LR RISE T Anhui Agric.Sci. 2020,48(18) :117-119,122

7K 43 BfiB X 32 78 BR 4 B A 4K 1K B =2 i

W 1,2 sabor1,2% 3700 51,2 al2 1.2 12 e 21,2 g 13
HOREC " XEE " REE TR ECVART T, ERCL,EA T AR (it ke
WFGEBE  HE A 73400012 H AR BKHE A RH e B , HEARSKAE 73400053, WS 1L F1 S84 X T K F1 46 473 H 7R 3K 734000)

BE 1A FE R (Xanthoceras sorbifolia Bunge) 41 47X A1, 1834 2 RAZAGK I X F 3 MK LI 3t 18 F F Wit Fo K 35 Mhia , BF
RTAKRSFHELGTFF RS SLEARD G EARERGYm, EREAN BALEZRAE, FFHATIERYD G S S iz A
et T T 31.6% 15.9% F0 20.1% ; /K% it T R be s BB T 15 T 28.8% .20.4% A= 12.1%, T FMia T LAY T A ERE
) 2 R AT BB T 29.9% 27.7%F 37.8% 5 K i3 AL T2 F 3o b 40 b & M B e B 4B AL A BRI T 37.8% .34.9% Fa
4M4.4%, FF KEEhia TRZILE FRE(P<0.05) , 03 L3 BIEE T 11.1%F2 33.9% , f2 /K 214 35 b 38 m £ 4y B AR 09 B 2 LA
R 3F IR 418 B oy — Fp F R

KR SUER T F e K e A KR
FESES Q94578 XHERFRIRES A
NEHS 0517-6611(2020)18-0117-03

doi: 10.3969/j.issn.0517-6611.2020.18.032

AR (A TERR S ) $RIRAD (OSID) : 5

Effects of Water Stress on Growth Properties of Xanthoceras sorbifolia Seedlings

XTIAO Ming-min'"? | LIU Jian-hai'? | YANG Xiao-hu' et al  (1.Academy of Water Resource Conservation Forests of Qilian Mountains in
Gansu Province, Zhangye ,Gansu 734000;2.Academy of Ecology Science in Zhangye of Gansu Province,Zhangye , Gansu 734000 )

Abstract
water treatments were set up: control, drought stress and waterlogging stress. The effects of continuous drought and waterlogging in the growing

One-year-old Xanthoceras sorbifolia Bunge seedlings were used as test materials. Through potted water control experiments, three

season on Bunge were studied.The results showed that : after 42 days of water control treatment, the plant height, crown width and ground diam-
eter of X. sorbifolia Bunge seedlings under drought stress decreased by 31.6%, 15.9%, and 20.1% respectively compared with the control; un-
der waterlogging stress decreased by 28.8% , 20.4% and 12.1% respectively compared with the control. Aboveground biomass, underground bi-
omass, and total biomass under drought stress were reduced by 29.9% , 27.7% , and 37.8%, respectively, compared with the control; under
waterlogging treatment, the aboveground biomass, underground biomass, and total biomass were reduced 37.8%, 34.9% and 44.4% respec-
tively compared with the control.The root—to—shoot ratio increased significantly under drought and waterlogging stress ( P<0.05) , which were
11.1% and 33.9% higher than the control, respectively. It is an important strategy for X. sorbifolia Bunge to increase biomass allocation in

roots under water stress.
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Fig.1 Effects of water stress on seedling height and crown width
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Fig.2 Effects of water stress on ground diameter
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Fig.3 Effects of water stress on aboveground biomass and underground biomass
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Fig.4 Effects of water stress on total biomass and ratio of root to shoot
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