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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STOMATAL CONDUCTANCE
OF WHEAT AND POTENTIAL OF SOIL MATRIXES

Wang Hong Yang Chunhong

(Beijing Agro-ecological Experiment Station, Institute of
Geography, Academia Sinica, Beijing)

Stomatal conductance of winter wheat (g;) , potential of soil matrixes (o)
and air saturation deficit {d) were measured in the well watered (W,) and less
watered (W) plots in 1984 to 1985. Results of this experiment showed that dur-
ing clear days g; in the morning Was mainly affected by Un,which could be well-
characterized by a linear regression. So g; in the morning could be an indicator
of crop Water stress caused by soil water deficit , It is convenient to compare the
field crop g, with the well-watered to compare the field crop g; with the well-

watered reference plot by monitoring Water deficit,



