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Effects of the simulated wave on the biomechanical characteristics of two typical

coastal wetland plants
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Abstract; Typical local species Phragmites australis and invasive species Spartina alterniflora are selected in this study. We
quantify how their morphological properties and the biomechanical properties of root, stem and leaves are affected by wave
exposure during the growing seasons. Results show that the stem diameter of both P. australis and S. alterniflora growing
with the wave is significantly higher than that of the control group (P=0.008,P=0.03). S. alterniflora shows a higher
tensile or bending force than that of P. australis while the stress or static bending strength is lower. The higher equivalent
stress contributes to the rigidity of P. australis although S. alterniflora owns a thicker individual. Furthermore, lignin and
cellulose of P. australis are higher than that of S. alterniflora ( P<0.001). Overall, plants have undergone significant
changes in morphological characteristics, and the biomechanical characteristics of plants are closely related to structural
compounds. The results assess the potential of plants in coping with the impact of waves, as well as provide a case in plant

biomechanical study in coastal wetland protection and restoration research.
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WER K it iz 3l 7 Az 19 S ER LA g S A A5 A DL B 32 B2 TR ok, O HL s XA W e % 1 i LAY T
P BRI, — RIS AR 4 A ) 2 D5 T A T VD AR R A AR T 7 A R 2 A, R AR 2 mT L B
b SCRA DU O BE SR B S AR ) R G A RN T RE ™ o X FROARY) , B A MREERE Ky L
AR £ b T 2H SO BB S 3 I RIS | — SR AR W U2 ) T B T 2 2 20k St 0 S S A gy A o () 2F
2 B DU R, HZE AT R A A TR A U B A S S M LR O T B s e

1B i AR A R i A AL SN RE , i M i) 5 TR AR R v REAS GBS B9 2 B B A VR TR ke
W ORIPRRE S T AR T A R T AR I LR RE R (LRI R AR I A R A T R
SRR TR B I TRAE TR, R 0 2 B 3 A LA B2 BN ORI 4 K R AR AR IR A 2% R TR
A, DARCEFF I ZE BRI B QLB 2 A A1) 33O T oKL AE I2 Sl B G 1 S LR ) 2 XA 1 2
FE RN TI) R USR], 24350 ol 53 o) 8 G T T 2 5 ol DA B B 5 T R 0 b, A 2 R A LB B
AT A= ) 32 L D RE NI T LA BB A1 1 8 ok 3ok Aol 52 Wi i o 2 007 P 14 S 7, AP0 % % 17K 1 46 R
237 A BT IR A PR IR B AN SR R BT 52 5 B sl i 2 ) SRS, e R AR 11 B B B IR 8 e /M e
SZENHLB R XA WA oK AR S KR 2 R AR AR B TR ST R A AR )
M 5 HIE SR Z IR SE R T 40 B8 X TUUKA A I 5, 2E AR K A0 o (AR A S s A0 25 o P |
40 77 5 T e VA P PP AR A e O SR T (B SEE ) | DL S M B K R B B X T ) Ah— SR A
FEAC L, HCZEFF (R A T BB, % 7K e 7 2R AR i 25 i Ao b s e

K LOE 2R TR RS E /INAE TR OKFESEARAEW AT 1T 25FF 258 12 b i i
X AR AV P R A (R REHEA T i S0, AR R A W I O 258 134 A= 49 g 2 i b 22 (BB AL ) 63
WL E 25 R G IR AR Y ) LR ) S R AT A K AR R AR AR AR 0 S R RE AR T2 M R AR Y
PURLPERE (HEACRY) ] 25 AR PERE ) FIAR A9 5 52 PERBAE Y L AR S84 3 PO (R 003 I8 20 0 o e A
Wity 1 8 SR  IRGERIAE 2 BIPORAE I Z 5 AR 2 A A= ) T ~ e R, DAAE ) 0 2 64 R RE D R ) A
FhH IR A PRI —E 1 R

1 #R57EE

1.1 AR5 A3

WFFE L T TR [ ER VH 1 1 b 52 B IR AR 52 0 LA AR R PRI, —Fh Sy F IR 32 434 i el
%5 ( Phragmites australis) ,—Fp A 888 i \AZ WP H ALK &L ( Spartina alterniflora’) , 3 P R AL # HA 38 = AR
=M

YR T 2019 4F 4 H R T INZR A AR B 7w ) = A W G H AR R4 XN FE ) 9y 1 28 N B 5% 2
A G, 26 2 P I 2 A B TR A BRI G R AL B 70 d, 28 P 3 D 2 R PR AR i D O 2 A TE 5% B TR K
W ARSI S PR O 15 Ry S R N R) BRI R 1.5—3 s PEAE W BRI AR BORE A | Bk S AE 150—
200 cm Z[A], SRAAEYIRE AR EEATE R B T 204 24 A R R R it
1.2 AW R vt

15 S R A T B GR HL(WDW-100) |, SRR AR IR 25 iHas B 20 s & TR ALEE S i 1T )
2, BB A BE 29 AR R BE Y 10— 15 A% BUBCERF BB 15 em , FRATRLAINE, AR AR HL N A B 4
Tk, e BT 2 338 i SRR A BRI IR 9% ( GB1447—2005 ) B4 T | 78 25 W s e 3 2k e 1) Tt fin bz g
fEE AN 10 mm/min, B2 RE AL, (S0 A i 2 42 H Bl S s 45V T, P SN B A i il R
ASTEAR 0433 B At i 2, MR AR 5 AR AR S A AR TR 45 1 B I ) — g AR Hh 48 A% TGRS i 45 s iOBCEAF T
BE 1S em, SEAT 25 I, 32 IDCTEHHfH 5% J3E R 94 AR B I 52 ( GB/T17657—1999 ) , Z5AT Pidis - it T 32 ## 28 | 7
HRUIE AN 20 mm/min (1E E A THEEES IR (9 25 W 0 2 e A% DO LS AR il A I B2 3SR
AT DX IR A T - AR AR AR R (R D BRI S P e AR 2K RSN VR R AR T A
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X T AE P AILAA S S HEAE FH (0% 240 B R 5 ) 2 25 4 B 5300 5 1) G5 AR S BRI T 4R 4k 38 R AR i R IR T
KHATINE . R Van Soest il ANKOM A2000i 4> [ ShF 4k HTANFEATINGE . 20 vk vk 74 79 2 s Ak
PRJE B SE g R VDRI A 4, E SR AR Y BT AR R A R AR KRR FIREREL A . R
FRPEVR IR FIAL L OB RV R T 4 AR A e R R R MR R £h . MRMEVERA S 72% iR A 31 )
FIRT R A T 28 AR TR L, P28 D A A T ) 0 43 S R PR R A AR T 28 11 5 i
1.4 Fnb 5 o br

BRI AL FA T SPSS 22.0 #FAT4E 153, R FHER R 3R 5 22 53 17 (one-way ANOVA) #E47 HAL, 45 R
SEPHE+PRUETR RN, R Sigmaplot 12.5 #4-#E1 T4 K

2 HRRESH

2.1 PRI TR E KA

M T A P RAL B A5 B A G R A R AR BE A & R IE S8, 3R 1 4 h T R R AR
A W FIAR A U A= < S BSOS 90400 43 AR S 6 295 DRI ) R 2E RN TR 2H i) 8 AR I 00 . T, 7 SE g W iy, PR
I B 25 TOURS Uk I 2% R R — R, Xk B2 -5 TR 4 AR ABLRR A DU IS R L3 JC 25 S Vs SRR A R ) =6
TEZEEARAA YR EAR B T BRI 225, 2 BRAE T AP 25 25 HAR B3 TR IRAL (P =0.008) , AE4)
EHHE R (P=0.048) ; HAK W 722 EAR R E R T RAMNBR (P=0.03) I Btk & B R —2E(P=
0.033),

F1 RRAENGEVEESSHEERTR

Table 1 Comparison of various morphological parameters of plants during wave treating

i 2¥ P2 P. australis HAEKH S, alterniflora
Time Parameters Xof BEZH TR P Xif HE 4 TR p
Control group Wave group Control group Wave group

TR IR ¥R/ cm 86.63+21.30 71.03+11.74 0.570 88.60+5.69 92.50+4.34 0.742

The beginning X HAA/mm 3.70+0.81 2.90+0.21 0.301 7.40+0.10 6.53+0.26 0.499
R/ g 3.62+1.36 1.64+0.60 0.201 9.09+1.66 10.25+2.94 0.966
RE/em 16.80+1.15 15.87+3.30 0.773 10.00+2.37 15.00+4.20 0.301

SEE SR B/ cm 110.77+12.12 117.70£7.92 0.725  123.13+1.25 154.00+5.78 0.033*

The end £ HAA/mm 2.90+0.21 4.27+0.23 0.008 * 5.67+0.33 7.37+0.33 0.030 ¢
Y/ g 2.28+0.59 4.49+0.44 0.048 8.06+0.72 14.64+1.29 0.270
A/ em 12.10+1.61 14.60+0.59 0.177 9.83+1.09 10.07+2.71 0.928

# FR 0 IR 5 VR 4L ) 22 Sl % (P<0.05)

2.2 MR- R A HUE KB hr R

PSR RN — N AR i K 2B R BB A AR LR M i — 4 1 N R R, T 0 S e R W ke e
ATEARE B TR A2 BN R ), A TE RIS WA I Z BN ) ot JEFITE 1.81—20.93 MPa, W& AR 78
0.735—6. 805 mm Z[f] , HBr 2K R AE 2.1%—32.2% ZI8], Wi, d7E F RHish T, —JFtE 0 Sk
A, B AL R ) B BEINZ Ws 5% | i ZAR & AE W2 FLP TR B AR 46 123.5—609 MPa,

HACK LR RN S — R AR 265 P 2R, K 2t B R LB (R AR Rk B — 2% ) 25 il 28,
FATIC R BRI AR 32 260 % 198 FEIAE 2.41—9.92 MPa, Wi 2428 16 1.704—4.709 mm 2 [f] | Hi B 244 K
BIE 1.7%—8.4% Z|A], PRI Et Z21kK 110—635 MPa,

5L IRI R AR T PR e B 2 B BRI R AN B A 2 T i RS ik (1), RIFERL BN
BES I P58 75 B A Kk B R I i ik B R Al . TR I, EHH R P e B

http ; //www.ecologica.cn



10 41 BREREE A% 28 RDL IR X 2 Fof s 2R Y58 0 M AEE AR AL AR ) 0 2 R B 2 ) 3787

HACKFAR R P ERL ) T3 B R A ] 3 mm gL AE T WL, 10 265 W R A 7
PAR(ENS AL TEVANE ALY EREE 278

400 400 r

~ P HAEK
&
8 300 t 300
&
on
=
s 200 f 200 |
&
2
= 100 100 L /, -
O 1 1 1 1 J O 1 1 1 1 J
0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5

fii#% Displacement/mm

1 AEMELRERA-MBHE

Fig.1 Root force-displacement curve of P. australis and S. alterniflora

2.3 HYZEFT AR TEfE

TEXRT R O ZEAT HEAT T3 KT 5 AR LU, 25009 B 7 - T2 i 2 TR ARt A 25 DU i T v 2 e B 2 %
A FRTHER  (EEAS R 4 £ ] 38 22 5 S5 A T TP 22 S A S 2R AR 3 T B RELARS | S5 AT 020l B
AR LR B, BT IR RIS, P2 AR SZ ) B 2RI R R SR A TR A 2
IR G R A P SR B AR K R A P TR 2H 1 I — S 1 OB B (B VR ZH O B ZH A 25 AT R A M e
IR B B E B2 5 (P>0.05) .

F2 HEWEFRMEEE

Table 2 Plant stem tensile properties

YrFh e I} Wi I W A
Species Parameters Stess/MPa Deformation /mm  Breaking elongation/% Elasticity modulus/MPa
LES YN ] 14.74 23.891 31.8 620.0
P. australis /ME 1.8 0.838 1.0 82.0

SEHIE 6.44+0.79 5.10+1.20 6.81+1.47 285.13+44.93
HALKE TN 8.48 26.105 32.6 608.5
S. alterniflora I/ ME 0.9 0.693 0.9 60.5

FHME 3.29+0.28 5.77+0.91 7.42+1.14 203.17+20.85

TERHR A SE 56 T FRAT A BB 7 AR B - 2 3 1 IE R B R AN R S8 W, (B R EUH
L, BR1, 25 AR 2272, P ] B S A TS DL N o BRI Z O, Z5FF e AR W R DA A ], A 192
ANZERFE I A LEBIRWTR A R TN K AR W R N A AR T REE T — ELAR A — 0 A AR W R 25T
87352 J1BER, HLAs st HR R 8, 458 e S o AT A I 2155 D o e e sl A ™ A S i), (A2
R R AR

AT S - I (P 2) 5 A B A R AR RLRAEAS 2 mm Z BT, B Al A L AT Ak T BT 4 R 4
BRI BER , R RO e AR, HoRER R B 2 5 IR AR R i Dl 1 X b, 53 oh—
R AR A AE RIS IR A PRSI, TR AR B R Sl Bl BARMA RS . AR T ZEFF I
RIHHE R TR A
2.4 HYEFTRE M ERE

FEEME AR R A K R, 25T 2 B89 0ok AR BR R K A8 bt g it A e i R A i ) L
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Fig.2 Stem force-displacement curve of P. australis and S. alterniflora
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Fig.3 Stem bending stress—strain curve of P. australis and S. alterniflora
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R ZE B A E AT ih i o G 3T PRS2 35 10 d R 2 Aar , (E A 5 il i R B0 2 3812y 1)
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Fig.4 Plant bending force and static bending strength

2.5 fEYI R RE

ZRA R R SR O HAP I BT S5 P R A X R 2 T AR K AT B A A
HopEgpynt i 2R MR BETE K TE 1030 em, 58 1—3.5 em, MR R HA 406 ; B ALK F 5K —
28 B RPEHE e K AT 50 em, 98 1.5—2 om, T B A IR ARMSCAY £5 70 KA M ER IR HE R 5k, 7

FEAE AR IR S) WRASE W PR SR AR SR 3 s sl i PR AR A, 7 25 AL AE K R
IR e ) BV AR B — 2 OB S (FUR PR AR IR IR B0 B 38 922 5% (P>0.05)

£3 WM E R
Table 3 Plant leaf tensile properties

YrFh e N Wi IE W e SR
Species Parameters Stress /MPa Deformation/ mm Breaking elongation/%  Elasticity modulus/MPa
P IS PN] 32.0 3.382 5.4 340
P. australis H/MiE 3.0 0.829 1.0 2267.5
XM 11.83+1.41 1.81+0.11 2.72+0.23 655+97.28
HALKE 5PN 44.0 5.625 5.6 608.5
S. alterniflora /MH 10.0 0.787 0.8 60.5
FHME 27.34+1.59 1.82+0.13 2.2%0.15 1383.9+152.7

TR R FZEFE, 0k R (R - A AL R O B (B 5) o R R Bk B 2 D7 2812 10 A 208 5Kk B
BOFI PG 1 2R 5K B B, 6 T B Z Rk BARYI I RS SSTEX SER BB WA [R] 4R K (E P35
HACKEIEAAEAEZ G ARNK , Dk, FRATT T S MR i 5 R i R 8 BB 43 S WAL, i — A1 S5 A
10—20 cm, J5—4H A MR 20—30 cm; Jf—4 B ALK K AE 20—35 em, J§ —ZH KK 35—50 em, &
PR TF 2B, A R AR AP R s /Ny it i R ) SR TR M A, R R R S R i 1ok
25N fHR K R I 244 ) Z2807E 30—60 N Z [8] 33X — B NN [] F B ARK B B4R K R B 2407 13 BRI A
ZEAK, HOEm it v b2 IR IME 3

R TGN AR AR A AE I A AT — W HSETRT R PLE AT DUE VR R AR S R A
LA I E G ABE X T R A R B AR B e id, L IR 32 SR SR YN ) W SR AF 22 Z [ 35 1T, Hir
i e o B A 28ty AN BT n , SR 3 T it R AR R AT =2 ), T 55 1) by i A L S SR SR I £ 4
WrBd e N R,
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Fig.5 Leave force-displacement curve of leaves
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KRS R4, A 2 00 25 Al 2 R {45 52 30 A9 MLARCTD de /s, 83 2 49 1 B 6 AL B IR B9 4147t
Ty R TR ZERT ROV S AR A v R 1 ) 2 AR Ak, 1 2 AR VR 2R AT B S R AR 3 T
ZEFT PRI 2 R (5 (R 1 die 32 22 0 PR 22 (EL 25 AR S OBk P TE AR DG RE > R A DG 2 A B 93, X
SR R X ZE A E LRI D 2 R IR SCFR L ST AT W 0 RS i e AR R
EMARCIER Y AERATAE R Zoid PR AbBR AR 2EAT O (R R O 0T B i S A 22 5%
X A] et i T EE N SCR T R R BR o AEEFANABIE ST, R AR IR 8 = A IR R B e 14 B U A
stk 0T AR U A AR A ORI R T 52 B IR R

MR ZE R T LU Y B AR B 23 B B R IR ) e T X S AR R DD AP
BA R, PR EARE R T B AERE (B 7O A B B AW g e ket S S E N ) B R T, B
PRI RE AR Z RT3, BORTTUR (A7 4k 255 o0 1Y S 1 BRSSO HH 200 M BE LS AL 1L 70X TR A 0 )~ 1
(IR 5 R T 22 AR R A 3R T BB SR A I 7 2k 3% SR A VAR L A4 e v 30 R S A R R
T T AN S B BURISRE A N AR SR SR 2R (Y R | 2T A oo~ 2T BT A Ok R A ) 2
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Fig.6 Comparison of structural compounds of root, stem and leaf
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