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Abstract: By testing several physiological and biochemical indices which have close relation with stress re-
sistance ofCaragana roborovskyi, Ceratoides , Caragana licentiana in summer and autumn, reaction sen-
sitivity of the three tree species to seasonal change and their relations to stress resistance wire analyzed.
The reaction sensitivities of the three tree species was assessed by means of fuzzy gradation theory using
change rate of indices in summer and autumn as assessment criteria. By means of subordinate function val-
ue method of fuzzy mathematical theory, stress resistance of the three tree species were evaluated and their
relations with their reaction sensitivities were analyzed. Reaction sensitivities of three tree species to sea-
sonal change follows such a trend: Caragana roborovskyi > Ceratoides lateens > Caragana lilcenttiana ;
Comprehensive stress resistance of the trees performed as: Caragana licentiana > Ceratoides lateens >>Ca-
ragana roborovskyi. Their reaction sensitivities to seasonal change were just contrary to their stress resist-
ance. Sensitivity of tree species explains the adaptability to seasonal change indicating the effect to stress
resistance and can be used to evaluate the stress resistance of tree.
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Table 1  Stress resistance indexes of the three tree species
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’ ’ L5 e eh eh gh g h
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Table 3 The subordinate function value of three tree species
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