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Effects of Different Salinity on Leaf and Stem Morphology of the
Endangered Seagrass Halophila beccarii

YANG Zixuan'?,PAN Yuanfang”®,QIU Guanglong”®"* ,HUANG Liangliang'

(1. Guangxi Key Laboratory of Theory and Technology for Environmental Pollution Control,College of Environmental Science and
Engineering , Guilin University of Technology.Guilin, Guangxi,541006,China;2. Guangxi Key Laboratory of Mangrove Conserva-
tion and Utilization, Guangxi Academy of Marine Sciences (Guangxi Mangrove Research Center) , Guangxi Academy of Sciences,
Beihai, Guangxi,536000,China; 3. Observation and Research Station of Coastal Wetland Ecosystem in Beibu Gulf, Ministry of Nat-
ural Resources,Beihai, Guangxi,536015,China)

Abstract : The endangered seagrass Halophila beccarii mainly grows in intertidal habitats with different salin-
ity along the coast of the Indian Ocean-Pacific region. In order to explore the adaptation strategy of H. becca-
rii under different salinity conditions, H. beccarii was took as the experimental object to study the effects of
different salinity (salinity 0,10,20 and 30) on the growth adaptability of H. beccarii in an indoor controllable
ecological flume. The results showed that: (1) When the salinity was 20, H. beccarii had the maximum leaf
length,leaf width,and petiole length,and when the salinity was 10, it has the maximum growing end density
and erect stem density. (2) Under moderate salinity (salinity 10 and 20),the leaf morphological parameters
were positively correlated with the density of the growing end or the density of the erect stem, while under
freshwater (salinity 0) or relatively high salinity (salinity 30),the leaf morphological parameters were nega-
tively correlated with the density of the growing end or the density of the erect stem. (3) The results of prin-
cipal component analysis showed that the salinity of 10 was beneficial for the growing end and erect stem of
H. beccarii swhile the salinity of 20 was beneficial to the growth of the leaves of H. beccarii. The results of
this research are of great significance for a deeper understanding of the adaptation mechanism of H. beccarii
to different salinities.

Key words: Halophila beccarii ;salinity stress;leaf morphology;the density of growing end;the density erect
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