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The Responses of Morphology and Antioxidant Enzyme Activity of
the Riparian Dominant Plant Rumex japonicus Houtt Under the Stress of
Two Different Defoliation Patterns

JIAN Minfei' > WANG Tongtong' YU Houping” ZHANG Guaiguai'
(1. College of Life Science Jiangxi Provincial Key Lab of Protection and Utilization of Subtropical Plant Resources Jiangxi Normal Uni—
versity Nanchang Jiangxi 330022 China; 2. Key Laboratory of Poyang Lake Wetland and Watershed Research Ministry of Education
Jiangxi Normal University Nanchang Jiangxi 330022 China)

Abstract: The aim of the the study was to explore the morphological and physiological change rules and characteris—
tics response of the Rumex japonicus under the stress of defoliation and provide basis for the remediation of wetland
vegetation ecosystem. The dominant plant Rumex japonicus were collected from the riparian zone of the Poyang Lake
and Le’an River as the materials soil pot experiment was conducted to explore the variation and comparison of mor—
phology and enzyme activity index of Rumex japonicus under periodic continuous defoliation of two different defolia—
tion patterns of 3 defoliation intensity. The results show that the number of leaves and plant height of Rumex japoni—
cus for different intensity of defoliation of a defoliation pattern defoliated by the leaf area has an great increasement
by contrast with the CK and defoliation pattern defoliated by the number of leaf defoliation but increasement de—
creased with change of intensity and time. The activity of the SOD enzyme activity increased gradually over time and
the activity of the SOD enzyme activity under the N defoliation pattern was greater than that of A defoliation pattern
under 25% and 50% defoliation intensity however the SOD enzyme activity of 75% defoliation intensity was con—
trary. The POD and CAT enzyme activity of all defoliation intensity of pattern A is greater than the pattern N but the
change trend is different. CAT activity of two defoliation patterns of the 75% defoliation intensity were lower than
other defoliation intensity CAT enzyme activity showed a parabolic trend. In contrast the pattern A has a stronger
resistance over pattern N while the 75% defoliation intensity had negative influence on Rumex japonicus.

Key words: Rumex japonicus, defoliation pattern; leaf removal; plant height; protective enzyme
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