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Abstract: Four native shrubs (Hippophae rhamnoides, Caragana sinica , Sophora moorcroftiana , and

Caryopteris tangutica) occurring in Tibetan Plateau were selected for potted experiment for simulating

drought stress. The drought resistance of the chosen species was analyzed and evaluated through the com-

parison of the changes of biomass and root characteristics to provide scientific basis for the selection of

drought resistant shrub species in the region. The results showed that C. sinica exhibited the largest incre-

ment in root shoot ratio (233. 43%) ,the ratio was stable for S. moorcro ftiana,and increased in various de-

grees for H. rhamnoides and C. tangutica. On the other hand, fine root length, surface area and amount of

root tip of 4 shrubs under drought stress increased in different degrees. C. tangutica had a largest increase
in root length, reaching to 112. 11% ., H. rhamnoides was the second, C. sinica and S. moorcro ftiana in-

creased by 38. 84 % and 24. 55% , respectively. For the root surface area,compared with seedlings under
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normal water condition,the amplitude of the increase of 4 species was in the order of C. tangutica™>H. rh-

amnoides™S. moorcro ftiana™>C. sinica. Amounts of root tip increased between 45. 89% to 57.29%. C. sin-

ica demonstrated decreases in surface area of fine roots and the proportion of small fine roots to total roots,

while other 3 species exhibited increases in the ratio of root eigenvalues to the total roots. Comprehensive

evaluation results of subordinate function value showed that the order of drought resistance was C. tangu-

tica>>C. sinica>H. rhamnoides™>S. moorcro ftiana.
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Table 1 Growth status of the seedlings
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Fig. 1 Biomass of underground portion of shrubs
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Fig. 2 Biomass of aboveground part of shrubs
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Fig. 3 Root shoot ratio of shrubs
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Table 2 Length,surface area and tips quantity of small fine roots in different drought treatments
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Table 3 The proportion of small fine roots to total roots of 4 shrubs in length,surface area

and tip quantity respectively in different drought treatments
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Table 4 Subordinate function values of 4 shrubs species and their comprehensive evaluation results of drought resistance
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