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Responses of the Growth and Stoichiometric Characteristics of Heritiera
littoralis Seedlings to Drought Stress
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Abstract To understand the effects of drought stress on the growth and stoichiometric characteristics of
Heritiera littoralis seedlings, two-year-old seedlings were grown under suitable water level, mild, moderate and
serious water stress treatments, i.e., 75%-80%, 55%-60%, 35%-40%, 15%-20% of field capacity, with water
controlling method in pots. The results showed that compared with the suitable water level treatment, with the
increase of drought stress degree, the biomass of leaf, stem, root significantly decreased, but the root:shoot ratio
significantly increased. With increasing drought stress degree, leaf N concentration, root N concentration, leaf
C:P and N:P significantly increased, leaf P concentration,, leaf C : N, root C : N, root C : P significantly
decreased. There were significantly correlations among leaves, stems, and roots in N or P content (£<0.05), while
N content was not correlated with P content in all organs (£>0.05). In conclusion, drought stress significantly
effects on the biomass and its allocation, significantly effects on the nutrient concentration, and its stoichiometric

characteristics of leaves and roots. The N concentration, or P concentration, in different organs have strong
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convariation under environment stress.

Key words semi-mangrove plant; plant organ; nutrient cycle; homeostasis; adaptive strategy
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Figure 1 T responses of the biomass and root:shoot ratio of Heritiera littoralis seedlings to drought stress
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Figure 2 Drought stress effects on carbon, nitrogen, and phosphorus content in differnet organs of Heritiera littoralis

seedlings
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Table 1 Correlation coefficients among biomass and carbon, nitrogen, and phosphorus stoichiometry in different organs

of Heritiera littoralis seedlings
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Figure 3 Drought stress effects on stoichiometric characteristics of carbon, nitrogen, and phosphorus of Heritiera littoralis
seedlings
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