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Abstract: Some indexes of the four tree species were studied under 3 soil water content. The result showed: (1)

Soil water content remarkably influenced photosynthesis rate (Pr), and the four species Pn were all 75% 6, >55%

8, >40% 6, ; water use efficiency { WUE) of the four species was different: popular and locust were all showed 70%
8, >55%8,>40%@;, yet seabuckthron did 35% @, >70% 6, >40%6,. (2) Under the different soil water content

and in the different months, the four species WUE was different, so did the appearance time of maximam. Under

same soil water content, monthly WUE of popular and locust was higher than seabuckthron and Chinese pine re-

markably, and the one of Chinese pine was the lowest. (3 ) The four tree species® total consuming water and total bi-

omass were all 70% 6, >55% 6, >40% §; under the same soil water conditions. The two indexes of the four species

were all popular > locust > seabuckthron > Chinese pine, yet total consuming water were all 553% 6, > 1% 4, >

40% 6.
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Tablel Effect of photosynthesis rate and

ion rate and WUE of popular and locust

and seabuckthron seedlings under different soil water content

P % # WA v_W
& Y Pn/pmol + Tr/mmol « WUE Pn/pmel +  Tr/mmol « WUE Pn/pmol + Tr/mmel - WUE
M /% m?-s! m?.g! Fn/Tr m gt m?es”! Pn/Tr m gt @t Pn/Tr

- 70 11.80A 2.75Ab 4,29Aa 6.58a 2.53a 2.01B 9.62A 6.124 1.57Aab
;; 55 10.73AB 3.11Aa 3.45ABb 6.17a 2. 16a 2.85A B.494 5.138 1.65Aa
40 9.57B 2.93Aab 3.26Bb 5.78a 2.22a 2,608 45,778 5.02B 1.35Ab

70 10.754 1.89a 5.684 18.50A 2.398 7.7T4A 29.90A 7.654 3.9Aab

fﬁ; 55 10.20A 1.9%4a 5.26A 15.20B 2.42a 6.288 24.68B 6.078 4.06Aa

40 8.47B 2.31a 3.67B 15.03B

2.5a 6.01B 11.58C 3.22C 3.59Ab
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Table2 Compare of instantaneous WUE of popular and locust and seabuckthron
seedlings single leaf under same soil water coutent

% 0% By 55%9, - 40% 6, B
i W#  Pn/pumol « Tr/mmol - WUE Pn/pmol +  Tr/mmuol - WUE Pr/pmol « Tr/mmol WUE
L m2ey! mieg! Pn/Tr mZes! m?.s! Pn/Tr m et mFag! Pn/Tr
bt 11.80A 2.75B 4,294 10,734 3.11Ba 3.45A 9.57A 2.938 3.26A
%; Tl 6.58C 2.53B 2.60B 6.17C 2.16Bb 2.85B 5,78Bb 2.22C 2.608
ik 9.62B 6.12A 1.57C B. 491 5.134 1.65C 6.77Ba 5.02A 1.35C
B 10.75C 1.89B 5.68B 10.20C 1.94Bb 5.26B 8.47C 2,31Ab 3.678
i; S 18. 508 2.39B 7.74A 15.208B 2,42Ba 6.28A 15.034 2,.50Ab 6.01A
b 29,90A 7.65A 3.90C 24.68A 6.07A 4.06C 11.58B 3.22Aa 3.598
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Fig. | WUE monthly of poplar sesdlings in all season
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Fig. 3 WUE monthly of seabuckthom seedlings in all season
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Fig. 4 WUE monthly of Chinese pine seedlings in all season
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Table 3 Water consumption , biomass and WUE of popular and locust and seabuckthron and Chinese pine seedlings

under different soil water stress in all season

& kB kg R/ RAFHF g - kg

0% 6, 55% 6, 0% g 0% 6, 5% 6 W% 0, 0% ¢, 5% 6, 4% 6
¥ W 26.34A  16.46B  9.88C 155.0A  100.2B  46.78C 5.88B  6.11A  4.76C
W O® 4.5 16.54B  8.36C 153,14 112.2B 47.23C 6.24B  6.78A  5.66C
W 6.684  4.30B  3.1IC 16.504 11558 7.42G 2.45B  2.69A4 2398
W 0.454  0.28B  0.18C 1064 0,808 0.34C 2378 2624 1.90¢C
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Table 4 Compare of water consumplion , biomuss and WUE of popular and locust and seabuckthron and Chinese pine

seedlings under same eoil water stress in all season )

0% 8, 55% 6, 40% ¢,
o AR E) WUE FKE Ly WUE ok 203 WUE

/g /E /g kg? /kg /g /g kgt /kg /g /g - kg™

wm W 26.34A 155,04 5.88B 16.48A 100,28 6.11B 9.88A 46, 78B 4,768
o 24.538 153.1B 6.24A 16.54A 112,24 6.T8A 8.368 47.234 5.664
oW 6.68C 16.51C 2.45C 4,308 11.55C 2.69C 3.11C 7.42C 2.39C
b 0.45D 1.06D 2.37C 0.42C 0.796D 2.62C 0.18D 034D 1.90D
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