M FF SR (Chinese J. Agromet.)  9:49 - 54, 2002

RS (Original Paper)
' BRHERERRIEEKDIBEZF

W o FRF4AL' RSN ' O REE]

' DRI TS T I e AR AT 1 A4
' 2 (T BRI 7S W 1 3 R R T [ 4B

wm =

. AT S BA TE 25 PR R 01T BLE A 76 @7 A SRR BR P BUABHE 1T » LUZR B SEZRAEPRIE K

F > EE R % R UK PR ST F AT AR S BRI K 2 & ik Z R - (RS RIAKfE

ERMBEREEZ 2% - ARG KSR 6~ 10 RAE - BUUERA HERTTHE - #EEHE

" TAREBALR - RIERERLE T - BBIIENIMRZ IR B Rodth b ATHEANAY &Y S Bl
EEVENR > YIRS i K T B K DT AT DR A B R o RAKERRE L - JEIAT - BRI
F B b ERAEAE 2 AR K5 & o 7T BB K R WO TR (A0 8885 - sot - B
TREER > BOASHEARGE TSRS A K 9> & WL IELL o 47 & AABRRE R » BURIE AL
AR o MR RRATIAEAR 7K I R 17T 5 148 7K 3 T8 E VY o

BASRET « W KRUY ~ MiACKIE ~ R ~ 4R~ Mk St -

Plant Growth and Water Content of Amaranthus mangostanus in
Response to Waterlogging

Chwen-Ming Yang', Fang-Min Chang', Rong-Kuen Chen', Yuh-Jyuan Lee' and Bai-Kuey Shen’
(" Dvision of Agronomy, Taiwan Agricultural Research Institute, 2 Dvision of Horticulture,
Taiwan Agricultural Research Institute)

ABSTRACT : Species of Amaranthus mangostanus L. (or A. tricolor L.) is a popular
vegetable crop cultivated year-round in Taiwan. This study was conducted to investigate the
effects of different waterlogging durations on plant growth and water content. The potted
experiments were repeated 6 times with waterlogging durations from 0 (CK) to 10 days.
Results indicated that fresh and dry weights of leaves, stem and aboveground plant parts were
decreased with increasing days of waterlogging. Plant height, leaf area and relative water
contents of leaves and aboveground plant parts were also reduced by increased days of
waterlogging. It showed that fresh weight was positively correlated with relative water content
in leaves, stem, and aboveground plant parts. Results suggest that waterlogging treatments
inhibit plant growth and induce drying effect to plant parts with the negative impacts on the
underlying mechanisms.

Key words : Days of waterlogging, Waterlogging effect, Amaranthus mangostanus, Plant
growth, Plant water content.
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Fig. 1. Changes in fresh weight and dry weight ratios
in response to days of waterlogging for potted
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