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The physiological and ecolbgical characteristics of leaf of Hippophae rhamnoides 1.under drought stress
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Fig. 2 The phnt height and stem diameter of Hip pophae rhamnoides L.
under different drought stress
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Fig.3  The influence of leaf external form of Hippophae

rhamnoides 1. under different drought stress
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Study on the Physiological and Ecological Characteristics of
Hippophae rhamnoides L. Seedlings under Drought Stress

CUI Da lian', WANG Shu-zhen’ MA Yu xin'
(1. Marine Science College, Zhejiang Ocean University, Zhoushan Zhejiang 316000; 2. M udanjiang Teacher s College, Mudanjiang, Heilongjiang
517000)

Abstract; Changes in some physiological biochemical indexes of seeding leaves long-term different drought stress was
studied by using pot culture 2-year-old seeding as experiment material and adopting the method of weighing the soil to
control the water content. The results showed that in the whole drought stress period Light stress(LS), Medium stress,
(MS)and Severe stress(SS)had higher the content of proline, soluble protein, soluble sugar and bound w ater/ free w ater
than that of Control(CK)and increased with the extension of stress time. The content of proline, soluble protein and
soluble sugar in SS had obviously differences with IS, MS and that those had no different in LS and MS. The stem
height and the stem basal diameter were all decreased with increasing drought stress. The leaf area of leaves were all de-
creased with increasing drought stress and extension of time for drought stress. In drought stress had definite inhibiting
effect the seedlings grow th.

Key words; Hippophae rhamnaides L.. ; drought stress; phy siology and chemistry indexes; seedlings; phy siology and ecolo-
gy indexes
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