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Effects of Photosynthetic and Transpiration Rate on Hippop hae Rhamnoides
Sinensis and Hippghae Rhamnoides in Different Soil Water Condition

LIU Ru#xiang
( University of Inner Mongolia, Huhhot 010021, the Inner Mongolia Autonous Region, China)

Abstract Photosynthetic rate and transpiration rate on Hippophae rhamnoides sinensis and H ippophae
rhamnoides were studied in different soil water conditions. It is found that photosynthetic rate and transpiration
rate increase with increased soil water content. The day course of photosynthetic rate and transpiration rate is of
single summit or twin summits in different soil water conditions, and time for the summit varies with soil water
content. With suitable water content, the mean photosynthetic rate of the male of H ip p op hae rhamnoides is higher
than the mean photosynthetic rate of the female of Hippophae rhamnoides. Under drought stress, the female of
Hippophae rhamnoides is higher than the male. The mean photosynthetic rate of the female of Hippop hae
rhamnoides sinensis is higher than the mean photosynthetic rate of the male. The photosynthetic capacity of
Hippop hae rhamnoides is higher than that of Hippop hae rhamnoides sinensis, and the mean transpiration rate of
the female of Hippophae rhamnoides is higher than the mean transpiration rate of the male of Hippophae
rhamnoides. The mean transpiration rate of the male and female of H ip pophae rhamnoides sinensis do not have any
differences. T he regression analysis shows that the relationship of photosynthetic rate and transpiration rate with
soil water content can be expressed by y= a+ bx+ cx’.
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