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Fig. 1 The effect of water stress on the
growth of plant height
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Fig. 2 The effect of water stress on the growth
of stem diameter
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Fig. 3 The effect of water stress on root-shoot ratio
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Effect of Water Stress on Seedling Growth of
Pinus sylvestris var. sylvestri formis

ZHU Nan, GUO Tai-jun
(College of Horticulture,Jilin Agricultural University,Changchun,Jilin 130118)

Abstract: In order to explore the adapation of Pinus sylvestris var. Sylvestri formis for water stress, taking bi-
ennial Pinus sylvestris var. Sylvestri formis seedlings as test materials, the effects of different water stress on
plant height,stem diameter and root-shoot ratio of Pinus sylvestris var. sylvestri formis were studied. The re-
sults showed that there was no significant effect on the plant height with saturated soil water, other water
stress treatments inhibited the seedling growth of Pinus sylvestris var. sylvestri formis obviously,and the in-
hibitory degree of flooding stress was greater than drought stress. The flooding stress had no significant effect
on stem diameter,its inhibitory degree was lower than drought stress. And water stress had no significant effect

on root-shoot ratio.
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