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Effect of Drought Stress on Water Physiology in Lycium barbarum
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(School of Agriculture, Ningxia University , Yinchuan , Ningxia750021, China)

Abstract : With one-year seedlings of Lycium barbarum , physiological responses of the seedlings to soil per-

sistent drought stress were investigated. The results showed that as intensification of the soil drought

stress, the chlorophyll content, free water, relative water content and water potential in seedlings de-

creased, but membrane permeability, bound water, RWD increased. When water content of soil decreased

t0 3.56%, L. barbarum still kept vitality as the resumption of water supply, indicating the capability of

drought resistance of L. barbarum.
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Fig. 1 Variation of soil water content during testing
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Fig. 2 Variation of relative conductivity in leaf of

L. barbarum under different treatments
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Fig. 3 Variation of chlorophyll content in leaf of

L. barbarum under different treatments
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Fig.4 Variation of free water content in L. barbarum leaf
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Fig. 5 Variation of bond water content in L. barbarum leaf
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Fig. 6 Variation of relative water content in leaf of

L. barbarum under different treatments
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Fig. 7 Variation of RWD in leaf of L. barbarum

under different treatments

POIEEE N BN (T (ol O = IS g N
89. 85% KA T K 10. 15% , 55 8 K Bf AH X &
KN 88.47% , KA A= A 11.53%, 5% 1 K
AR S KR T T L5%, K mAs EJH T
13. 6% 355 15 K if, HIXF 5 K &8k 88. 54 %0, /K 4318
5o 11,46 %, 555 1 KRB AH Ho o AH X & K i T B
T 1L5% KoM T o BT T 12, 9% 55 22 K
FAXT 5 K R 89. 63 %, KA AN Ay 10, 37%, 5
55 1 RESAH B AR S K B R RE T 0. 2% . K4
GEEFT 2. 1%, ARBRES 8 KIS 15 K AT
R ARG K S B AR L A3 B R R T 2. 200
7.1 % KA T B o ) BT T 16, 9 %6 F155. 1%,
25 TEFETFEXHIRHKBEHEE

IK IR YK A RO — > T B A, R R
WA )b AR AR PE AR Z — B R AR A
P D 1 35 SORH 48 200 i o W WSOk S LA R HEA T IR
(A4 BRGS0 RE . B R K SR R K
5332 2 I BE i KO- . iR R A ) 7E AR I 2R 45 R AR
BEYE Bl 52 IR BE K 43 S R E

HY &1 8 W, Bt 4T 5 e 3 R A B A

R [F0) f) SE 52 , A AT I ) 7K A 2 4 B 3 (p=0. 001
<0. 0D ARk K2 T RS, AR 1 Rt F
K# K —2.3 MPa, 5 8 KEf—2.2 MPa, i 55 1
RETHT 4.5% kb HEE 15 Kt Ry —3. 0 MPa, #56
T RFRET 30.4% 5055 8 RTFBET 36.3%, &K
AbFRER 22 KBS A K F o X BRES 1 K B A AL 7K
Wl —2.2 MPa, %5 8 Kify—2.4 MPa, 5% 1 k&
AFAIEL R I T 9. 1% 548 15 KA —2. 3 MPa, 5%
1T RAELREAE T 4. 5% . msbnl A1, Fe 8T 2 i,
Xof M AT I F B K SR K

8 AENETHIIRABEWL
Fig. 8 Variation of water potential in twigs of

L. barbarum under different treatments
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