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Abstract ; The water depth gradient can be determined to be crucial ecology factor on controlling the growth and distri-
bution of plant along with lake-land ecotone. In order to clarify the morphological and physiological characteristics of

Phalaris arundinacea under different waterlogging depths, based on the P. arundinacea seedlings, the eight experi-
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mental groups [0, 10, 20, 30, 40, 50 cm, completely submerged and control ( normal watering) groups | were set up
by double basin method, and the plant height the number of leaves, the content of SPAD and MDA, the activity of
SOD, POD and CAT, the content of solube protein of P. arundinacea were measured respectively. The results were as
follows ; The experiment of waterlogging stress was conducted about 36 d, (1) The waterlogging stress could inhibit the
growth of P. arundinacea, with the increasing of waterlogging depth, the growth rate slowed and the number of leaves
and the chlorophyll relative content decreased. (2) With the waterlogging time extended, the MDA content of different
waterlogging groups of P. arundinacea rised constantly; The waterlogging depth of 0-30 e¢m, SOD and POD contents
increased gradually, while the CAT content increased firstly and then decreased; The waterlogging depth of 40-60
cm, the SOD and CAT contents raised, while the POD content decreased firstly and the increased. (3) The content of
soluble protein was increased with the time extended, but the waterlogging stress was not determined to be key factor
that had a considerable influence on the soluble protein content. P. arundinacea growth was damaged by waterlogging
stress, mainly manifest the slowing of growth rate, the increase of membrane lipid peroxidation, the destruction of an-
tioxidant enzyme system and the gradual death of plants. It can provide some scientific reference for effective exploita-
tion and utilization of P. arundinacea.
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