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Plant water-regulation strategies: Isohydric ver sus anisohydric behavior
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Abstract

Water is a vital resource for plant survival, growth and distribution, and it is of significance to explore mecha-
nisms of plant water-relations regulation and responses to drought in ecophysiology and global change ecology.
Plants adapt to different climates and soil water regimes and develop divergent water-regulation strategies involv-
ing a suite of related traits, of which two typical types are isohydric and anisohydric behaviors. It is critical to dis-
tinguish water-regulation strategies of plants and reveal the underlying mechanisms for plant breeding and vegeta-
tion restoration especially in xeric regions; and it is also important for developing more accurate vegetation dy-
namic models and predicting vegetation distribution under climate change scenarios. In this review, we first re-
called the definitions of isohydric and anisohydric regulations and three quantitative classification methods that
were established based on the relationships (1) between stomatal conductance and leaf water potential, (2) be-
tween stomatal conductance and vapor pressure deficit, (3) between predawn and midday leaf water potentials.
We then compared the two water-regulation strategies in terms of hydraulics and carbon-economics traits. We
synthesized the mechanisms of plant water-regulation and found that the interaction between hydraulic and
chemical signals was the dominant factor controlling plant water-regulation behavior. Last, we proposed three
promising aspects in this field: (1) to explore reliable and universal methods for classifying plant water-regulation
strategies based on extensive investigation of the traits related with plant water-relations in various regions; (2) to
explore relationships between plant water-regulation strategies and traits of hydraulics, morphology, structure, and
function in order to provide reliable parameters for improving vegetation dynamic models; and (3) to deeply un-
derstand the processes of plant water-regulation at different spatial and temporal scales, and reveal mechanisms of
plants’ responses and adaption to environmental stresses (especially drought).
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B A A BR AR AS AL B R, W <R S A
Ry RimTHE . BRI RS S BURR L™ L) T
B, YA 7T B SRR T FASE T (Meinzer et
al., 2014). Ak, TFFFHREDIECHLEIB &
S RAE AT IA TS 7 BEARBE T 3F4 AT BEH LR
i, BUBRULMR . Ky, bum RFE R T B
(McDowell et al., 2008), {EX e AT X 21 B4 Je
AHELAE 2% & M0 B 45 18 (McDowell et al., 2013;
Mencuccini et al., 2015). Kk, [ A T 21
NSO R AL, 6T B AN IO A 3R AT S
A BRI BEEE L.

AR 7K F3 PR F vie) SR TS HLARAR B2 4%,
LR T R AR I K i A & s ok 97 1k
AR5 #e ZE 1) B B ML ] (Martinez-Vilalta et al.,
2014). ALEERBEMOEEIERICO RN, X
RZREER K EURRH O, PR AE &
MR R kIR BB (R84, 2016). 1
TR ey, YR R 2 K oz i A R B d
FE—— R PTEBH) SE 2xre E R 2R, K ) R
(K) TP Koriak . EXFHBN T, A L%mEy
AL S RRURR, R e TR ¢ P AR FL R 4E R —
BIKFA, e E R M 2 PR, XA AL
/K47 N(isohydric behavior); A%, L&t
YIS SLA RELERE— & T B, DAERFEGR OGS
R XY AR FL A IESE 7K U 1547 9 (anisohydric
behavior). EYISILIAT ARR T 2PN Rz 2
b, 152 LK ARG KKK 5 Sk(VPD) 1)
SR, kT PR )R ) SR AE H (Tardieu &
Simonneau, 1998; Domec & Johnson, 2012). 7E1-3%-
Y- RAESAR(SPAC)H, SALAUK JJic i R 4t
LRI BB K R AE — & (Brodribb & Jordan,
2008). A T S K B AV PDRIAZ AT 1
HAAFLOR AN B AN AR A0 b S A i 2 %, gt i e
FL42 KM (Rogiers et al., 2012).

e ER NSRRI A ER T, ASEAEYE T
FESEK TR AKIIWNL i BT
T AN [R () R0 SR, 28 I H oK 43 R 0 5 5
TEASZZN 7 JERE) AR (WA 2 ) AR 3
(K. JEHEHER), AR5 &R B AL
— 2 KBV (Braga et al., 2016). EKAET R0
W PRI A P AR 5 RALIATS T
IMAKRE R S R, BT rE G R

TP PR TR R SR EIREAKIT N 1021

fiE(Pivovaroff et al., 2016). Lachenbruch#1Mcculloh
(2014)4RIE, MYIARFTERE 5K, TSPk
JERE 17 IEM 5% . Martinez-VilaltaZ5(2014) t & <51
FE(Go) 5MIKH (P m A IR, I I 5 AR BT
HKFAERRICT TAC I . B, A 7 FE AR
T-/KFE LB R GU 2 B A, 2016) PR PR A
Je FBEBN SRR A e B, 38 P 7 ZE T R A
TG PR S S MR 5T . A% S 7 itk
&, RLEAREYEKSAEEK AT NS A&
EE IR, R, PRE AT X PR E A
KR X SR BIPEIR 22 57, 2 5 I Rk A R - 5
7K 3 W AILER, o5 i Fia i B 15 D%V R AL
] 2

1 FKEFRFKFTITHNRSREED L

A FLIBURRE 22 5 e AE TR T 5 A B SR
AFR T X 5 KR ATAT )RR 5
A AR AT R AT A ALIF I, AL, TR
VPDE B 87K 35 (Ws) T BRI, S 3(T) %2
IR, /NP e e 2 . M, JES KA
ALK ISR AR A R BURR, oy B R BE B  AR 4L,
ET S iant, KA SLZIIM, 1&2& 4k st
1T AE e, W B8 VPDIYI3E 0 P& % (Tardieu &
Simonneau, 1998; TKEREA AL 5, 2008; Klein &
Niu, 2014).

SR, FRIR b 1SR K AR S K 47 A 43
R T B R RS FLIE AT A o 0 i A
TETE . HIER S KR 0 SR AR B i LR,
L R B B K A3 IR AR R 28 R 7 SR AR A (3
BERR ), 1B IE R KR T E YR LT R AR
LI I B AR (a0 & 8, T AE I SR AR A
rH AR ME4E R (McAdam & Brodribb, 2012). M LLTE
AR IK 3 VR T SR 0 2R, MR R SR AT 3 Fh e &
IMTE: (DETGCEMHIKR;, )T GH5VPD
(156 Z&; (3)3E T 2L HH A1 7K 3 (Ppp) FI R 27 1 7K 34
(Pamp) IR R
11 ETFRIALSEEMHKBEXRNKDBTINER
VIES

Fisher5(2006) 3 1 G, 5 ¥ 2 [A1 158 R KK 4>
B FhARAMAE DI K A3 T 0T 5, L AR I DG 2 At
MR EMMI RGP R R . GAREE T
FIAILEE SR ST E 3N &,
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P T EZVPDI L HOKH (s, WHAAIVEERT Pop)
FISZ I o AN R R e K PLAR $53E (R IS E 0 2 -1
MPazZ [d]), M 3 Ve 32 B2 e /N VLR i . R,

AV TG B ORI VPDRI 15 Bk B R E, DAE K
USRI WS LB B G, Q)RR Gl T % v A8
e FERUR 2 A, B2 RN COHKE . =S E . R
SEIREER T sg e, DR, 7RI E B IR AT Re HERR
FOAh R 22 BT o AR I 7 45 SR U A G- LR R AL,
FH LA THE G 5 e RS ALF BE25% (1 P e, 85
AR L PR KA, WM T HEF 7325 . Kleinfl
Niu (2014)i# 1 73 #fr 4 BR66 FAE ) (1) <AL BUR A
PRI R &R, A K R, A
WDoK A3 YR TR S — AR, AR SRR 4
P MOZIEH A, o K77 R 52 2 ) A
72 i) ] St AR ST 2 4 SR 3 e % R 1) T A R PR A2 o
12 EFSASESKAETHERNKS BT
PO S
Oren%5(1999)EA A4 [H /1 Al 20 /K25 5 M {H
SEMMRE & 1F FikE, LIEEM KRR EJ) S
HZE G AR (THM S, MNMRHAR: Js =T, = G, x
VPD; HMHEH G VPD. K\ Ps'5 P Z AR K 2

UPIIREN: G, =——xK(AP). fk, {17
VPD

TAEYIA P3P EAR AR T G2 2 (1) 5%
LEKAT R PRSI AR T T0, HAY
B Bl T A2 FE (3 I s L5 (2) PLAN s AR AR
BN, APRFHEE; 3)AEEKAT N WA PSR
XARNE KT 1, APHET S AREEE nmsgm. B/E,
HW A (WRoman ef al., 2015)%H% A NAE T 583,
1

#ih: G, =a-bxVPD?; KfafbAFIHZE, #
2, XTI BT G E, BRI T
PN Rl 222 1T R PRI o
13 ETZMRAAIKBESRFKEXRZNKST BT
POE PR S

Martinez-Vilalta%s (2014) 8 i il & Ypp Ml Pyvp K
FESTHRAR Y KR 73 N AR KT . AR
KT Mo AR KR . R K T SE4 2K,
I 00 7 - A BRI R 102 MR I HET 20 25
AR Pap = A + o X Ypp; KA ZENETE R K
KB HIK g fiee 71, B ¥p = OB PL; oR7R P
B Popii /D1 T FEITREE, R RIRIZ . iR ofE
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KNSRI K 3 AT RHAT 732K 0 = O™ 4%
KT (P BE Pep N B, PapfREFAAER); 0 = 1A™
6 AESE AT (D Py A1 Pop PRIFIE SE 7K 22); 0 >
19 1 3t A £ 7K 8 75 (B Pup 1 Pep L T) B 7K 345 72 25
B Yoo NEETIIGIN); 0 < o < 14 R &5 KRS
(BP Pap A1 Wop 2 8] T 7K 35 25 2 Tl W I BT R B o
R, I fE RN, [RIFERT45 2] — AN E Y
IR AT IS

TEARH IR, 2K RER A AT

BTG A, (HARTT & I AHESRE, ()8 aRlo
A ARG, B OGBS A —
G ol TALBUBIE AR AR R, I B
T A 438 Bk A FLAE 1] CO 3 SR AN HL O 5 2k 1 5 A 11
BRYLERANK J1 2645 (McDowell et al., 2008), FILA]
NT 5 S REDSE AL IR IME S, SAME
AR EIG IS AL, AR R — AN EU LM
FRPRIHT TR, o

2 FKGEFKETLREVNES

IR SEAEIAFIE . A KR AT R I
BEGUR, FTEA R IAEE 5 A N K& B T T
FH — R DI ) MR AL R PR 7K 20 R 45 s » Reich
(2014) 7F £ 38 K B SR 3 it 10K SR f - 48 5 1%
(Wright er al., 2005)3" J& S AFEM- 2241 Bk-77 43
IR SE PR R A GRS R, 512 T T2
SCRFUEYE, [RS4SR 2 R FR A D 1 o 75
DI . BATIEIS LR M I SCHR, MK I MR
AB 22 B MR 77 T EL A E A9 T 55K S5 AR S5/ A
X R 2 R, Hoh 28R E 2 R RGR D,
B Se R I 22 0 4, 5 B L I AL IRE .
21 KR

ALK ZE B (T M R EA R IR (DR
FLA B XoF T (0 SRR (P 7K 43 BR 150 7K T 2 ]
IR ), (UEAF B R PSS T, <
FLXE ST B& AU (Franks et al., 2007). KF& &AL
YK s e S BB br . Kis BAEY alfK
I3 WAR BRI E B, ff G CO, R 2 (AN)
B KA HEN A LIS, G2 PR, 8 % A5
A b, DRI HI7K T & Se(Sperry,
2000). HFF R, Fe RKGHTHIK J7°F B (Kiea) ZALIR
& (Domec et al., 2009); PLBEK . I BTN F%,
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Tablel Contrasting plant traits between isohydric and anisohydric regulation strategies

AR K ARSI FEBAFAEGL
Trait Isohydric regulation Anisohydric regulation Challenged or not
KR AKHEWE Growth strategy fR57% Conservative behaviour B %! Risk-taking behaviour N
Hydraulics /MK # Minimum leaf water potential  AfX}1H %€ (75) Constant (High) {% Low N
SFLFfE Stomatal conductance i Low AFGFE % (757) Constant (High) Y (Quero et al., 2011)
$/K#% Hydraulic conductance f& Low = High N
it 2% Drought tolerance 5 Weak 3 Strong Y (Quero et al., 2011)
AFFNMEEFPE Xylem vulnerability /N Small K Large N
K144 RME Safety margin K Large /N Small N
¥ ZEP% 5 71 Embolism recovery ability 5 Weak 5 Strong Y (McCulloh & Meinzer., 2015)

ZFLAE Pit membrane J&; BTN

Thick; Smaller total area

RAEGFER A H A Photosynthetic rate /I Small

Carbon N .

cconomics  "THHE Respiratory rate /)N Small
WAEK 53 I 2 4 High
Intrinsic water use efficiency
G PR S i Low
Nonstructural carbohydrate
LI 5 Leaf mass per area K Large
71 Leaf lifespan £ Long

IR -NIIEAPN -
Thin; Larger total area

K Large Y (Quero et al., 2011)

K Large N

& Low Y (Lovisolo et al., 2010)
1 High Y (Woodruff et al., 2015)
/)N Small -

Ji Short -

N AREBAE GG <Y REHE G “REZ AR b H AT TR

VAN, AR SCHR B R IRAIE S FF

“N” is uncontroversial; “Y” represents controversial; “—” represents that the trait was summarized by the authors from the literature rather than specific paper.

AL A R K. FERFLIFEERA T,
K I3 5 32 F Az (Lovisolo et al., 2008a).

H AR T, YK 3 7 75 a4 A R < AL
(55 KI5 55 B B Y (0 S5 KR 1 2 ) R A i 4
A, IX FE R R A P Ak R € ¥ (Tardieu
& Simonneau, 1998). 7E55/KIH Y+, S FLiE
e o B E R, R R A SRR, (6
H5SPACRANI/K A fibeh e JIAHVLED . T ARk
TR RS, S5 7K B Ps 1) FEAR T PG G
T,, FRIFAHSTE & 10 55/ P RTH A RE 25 7K & (Mosh-
elion et al., 2015). ZE/KIATTHEY) M) T5 Kear 2 261
FROG 1T A S5 A TR 15 R4 1) T B K a1 184 00 T 328 0
I, AE I B/ YLK a1 32 44 (Bucci e al., 2005).
TR, IEZKEYREE 7.5 K 1180
T BRI P RIAR T B 7K i, DAORRFSCHE /K 7 BRI
F 18R E) 1(Moshelion et al., 2015). Pou(2012)[¥)
WEFER B, KT 7K ZE (K prang) FH Piup 8] RO HH 56 18
FEAE KA TR AR SRS T b s .
1, S5 K TR B K prane S 5 A8 SEABURR, TR
SEKH T B R K Kieat M GEE R, HPYE Z A1
TRBRIERMEDC R, R ARSI R TE RN T 5
18I Fe Koy PN, AL PAREFERUIC. UL,
T 7K 3 FEAE AN S LR B2 8] A5 A1 58 1 A B4

(Salleo et al., 2000).

BTN, T TR T Ao 0 A4 2 i 5 1
NG ORE AT S 2 A AR S e 5 A e (2 2R 4,
2016). FEZESEARFIHK N, ™ ER A SHEAT
T BI7K S35 461 (Sperry & Tyree, 1988). #: ZEfifii 55 14 vk
5E T AN FIREYIIRR I A AR (2 2R, 2016), B
FH e 55 14 (K A5 2% 5 R o0 7k ) 2 8] 1 26 22 ith 4ok
TR o % 2R 1SS BEARRAE AL AR ZE IR TP T
K ZE 451 2K 50% FH 88 %% IR Ffr Xof 8L () A Jig 4 7K 3 (Pso A
Pyg) LA 2R I 2 M 20 R 2 o SR, #E ZERE 55
PEFFANZE A T JEAL AR JE UK, 2% XU TE K 35 1E 8
R Ak ] P 52 AT LR 78 8 4 i) 1) 52 T (Meinzer &
McCulloh, 2013). Pso [ BEH) /K 53128 i R S 59
PEI HEBARR: Psof Bk 61, M MHike2E 78k 55 (3%
ZFNEBR, 2015). Ogasa®:(2013)MllE T F R EKIET
AN FAEP ZE AT Pso 240 J5 R I, K51 K50%
I A5 58 1R Pk 52 RE T S PR Pso B AR IG: PsgR IR I
WiFh, K— BAURIE—F, HARTHIKE §E w2k
o HAb, FEPK 145 2 AL B R L] 5
ALY B - Py oK SR A OC o S /K T A
AT DL S FLLGE R B R K A, CABH 1k A4
FE(Vogt, 2001); 1M1 AR5 /K A48 T 52 3 Ta] /K 2
KW B, AR IFEAR ™ A4
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K 322 4 B 2 g AL IS I BT B B L
PsofZEMl . FES/KEEZE TRER, 224 BEECNH
YIRh oG AL, DAIRE S AR ot e 285 T 22 4 B B e
NP 58 A G A RAL, DLAERFACI TR f1 A2
#(Bucci et al., 2003; Brodribb & Holbrook, 2004),
B AETIEE R, B 5%, MR ZERE
RE S SR (B E A E AL 58, 2015). HAIBTEEZE D)
k5, /K724 R{E /N Ogasa et al., 2013). %5/K
TV IK 3 % 4 B AE — B AR S5 K K.
Martinez-Vilalta%§ (2014) i 18, 7K 77 % 4= R {8 Yo
AR SRR A BT Bk ZE VRS IR R R
P R BERTURE ZEVESS MR, G B m, RIARESE
AT LS KT S S i 28, HARZEIRE
TSR, WABFRY], MY ke ZE
KARUEEEN GV 7K )~V 1 (Tyree & Sperry, 1988).
SR, FEPA TS e K )3k BAT 57 (MeC-
ulloh & Meinzer, 2015).

KWWK Z B ENEER R —
(Meinzer et al., 2009). 7KZEZ% MK 1) 3 (Holttd
et al., 2009)FIA BT HOBR A L B DU 0, AT LA
EIIRENE S 0 S (Nardini et al., 2012), MfjiE
Tl R IE . BTKE S B KBIEMR,
5 i 55 M S 9 (Meinzer et al., 2009). A
TR B TR BE R SE n, AT DA o A AR ZE SR K
PO, T BR i) A S5 5K 77 1 500 (Trifilo et all,
2011). 25 ARFIHESE K AT X 56 B R T AR IK
7745 1) 3 SR ) P A i 55 (Meinzer & McCulloh,
2013): 57K UR AR AT A 2R I AR OGRS 1 B K
AKRIERBIKSIAE; 0 A K A A R 5K T2
EREEN: % e S AT G

FEAIIEA R RR R AT 8 T A 5 R 1 3
BORIE B K Gy 18 e 1 S5 A R R i g — (2
IRAE, 2015)0 AJoEAREE R 2 RO b 0 A ZE Mfe 55 1K
(B, 2016). AR TE BAR. UM
L MR- K AR L S5 I 22 57, #RRE S BUE Y T AN
G118k (Cocozza et al., 2010). HHAESFMR Ui (air-
seeding hypothesis), @ QLN RE 2774
TR, HiIZMRAESHLARBR KK SE D E S K
2 (Sperry & Hacke, 2004); [, SULILEHVDN, <
Y I I BTS2 IS R, A S e AR R gE . SUFLIT
BURER Y], BEARMKEE/NSE (E ), JLBE
bR SALRE AN, BN 5 A Ak (Hacke

www.plant-ecology.com

et al., 2006). 54k, SULIEE ETEAR ST A
HIEEH . QLSRR B ZEsurbkog. 4858
RGN, KA MR ST, BN RFLAR T i
AR A, B AR 2 I S5 K 80R, A —
BT KL (Ocheltree et al., 2016). MRHE IR KHTikE
VI Gy pe FEaX —Rf L, BATHERT HSALFLARBOR
gL HLR T AU, 1S5 /KR R A I SCRLFLAR
BN SRR HBTHRVN . X S MRad 75 2k —
SIIE o
22 BREFFMER

TRFFR -1 2 (B K oy 8 S R S 1, AN AT ad
Fa AR BB 2 Ak, T HL S 4 R AR A A K
] 3 fitli (Meinzer & McCulloh, 2013; Attia et al.,
2015) AESEAK A TTAE DB AL L AR X K joae T I F2 RLXS
T B iE, H P KR T, @RS LK, fif
H S RFFE G E R UMD RE S A &, (e fi
2K 5 2 FE bR R &2 (Pou et al., 2012;
Martinez-Vilalta e al., 2014). FEFILS1E T, 25K
R W) 22 R H 6T Kot P G B BB PR AR, 76T
BT 3 5 1) R AL v 1) P AR IR G 6 e 0RO
R A A ERIKE J1(Pou et al., 2012; Martinez-
Vilalta et al., 2014). fE TR RKZ G, HEYIHH
S PR AN SIS T 6 B FH ISR 103 B R
T ELAKHS T 75 T 52 WA B 4 FH 1R B Jol B AN AR
J. Blun: PUZ=E (Phaseolus vulgaris)i8 5% /2 E 17
Phia g 2K — R, HEmKea#EHERIKE
40%—60%; 4k B KER G, AR E 20K
*¥-(Miyashita et al., 2005; Gallé & Feller, 2007)

P LEZK 3 R BCR(WUE,, An/Go) T LA
[E 4 K 23 B FH AR (WUE), 2 B4 R WUERA
SE TR PR (M SRT), AT DL AR VPDFI A 85 2% A
RIS KPR S 2 m e, H
A RN K oo IEA G AES KM AT N A1
FHIR AL 2 BE S AN R LAt DAL R e v e B Tl
RAEFET, TR E RS MR . % B2 B (Lolium
perenne) W FL R T EMEEKE, JEEKH
YBT3 1 m HWUE (Holloway-Phillips &
Brodribb, 2011). PouZ5(2012) IR 75 8 B, 5
B RS K T R A A D R L A K T AR
%, T AR D R, TR KRR, G
TREFE s PR, X PR K S A R T RR
IK AR VK o« PoniZ5E(2007) IR A B, 252K
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WM WUE S S, BIFE/K 7 e HwUE RS
AL AESE KU TR S N B 2. o PouE(2012)8 FT 4k
1, SKIATHEYEKGEGHREE TR, mialEH
ROTRE, WEYWUEAEKE s T 4. X
AIRE S KA TE R EA R KeaefE T F W08 5K E
BN, I H AR R B8] G Ko 2 2R VEAH 22, 1
WUE3 K (Pou et al., 2007). #X1f, Lovisolo%5(2010)
P 1 B 22 SR K AR SR MRl G 9 R K ILWUE; )
WEER.

I ] e B e T L AR = g A g R
H G B2 (LMA) = R, it 2R 72 g F 4
TR RBAL R INR(CE S ATE R, 2015).
M2 SR, MR DIRERAE & e B — SRk
AR, — i & G S IR R 2R 0K
73 i K5I LMA /N R PR $ 95 -USC > B0, 5 — g
MGG AP R 2 WA . LMAK I “%%
ML BT - W B Y Bh (R 2 0 PO VR IR AT, 2014). =
LMARERE IR RAEAR T DAL, & TR
KRS, THRLMARE WS Y& T B KR
W% (Rose et al., 2013; EHINFAERFF, 2015), X5
S 7K IR 57 SRS AN AR S KA A 1 B B SRS AR )
G ETREPBAT, BLMAE R TIREWUE, K
2 d A AR FR IS 8], AT i 52 U R 2

EU 38 PR A 7K 4 8 75 6T SRR A B K 0 55
PE Vi Kieas J6EIER GRS M TERR KA &
YI(NSCY I, FE5E KR 5 H A By 7K 77 e 55 7 2
FmAS, HPupfE T R IE TR FFIKT Pso, &

K earFEEL YD, I ELNSCLHE S KA T A R 2-3 65,

T 885 7K 15 AL ) K e TE A2 A ZR 0 DR 70 5 1) B #4S
YERRIE — 2 /KF B, (BICPEDE A E R AG 5 E
FARZE KM Y, A NSCE & 1h & 5K (Woodruff
et al., 2015). NSCYj Py fE B BT 5l A R 1)
A, TR R I8 T A MRS . 1Al AH ¢
PR I R R B T A0S 728 B 1 FH (3 i 2 4 5
&, HEERm TR FERAE ML R ). T2
HREW: T AR RS A RIBREE . A
[ 47 o 448 Jim R A NSC I I T) AN 580 1) 3 745 AR 4k

%), DMEX TS IENSCE BRI LR A—,

HANSCEEE MMM BT RS T e 582K
(1) FRY IS 1) AR BE (R Bl A2 A0 UL R AE MR Bk ) AS 7] s
SRR, HAT 2 a2 R i Kol 2 o NSC
ENABACE N . BRI FAE H K KI5 sl

TPV R FPRK AR K SARERIT N 1025

WL Kieat FINSCIEAE S IHFE R 2= AR AL, At RE i
W HAS AR I AN [F] 7K 27550 5 2 TR Bk
R, LB NSCHITEFEIRL -

TP 7K J3 AR 5 28 5 PR B T o RO B AET 06 &R,
XSS AR YDA - KA G AL FE s KT A% L
Ly RGN SEIAA H R . AR,
K JT AR A G AR 1t 2 RAEAE B OC &, oK
JIFBE L R AR ZE FH ) MILMA Z TR AEAAET 5% 2
(Villagra et al., 2013; Jin et al., 2016). tHY)—H M
5 B S DR R FE B TR, TR S A K
b R ez VA U R o« SEK Y R AE it
FEA% B S AL T OREF PR G E, 8 S0 7K ) A,
(R R] L BR 1 A1 AR [F 4, I HAE R
W F B e RE 2 S A KR E TR R, FEL
M W g o JESEKUE TR AL BUR AR, HIHOR
A SR AR ZE YU, 7R T FEE T DA RS E
(1P A DR SALIF IR, DA4ESRs L & 1EH
R [F) A0 (4 8 A0 A% 58, 2015). GNP HIPREAE
A8 Ko PR (140 B2 P RH B i B 2 TR ARG 2R, AT 32
BRI K 73 P o0 S AR T R g i e AR A
[F IR G . BANA T A S R & 5P
ARFNK TR Z 1A AH R BR  12 R (e.g., Woodruff et
al., 2015), {EYFEEHE 2 14GIE.

3 BRI TERKSETHIE

T IR B V% R (ABA) AT K 38 3 25 11 (AQPs)
A K A5 R P 7K 35 (Kea) 22K A A 420 S50 52 Jiip
B REUK 3 P50 38 1) E LR B ) o R PP LS
SHUKIMESHIBEIER T, ANFEEZMFREY)
P THDGE A [RIR2FE T R b, 2 RECAS [F) (197K 4 1
AT N
3.1 ABAHIEMN

ABAR RIS 5HEWTF L K E M BRI R 2
PR BT 8 AE B R, A K R R A
(Lovisolo et al., 2016; Negin & Moshelion, 2016). +
K4y T s E R A ABAS BT, R AESAL
FEH, FEAMHI LR A K (Wilkinson & Davies, 2002,
2010). F X, ABAIL g i H (A1 7K 7 8RB A
R R RE KM, RS FLOC ] (Pantin ef al.,
2013); G N FE a1t — B M COL7E i SR A4 25 fig v
0 5 0 A% T B -1,5- XU B TR 6 2 A0/ o 42 i
(Rubisco) f1 32 4 2% %, M 40 i1 O & 1F A i 72
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(Guéth et al., 2009).

T 5 e A A o) AR B R R 3 S [
K% S ABAMIAE R, HABARIEY) S s K £/ Jik
RIZRIE B F=Pn 45 e, HAro-Iz-A 5 A 2 B
FIUE R & 1 (NCED) & < 8 11 14 4% B (Thompson
et al.,2007). XHURGTF (Arabidopsis) T 5T R, &
TR AINCEDI A B 3% Fif, mre s+ 5
NABAEY A BGH E (Frey et al., 2012). NCEDZ ik
SN R TR ABARIAED) A ), HiH NCED3%:
REABA G L 3 FAEH (Frey et al., 2012); 7

— A TR PaNCEDIAE KN Ik B e o4k,

T2 W8 7 T HABAAEY) A BOR P B Ho A 55 PH (i
FRFE AN ZEP). Wik RS AL E(440) HH%H
A 7 i AL B (MCSU) 55 ) ) 3R 18 (Borel et al., 2001);
TX e B PR R 0K 1) 3 N 2 1 1E ABATE AR R IR TR
WAL

AN [ AE 4 b 1 5 FL G AB AP 80 R[] (Lo-
visolo et al., 2002), KT N NABARIAFEHL
R e A 5K 5 AR KTAT . KT
ARA A, T 5 Wpia £ 5 7 NCEDEE A 1) % 5% 7K
SV, B T ABARIAEY) A BGE ;T HAX R AT

NI FRIIL 5 i P R PN 1 LA R g A5 43,

MK Jid 75 B 554k N ABA; FRESABAZE W) & i IR
HOSE, SR & T ABARIR N, MNP RFL %
W, YERFREI P K3 A, SRR AR A
AALEREE. AR, A HEE RS R B2 e H
KR By Ve 0, R B S A IE T R4 N X
PRSI BR AE 1 5 5 (Gallé et al., 2013). SR1f, T
Fi2 B 2 8 B A AR S K B AR &
ABAIE K, M H T ABAMKE AR Frfase, R dL
ASALXT Ky 7 B B 18 (Gallé er al., 2013).
32 KBEEBMENM
AQPSTEFEHITEYI K /R K (Lovisolo et al.,
2008a). B AALYESI L LT B B s b
&% (Secchi & Zwieniecki, 2014)55 5 [H ¥ kK 5% &
FAVER(Li et al., 2014; Moshelion et al., 2015). 1HY)
(VRIS P9 7K 380 2R 1 (TP APQ)ZE &% R AR AL W iy
N RIE R B E T (Sade et al., 2009); il
Al I TIP APQAM 2 48 M 53 (1) 7K 73 75 ikt (Sade &
Moshelion, 2014). FPRIHTIP AQPIEZN 5 3 &
20 HH PRI LB 2 10 F O 22 B I 7K IR e ) 56
BN E— IS A S R, S—
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7 THI R 58 B AR 17K 43 A 54T 9(Sade & Moshelion,
2014).

Vandeleur2 (2009) £ AQPs 1 A [X. 43 18 ¥ 25 7K
AR KR AT NIRRT . SIS SLE
T2a R E . R, A 4ERFR S B P
BRI Ay (Soar et al., 2006; Pou et al., 2013); ik
KT REWAE SR G IR S . PR IR — I
FWAReJE R — AR AQPSIY N T BUK 73 TH #E
B2, ZRAFMABAS ES LT ABA AN [H 1
R, ZARBARK A R EE R R FLFF LT
Fi4b, AQPsIEEERIS, AR SE /KT YTE 24
(1) 30 58 2% A R R B A 55 K I 1547 9 (Sade &
Moshelion, 2014).

T 2= 5] AV B R, R R
8 T A% T W R A Bl Vs PR B A, BELUE T K S R A 7K
77 1R 0 B 28 5 14 IR 1) MR Pk & (Flexas et al.,
2006) . 57 Blr3E H B LR R A% TR 4 2 A BTG 1 5
GBI . 24 GfE50-100 mmol-m s "IN, XUBERE
B E R ACBEE HEAS 52K o riE 52, T4 GAR T
Z B, U R A% A AR AL B S M 2 PR, 55
KT AR, T 2 Wil 5 SO0 IR 1%
T R 2 A TG VT PR AR AR, KSR ) A 5,
R 2., 5K T B Mha N e R R ALIT
TR, BKJE R ERIKE BR
33 KAOESHFN

KB 5 F B i 2N B 5l 1 v A 1
(Meinzer, 2002), 1% & 55 LI R L — A HE .
T2l AR YA TR = A AL R 2, F 8
PR B ARFLIERSZ BRI 2 A = AR 2 S
ST 9% F1(Brodribb & Jordan, 2008). 4 #F 7t % B,
L% P 5 3 B 4 AR R - PR D 2 T A A A 5%
(Ache et al., 2010). 1£ P AR, 2 HAE A TERITED)
(1 A 22 8 A AR K T 22 3 50 (Blackman et al,
2010). TRMrEa5lk kY, FItHEY@EEE%E
TR R A, SR AE P i R A — ol SR
(Bartlett et al., 2012).

] — ARV AEAS [RI FR 85 26 4 T 2 R I H AN )
(17K 4385 4T H(Schultz, 2003; Lovisolo ef al., 2010;
Conesa et al., 2016), Franks%£(2007 ¥ X #1577 =
A 3l 4 &5 7K R 15 17 N (isohydro-dynamic behav-
ior). FERXAMEA S, PuplTish 5 H3K A 2k
[0, IS P 5 Prap 2 (] K 35 22 OR 2T 1 1E
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%€ (Domec & Johnson, 2012). ChavesZ5(2010)%F9/™
TEYF W TR I 2 RIS K BRI, K
TP FR ) S ALBE VPD RS N AR AL B2, TR VPD
S B LT AN AR (R KR ) 30 8 3 1 K (AR SR KR
A1), MRS KR ST M S SL VPD B SE, 5
MRFRVPDIE B IR TR S K ER, B UIRK
VAN R, 7E PSRRI, AF 9aAESE 7K 56 56 1)
%] (Vitis vinifera)) Goth2x 52 2|21 (Rogiers et al.,
2012; Zhang et al., 2012). WtE U, B T2,
HEYFTKESG M. TARAKRKS, HEYH7K 7508756 5%
2 ARSI T e 4 S K Y, DU R CRAE 07K
HRGW LA T4 LK &Ry, AT,
IR AR T . W EATRTIR, 4K 7k
251 N IRABASE N, AT il A 38 5 <AL
VPDIIWE B, B S ALK H(Guyot et al., 2012). A
I, KIS SH S 5 1 P [E4E F 2 A RO+
FHRBOK AT N EEIRE 7

4 MREFSRE

R 7K 2 U 0 % 5 S ML 72, AN A
VIR AR S EER N A, 1 HAE SR
H, TRMXEYE R M ESsb s
2N TS, 38 ASAEAR A S A0 T
NI SR i Y A A ) A AR Y (1) S ST AR LR A
DR, X AL iy AL B 22 5] RS 2 o0 vE, U
AR AR T AN I i ) B A

(DB XA [F] 4 X T R AE 7K 53 9% R AR GPRIR
MM, FoRATEE. U IE AR K 20 Y 50 5 43 2%
ke KRR KA R 9 LM N
A A R T 5 e S A T R AR T AL
RN AR A ML, MG — kX K
SIVEFAT NI R 2 . DN B AR RAR L
SEIFZ X TR SIS R AR T H
fF, 50T A AL IX A A K 43 R R SRR A,
A B BB AR EHE R, A RN RS
1A= Ak

QIRZEHE KSR FI SR 5K A G544
e S IR 2 TR DRI, A G AE 4 s A AR A 2
BERTSE RIS H . R LR T K5 RS K 1% SR A
WIAE 7K Sy VIR AN B 42 B M TR 9 7 T f 22 5, il
AL 4 T B8 2 (W USRS - I 40: Braga
S5 (2016) % I Hh AR v #R s B9 AR BB FT IR, FE A

TPV KT R SR SAREARITN 1027

KPR XS B IR OC RS, MR FEAE
HA ARG R Atk . Reich®(2014) 82 H <P
B AT R U, A7) Bk B A R4 f A XA
RSSO AR E -

(3) InR BR e A A I 23 ROBE AR K 23 s o
T2, o )T PR oAl (0 A2 1 5 ) i i . A5
PEATLH o TN 5 il S KA — 7 T 2= X
G T P A AR T 38 I s DL XU, 57— T T A B
il 2= B SR R i A B A ZE B &5 AR, JESEK
VAR 22 RS FL IR0 FE 2R 7K 39 7K g SR 1)
AR, ]k 7K B il 1 2 5 5 5 e AL A T i P 3R
1z %A F| F (McDowell et al., 2013; Mencuccini et al.,
2015; Conesa et al., 2016). [Klt, 7EAERBLE T,
T A S5 KU T R A A AR S KR 1 R A A 3
B 58 HL I T 2 748 T 45— ZR 471 OB i 8 1 I R 18

ELmE BR“t=a"F SHLXFE(2016-
YFDO00201)Fe 4 7 2K I 5 & Fo ] 31 B A K R 31 X
(IRT_15R09).
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Appendix |  Terms and their acronyms or symbol

A HHAFS Acronym or symbol

ARiE Term

AAO
ABA
An
AQPs
G

T

K
Kieat
Kplant
LMA
MCSU
NCED
NSC

M7 A ALEE Abscisic aldehyde oxidase

Bi7&EER Abscisic acid

#CO,[F{k & Net CO, assimilation

JKIBIEHL [ Aquaporins

SfLTJE Stomatal conductance

755 # 2 Transpiration rate

/K115 % Hydraulic conductance

7K 715 Leaf hydraulic conductance

Pk F /K% Whole-plant hydraulic conductivity

LhiJii i Leaf dry mass per area

AR TR ALEE Molybdate cofactor sulfurase

9-JIi - PRI EH RS S S INA RS 5L 9-cis-epoxycarotenoid dioxygenase
A5 PR K5 Nonstructural carbohydrate

AT K 250% S K R FTxt M1 7K # The water potential inducing 50% loss of hydraulic conductivity
AR 2:88% 3 K Xt M1 7K # The water potential inducing 88% loss of hydraulic conductivity
1 ZE N5 F+{E Embolism threshold

WM FEEE A Tonoplast-intrinsic protein

KKK T8 Vapor pressure deficit

KA FIHAL# Water use efficiency

WTEK > FIHZE Intrinsic water use efficiency

FKHE AR Zeaxanthin epoxidase

7K # Leaf water potential

P4 7K 3 Midday leaf water potential

ZZIAT /K3 Predawn leaf water potential

3%k Soil water potential
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