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Influence of parasitic plant Cuscuta campestris
on leaf chlorophyll fluorescence parameters
of five mangrove species

LI Mengjiao"*, CHEN Qing"?, LI Ting"*, YE Wanhui', SHEN Hao'"

(1. Key Laboratory of Vegetation Restoration and Management of Degraded Ecosystems, South China Botanical Garden, Chinese
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Abstract; Because of the invasion of Mikania micrantha, mangrove forests are suffering a large area of degradation. Para-
sitism of Cuscuta campestris is an effective way to control the destruction of Mikania micrantha. In order to explore the
effects of parasitism of Cuscuta campesiris on mangrove plants and to provide the basis for the selection of the parasitism of

C. campestris to control the invasion of Mikania micrantha in the mangrove community. In this study, through common-gar-
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den experiments, leaf chlorophyll fluorescence parameters were determined by PAM-2100 portable modulated chlorophyll

fluorescence analyzer for the leaves of three true mangrove plant species (Acanthus ilicifolius, Bruguiera gymnorrhiza and

Kandelia candel) and two mangrove associates ( Cerbera manghas and Heritiera litioralis) , uninfected or infected by Cuscuia

campestris. The results showed that the infection with Cuscuta campestris had no significant effects on F /F, or more sensi-

tive F /F in the PS Il of seedling of the mangrove species. By the end of the experiment, we found that although C. campes-

tris could initiate haustoria on stems of mangrove plants, it failed to finish successful parasitism and then died. Therefore,

the application of C. campestris to control Mikania micrantha invasion into mangrove forests is safe.

Key words: Cuscuta campestris, mangrove species, Mikania micrantha, chlorophyll fluorescence parameters
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Note: A. Acanthus ilicifolius; B. Bruguiera gymnorrhiza; C. Heritiera littoralis; D. Kandelia candel.
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Fig. 1 Parasitism of Cuscuta campesiris in different mangrove species
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