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Drought Resistance of Two Elaeagnus Species under W ater Stress

LILe, JIA Zhi-ging', NING Hu-sen’, J1 Xiaomin’, ZHU Ya-juan', QI Yan-lin'
(1 Research Institute of Forestry, CAF; Key L aboratory of Tree B reeding and Cultivation, State Forestry
Adnministration, Beijing 100091, China 2 Forestry Academy of Xinjiang, Urumgi 830000, Xinjiang, China)

Abstract: Two yearsold seedlingsof Elaesagnusmooceroftii and Elaeagnus oxycarpa were chosen and planted in field,
then treated by different mount of irrigation in Moyu county of Xinjiang The relative mean il water contents of
different irrigating treament were 85%, 70%, 47% and 24%. by to measuring the water potential of E mooceroftii
and E oxycarpa under different conditions and at different time, itwas shown that their variation trends folloved a
“ V" shagpe inwhole day The mean daily water potential of E mooceroftii (( - Q 87 £Q 18) Mpa)was higher than
that of E oxycarpa Camparing the net photogynthetic rate, trangiration rate and water use efficiency of wo Pecies,
it is tumed out the net phobbsynthetic rate((1Q 03 +1 19) imol- m™?- s'), the tranpiration rate( (11 06 +
Q 88) mmol- m*- s') and water use efficiency ((Q 80 £Q 09) Y mol- mmol ') of E mooceroftii were higher
than that of E oxycarpa Thed **C value of E mooceroftii (- 26 06%0 +Q 08%o) was significantly higher than that of
E oxycarpa The E mooceroftii and E oxycarpa grav well when the the il water contents of different irrigating
treament were 85%, 70% and 47%, while itwas under significantly drought stresswhen under the il water contents
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of different irrigating treatment were 24%, but the net photosynthetic rate and water use efficiency of E mooceroftii
were3 264 mol- m 2. s*,Q 06U mol- mmol * higher than that of E oxycarpa The water potential of E
mooceroftii wasQ 06 M pa lover than thatof E oxycarpa In aword, the dought resistance of E mooceroftii was better

than that of E oxycarpa by Subordinate Function V alue
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