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Abstract E flects ofdifferent soilwater contents on grovth and dry matter albcation of four native tree
species seedling on Loess Plateau were studed The results showed that seed Ings ofO stryopsis da vidiana
Decne and Sophora vicifoln H ance had higher b ianass under med im dwought (50% - 536 H) than
that of under nomalwater (706 - 736 H;) , mncreasng?20 23% and 3 9346 respectively Querais
Inotungensis Koidz and Acer stenolobum Rehd var megalgphylim Fang etWu were on the con trary
and heir bionass decreased 13. 596 and 35 294 respectively The growth of four tree species seedlings
had been nhbited sign ificantly under severe drought (40 - 4% H;). The growt of above2 and under2
ground parts ofS viciifolin was decreased slightl; it had the strongest drought resstance than other tree
species The grovth of above2ground part of Q liaotungensis was decreased higher than that of under2
ground part under soil drought and its grovth was significantly decreased under severe drought Root2
shoot ratio of seedIng had mncreased with descending soil water content and root2shoot ratio of A
stenolobum var m galophyllum added up to 2 under severe drought The grov h speed ofO. davidiana is
sbw and it probablely hasmore physblogical drought resistance to adapt stress cond ition
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Table1 Effect of soil droughton growth characteristics of four native tree species on LoessP lateau in Chia"
Wil TS K E R LbrtE mgh anm 2 SRR /en? CPBRK /o S REA / en R L
Tree W ater content /g Special Single Average length Average dianeter Leafweight
. . . Total biamass . ;
speces n soil leafweight leafarea of shoot of shoot ratio
KA1 706 ~ 736 H; 9. 405a 7. 2946a 5 4451a 10. 000a 0. 264a Q 1452a
506 ~ 536 H; 8 126a 6. 9630a 4 7088a 7. 924a 0. 247a 0 1023a
400 ~ 436 H; 5. 463a 7. 1620a 3 53a 5. 442a 0. 214a Q0 0759a
T 706 ~ 756 He 2 671a 5. 6542a 4 2446a 8 015a 0. 199C 0 43242
506 ~ 5386 H; 3. 2l1a 6. 4841a 3 282a 6. 605a 0. 255A 0 38l5a
406 ~ 436 H; 1. 856a 7. 5599a 2 2585a 5. 042a 0. 215B 0 4812a
ol A 700 ~ 73 H 33 521a 6. 2683a 3 6460a 37. 876a 0. 339a 0 33383a
50/ ~ 530 H; 3. 837a 7. 2150a 3 044a 26. 566a 0. 308a 0 2795a
406 ~ 436 H 10. 028b 7. 3339a 1 7548b 12. 774b 0. 195a 0 2363a
R KR 706 ~ 7% H; 20. 655a 6. 1894a 8 024a 4. 490a 0.211a Q 1215a
506 ~ 536 H; 13. 375a 5. 6172a 4 6735a 4. 379a 0. 223a 0 1810a
4006 ~ 436 H; 6. 539a 5. 4710a 3 4%4a 2. 8l4a Q 178b 0 0928a
Wil A K E KELL RELL — MRS A GOMREL 4 REA /o R /an
Tree W ater content Stem Rootweight F st lateral Second D iameter Length
pecies n soil weight ratio ratio root lateral root of root ofroot
KtanZmt 706 ~ 7% H; 0 3194a Q 5354b 17 3a 25. 4a 0. 164a 35 789a
506 ~ 536 H; Q 2602a 0. 6374a 24 3a 12. 7a 0. 131a 29. 366b
406 ~ 436 H; Q 2496a 0. 6745a 16 7a 22 la 0. 119a 25 Mlc
JRRET 706 ~ 73 H, 0 2663a 0. 3013a 11 7a 4. 2a 0. 115a 17 67a
506 ~ 5386 H; Q0 2412a 0. 3773a 10 0a 6. 2a 0. 134a 20 419a
406 ~ 436 H; Q0 1339a 0. 3849a 8 3a 3. 8a 0. 109a 18 8lla
I 1 706 ~ 73 H; Q 1937a 0. 4680a 16 3a 39. la 0. 377a 35 878a
50/ ~ 530 H; Q2118a 0. 5088a 18 3a 36. 8a 0. 350a 35 75la
406 ~ 436 H Q 1991a 0. 5646a 21 0a 11. 9a 0. 201a 20. 885b
IRKR 700 ~ 7% H Q0 3481a 0. 5304a 22 8a 15. Oa 0. 209a 31 057a
506 ~ 536 H; Q 2316a 0. 5873a 16 0a 27. la 0. 234a 33 262a
400 ~ 436 H; Q 3359a 0. 5713a 15 5a 13. 8a 0. 200a 25 R9a

D K148, Acer stnolobum Rehd var mega bophy
¥k Quercus lia otung ensis Koidz

lum Fang etW u J2#& 1~ Ostrypsisdavidiana Decng I #| /£ Sohora viciiffolin Hance 1L %R
FHE K S TN GFR/E 3R RE A= Q 01AT A= Q 05K *F- EZ2 FAE 2% (Duncan #%; )

The sane

capital and small ktters ndicate no significant diférence at A= Q 01 and A= 0. 05 levek respectively (Duncan test).
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Fig 1 Effect of soil droughton abov@ground partbiom ass of four
tree gpecies
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Fig 2 E ffectof soil drought on stam biom ass of four tree gpecies
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Fig 3 Effect of soil droughton leaf biom ass of four tree species

; a a
= a -
“ a
RN a a
- a
1
KnERM REF Gk LAH
B 0% -75%6 0O 50%~55%8
@A i0%-~13% 4

K40 %448 Acer senolbum Rehd. var megalophylim Fang etWuy, &
BT Osryopsisdavidiana Decne ; [14i/{¢ Sophora viciifolin Hance &
% ¥k Queras liaotungensisK odz A [ /N5 T BIL JRE A= Q 05
KV L ZEFAEZE (Dincan£%: ) The sane snall letters indicate no
significant difference at A= 0. 05 kvel (Duncan test).

5 4 /
Fig 5 Effect of soildrought on shoo2rootratio of four tree pecies
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Fig 4 Effect of soildrought on under2ground part biom ass of four
tree gpecies
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Fig 6 Effect of soildroughton total biom ass of four tree specis
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