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Fig. 1 Comparison of MDA content of C. fruticosa under

different soil relative water content
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Fig. 3 Comparison of Pro content of C. fruticosa under

different soil relative water content
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Fig. 5 Comparison of net photosynthetic rate of

C. fruticosa under different soil relative water content
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Fig. 2 Comparison of POD activity of C. fruticosa under

different soil relative water content
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Fig. 4 Comparison of chlorophyll a+b content of

432 a+b Chlorophyll a+b/(mg-g")

C. fruticosa under different soil relative water content
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Fig. 6 Comparison of transpiration rate of C. fruticosa under

different soil relative water content
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Fig. 7 Comparison of the stomatal conductance of

C. fruticosa under different soil relative water content
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Table 1 The Spearman correlations between

RWC with other physiological index of C. fruticosa Turcz
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Fig. 8 Comparison of the net increase of

single plant crown area for C. fruticosa
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Physiological Response of Clematis fruticosa Under Water Stress

LIU Yan-nan' ,WANG Lin-he'? ,ZHANG Lijun® , HAN Ruo-shuang' ,ZHANG Guo-sheng*
(1. College of Ecological Environment,Inner Mongolia Agricultural University, Hohhot, Inner Mongolia 010019; 2. Inner Mongolia Hexinyuan
Meng Cao Afforestation Co. Ltd, Hohhot,Inner Mongolia 010020; 3. College of Agriculture, Inner Mongolia Agricultural University, Hohhot,
Inner Mongolia 010019;4. College of Forestry,Inner Mongolia Agricultural University, Hohhot,Inner Mongolia 010019)

Abstract: Taking Clematis fruticosa as test material,using pot experiment method,the effect of water stress on peroxidase
(POD) activity, proline (Pro) content, malondialdehyde (MDA) content, net photosynthetic rate, transpiration rate,
stomatal conductance chlorophyll content and crown growth of Clematis fruticosa was studied. The results showed that
as the soil relative water content (RWC) decreased, malondialdehyde (MDA) content, peroxidase (POD) activity and
proline (Pro) content significantly increased. Net photosynthetic rate and transpiration rate decreased significantly. The
content of chlorophyll in four RWC had no significant difference. As the RWC decreased,the net increase of single plant
crown area decreased significantly. The spearman correlation analysis indicated that RWC had a negative correlation with
Pro,POD and MDA. Pro content was sensitive to the change of the RWC, the content of chlorophyll a+b was not
sensitive to the change of the RWC.

Keywords : Clematis fruticosa ; water stress;physiological response;crown growth
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