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Abstract: Photosynthetic characteristics and water use efficiency ( WUE) were monitored in
four year old seedlings of Thuja sutchuenensis Franch. during drought stress and recovery. Re-
sults showed that leaf relative water content ( LRWC) decreased after soil relative water con-
tent (SRWC) fell below 30% under water stress. Net photosynthetic rate( P, ) ,transpiration rate
(T.), intercellular CO, concentration ( C,) ,light saturation point (LSP)and the maximum pho-
tosynthetic rate ( P,,,) decreased along with available water reduction, while apparent quan-
tum yield ( Q) ,apparent quantum requirement (1/Q) ,and light compensation point ( LCP) re-
mained. The WUE gradually increased as SRWC fell. P, reached zero due to leaf wilting after
50 days drought stress ( SRWC decreased about 95% ) . After three days of rewatering, P, re-
covered to 88. 59% of the control levels and WUE reduced to 88. 63% that of the control lev-
els. Through the analysis of physical signs above, we concluded that Thuja sufchuenensis
Franch. is a drought-avoiding plant.
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A is variation of SRWC and LRWC during drought stress and rewatering, B is correlativity of SRWC and LRWC.

Days 0-50 are drought stress and 50-57 are rewatering.

BH1 FTEBERSKELRENSKERMHFEAMNSKENEL
Fig. 1 Variation of SRWC and LRWC during drought stress and rewatering
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Fig.2 Light response curves of Thuja sutchuenensis during drought stress and rewatering
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Fig.3 Variation of net photosynthetic rate
during drought stress and rewatering
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Fig.4 Effect of drought stress and rewatering on photosynthesis parameters
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Fig.5 Effect of light intensity on T,, G, and C, during drought stress and rewatering respectively
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Fig.6 Variation of photosynthesis parameters
during drought stress and rewatering
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Fig.7 Effect of light intensity on WUE under drought stress and rewatering
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