR e S Ak 40 1Y
2.9 fi5, HW4A B3 25 (p<0.01).

L 4c AT, R TR N 25 A0 320 2 3 1Y
CAT JEPEY = F U NS AL B 1, FLA IS i i 2
ACBRZH A CAT 3% 1 Fifi 25 R 8] 0 SiE K AS T34, 17 %
TR B ) CAT 5P B0 R R B TH- TR Y
A SR AR RSN AL B Y CAT 16 P2
TSI SSAb B Y 1.63 5, HAH A B & E R (p<
0.05).

A 4d w0, SE5G 3 JE AT, A Ab B AL Y
MDA & AR A 1 35 76 S0 R ], - b #E 4
1) MDA &b 2 E I, 20 A2 L5 v g 9. 14 1%
F14.54 A5 ARG B, RSN S AL B rp
IR HEEN MDA & 53 5 T U s b B2 1, A
SR TC B 22 57 (p>0.05) .

33 MHEEXAMENT L

&L S AR 7R SEU0 B B, YR i 2R b 321
H AR S I A W i B e TR RIS BT,
FESEI0 W ] B, B AR B 2R A AR ik B T R /ME
0.1921 pg-g ™', 5H BRI EE P Y B R o8 28 A 9
HRENES (p<0.01) , B — B4 59 J7 K AT 16
SR SIS A) U BT AR 35 JE X AKAR PR R A o 5 A3 N, R
FOCH AW T R, A ] R A 98 288 A A ) 1
TE3 ng-g” A

35F
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—t—
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Es5 MiEREENEYE
Fig.5 Biomass of epiphyte

4 1118 ( Discussion)

AR UK R TR T AR K
A28 5 PP B AR 3 28 1) Rk A R R K A A 15
Wi K (R E 2 %%, 2007, 2010; Barko and Smart,

1983) . —#B o 2EF A UT/KAE P 5 R A 3 202 B )
A OC R BT S BE 0% 0 o BEATT 40 1 V7 AR )
AR BRAR K T ) 38 SR Eh vk B2, Dy 0K 2 1t
B R ETR FREE . 55— 80 43 WA UK A6 ) 5 R A
BWAR A LR JCHIE UK A Y 5 B 8 2 % K
HE IR L OGSE I T8 4, RTAE 38 2 BELAS 15 EAE Y X
JKHHvE FRER ARSI T, 82 0 TE MLk 1) 18 e A1)
H (Jones et al.,2002) , M 52 W T /K A 096 E 1F
R AW A A R F ARSI o TS0 B A e 2 Y Ak
PRAUAR A FIAR A 52 B e 88 i 820 A A2 AL LA
X 5 A 2 A ) ) S A 15 0 WIS AR S, O HL 32
05 R ] S 0 3 25 A 3 0 v I 9 T A A A
I/ T ) — IS (] B B A e 28 0 AR ) R 8 B T
Y A 98 25 1) B B0 2 X I ol 1 A 4
— & B FRAIE R £ 255 (2007 ) X AR BE AT 5
FM], Bt B 2 Y A W i n B, PR AR R 2R
P AR S AU VR AR B35 R R AR S
St R AL B b ) B Y A T
J& TR ARG IMBEZE A B R R e ) i R i
S TSNS A B, LA e 2 b B o
4R 2R 5 IR A 428 4k, U AE 2 K R
IR B i A A A2 3 4 ot A1 Jbb B 988 288 1) R o B
SR AR i 15 i, AR B Y i 3R
g8

AE AR S rh I, A P 2 A K Y TR
PESCH H 3 TG P A A B B S AR Y R
I MRS R GLIIREERAL, N 2 S EUE )
HRIPET N T AR IEE AR AR MY S
P A O A B R G0 IS MR A B R AT N B
( Tracy et al., 2003; De Groot, 1971; Anderson and
Kalff, 1988 ; [ H],2010) fe it LG G R 5,
TP KA TR 2 AL Y B AL B (SOD) |, R )
2 B B30 I, TR R 23 R A e (A, 2005)
ST (POD) 2 17 45 e 138 IO 1R il , & R TEC &
AL IB A T 2 O I H R T B (B RS 4
2006) .MDA 2 P IR ik AL F5 br , —AEY) & B
BRI R T kAR i S 7 ) 2 —
(& JF 7 4%, 2006; Gulati and Van Donk, 2002;
Lauridsen et al.,2003) .33 %A L & ( CAT) 2 ALY A
it B v — R 50T A AL T Y 2 i, BES A S80E BRAE
IR Z R H,0,, T4 40 i 254 (28 1045,
1997) SEHRA5 AW, B0 A BE S AL BEAL Y POD
A CAT B 1 A 52 56 399 2 =5 ve T G B e e 256
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FIALBRAE , HAEAR B 3 JE IR B d KA, X % 5 [l —
I 30 R AT 986 2 P R i B A O, 10 B B 8 2 1 K
EHIR TR SR I B el SR, 15k
AR AZ 45, 5 e T IR S I W R 6 A R
FH , S B0k 2 G R 2 A A W T
ARAk, SOD I 4 [t 25 I (1) 1 384 in 405 52 BT B 1) s
PO B SOD 164 76 45 B B] P X BRBE A
A P AURR A | (R TG ME S BB M A R DA
SEBGAER T T R (VFRKEE SR, 2007 ) | X 5 AR SCHY
SR B, S0 R WS N A B v TR
BERE O . ST AR, B A AL R IR Y
MDA & &t 53 T, U AT 36 1 40 it i 27 3] —
BB | EL T T g 28 Ak T 2] v G 2 9 4 i 321
P E B R I BRPAR 38620 1) A o (02 3 40
A 5 e, R T PR AL R I R S, X R
AL AR P2 A TR RIS i, e 20 5 U R 8 T T
B,

TE SR I A I3t 2 A B 2H 0T 98 1 MDA
TR B, HARK SRR B AT
FEEM SRS EIYA LT, B X — ) By B
W) i T R, SC0 S B R A 2
14 R A, T 3 %) 10 A B SR AR G L B
AP TIEMEA ST EYA T TR, MDA R
FLTE, R EE S A DR R AT R A R R R
KR KA SR A A M IR T — 1 R
GFI A AF PR DT 2E T BREAE 8620 ) o o L
]S, KAt 75 ZE WK A ) 38 R b i A
B I PR 2K ) K i B 5 BT A R
RS 2, S0 T AR 8 1E H G A VR, e
7RI A0 M R 2o AR S N, B BORE ) A KOS
R B G, b R S ) K e
SEUUKAEY) T B R 2 —.

5 45 ( Conclusions)

1) FRHEL 348 288 110 R o B0 2 S i T 8 e 2R ) i
FRI5 B, AR IR 3 1 I 2 2% 5 o L X 2
HRA A ML)

2 ) PR 9 288 194 DK i B 4 R o 00 40
FEEL RN T PR R I R G, e A EOIR
- TE N

3 ) BRRAR 986 2 A R SR AR D0/ AR W s A 2
ZRHZ—.
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