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Abstract: In order to study the effects of soil drought and intercropping interaction on the photosynthetic characteris-
tics of olive, and to explore its internal mechanism, the water gradient of soil drought stress was set, and potted olive seed-
lings intercropped with different grasses were studied. The main photosynthetic parameters of olive were measured using
portable 1i-6400 photosynthetic apparatus, and leaf water content, photosynthetic pigment content, RuBP carboxylase activ-
ity and root activity were measured. The results showed that the water content and photosynthetic pigments content of olive
leaves decreased to a certain extent with the increase of soil drought stress. The net photosynthetic rate and RuBP carboxyl-
ase activity had no significant difference when soil water content decreased from 18% to 15%, but decreased significantly
when soil water content decreased from 12% to 9%. Under drought conditions, root activity of olive was increased, and

transpiration rate of olive leaves was decreased in the treatment of intercropping with grass compared with those in the con-

trol group, thus the water content of olive leaves was
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tercropping with Trifolium repens+Paspalum notatum could improve water absorption and photosynthetic pigments accumula-

tion of olive, thus improving photosynthetic capacity of leaves.
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Fig.1 Effects of soil drought and intercropping on water con-

tent of olive leaves
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