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Fig.1 Daily varation of Photosynthetic active radiation and solar radiation
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Fig. 3 Transpiration rate daily variation of seedlings Prunus sibivica
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Fig. 5 Daily variation of net photosynthetic rate of Prunus sibirica
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Effects of Different Water Moisture on Photosynthesis and Transpiration of
Potted Prunus sibirica Seedlings

WANG Hong, WANG Bai— tian. WANG Ting, ZHANG Dong—dong, FU Ru— jun
(Beijing Forestry University, Key Laboratoty of Soil and Water Conservation and Desertification Combating, Ministty of Education Beijing
100083)

Abstract; We investigated the physiological indicators of Prunus sibirica under the different condition of controlled soil
water content, by portable steady porometer (11— 1600) and portable photo synthesis system (I.I—6400), with potted
Prunus sibiriar seedlings as experimental materials. The effects of soil water ontranspiration rate and photo synthesis rate
of Prunus sibirica were studied . The results showed that there were obvious differences among transpiration rate, photo
synthesis rate and w ater use efficiency of Prunussibirica in daily variation under different soil and w ater condition. When
soil water content (SWC) was below 7%, stomata conductivity of Prunussibirica w as very low, and the variation of tran-
spiration rate was not obvious in a day. When SWC was at 12%, 17% and 22 %, transpiration rate, photo synthesis rate
and water use efficiency increased with the increase of SWC, and their variations were significant in a day. As soil water
content decreasing, the correlation betw een stomata conductivity and transpiration rate and photo synthesis rate of Prunus
sibirica was gradually decreased. By comparison, when SWC was 17%, it was benefidal to photo synthesis of Prunus
sibirica, and when SWC was 17%, it was optimum for water use effidency of Prunus sibiric.
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