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Table 2 Morphological changes of a few of plants under drought stress treatment
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Fig.1 Changes of relative leaf water content under

drought stress treatment
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drought stress treatment

2.3 T 50 b 20 R R 4 R
T R FhipAE 2 Ko A 0 4 B 3 R — e A 5 AT T |
AL R M Y AR . — iR RT3 o ) A W v R A
AR T RSOk T Y 2 E MR, K 3
A LVEH BEE T R A KBS0, 2 FhiE Y ao A AR
Xof B, R AR AR B 5 K A e, B 2 AR D B0 4 MM R A E
E AR T AR E M E . BEE R B R,
20 ML 5 M T o, B 5 TR 2 R A e FR A
Xof L3R 43 1 X BRI T 22. 9% 25. 3%, {HAEH
TR, LRI —E 2570 . B OB AT
SRR BB 2,78 12~16 d I 22 1LE

a8 SR Amorpha fruticosa
40 | - KW Pyracantha fortuneana

32 r
24
16
8k

AHXF SR
Relative leaf conductivities/%

1 4 8 12 16 20 24 28

FE R Drought days/d

B3 FTEREHpELEINHAFEXNBSEARRE
Fig. 3 Changes of relative leaf conductivities under

drought stress treatment

71

PDF SCH# ] "pdfFactory Pro™ X RAG)E www. Fineprint.cn



http://www.fineprint.cn

- EHRIEFF - 1m0

wF @ ¥ 201420):70~73

R 5 S RERR R AZ AL AR X 2, 2 16 d J5 2P bt
HaH . AR SO BB A AR D B R 4
B SE B R A RE e , BA BT I R EE T
2.4 FEPHEXT MDA & &M

ME 4 FTLAE L BEE T R ia KB, 2 e
Yriy MDA & SRS b T 5, UL B H 40 B R e 7 iy
BHINEZ B T ARBEENGE . HA ORI %k
EIVETREZET R % 4 K Bl R E, =X
i 1.9 £, ZJ5 UIRE B IE K X AT RE AW T 5
B RILE RIS — R R B AT RN,
JORRA) MDA & B3I A1 8, H B TR /N AR
LT 18, L IR S AR B Z B H U
BN ERMRINET R EIH7ET RIasE 8 X
i PR /IMEL, FE XS IR R RE T 37. 806, BEJR A MR b
FH, 2 20 d B ORAE, XTI A9 2.5 7%, Z J§ MDA
HERA—ERERARZA, T 2 b 4R R X R 12
fi5. PRI, AR 2L MDA & 8 )3 IR BEAE o i B An

DU K RA BT R 5 T SRR

N 020 - SEHEM Amorpha fruticosa
= 0.16 - KW Pyracantha fortuneana

I# £

412 012

®5

|12 0.08

z 3
é 0.04

lI 4‘1 é 1‘2 1.6 2I0 2‘4 2‘8
FEJH Drought days/d
4 FEpELENA_EBIENXM
Fig. 4 Changes of MDA content under
drought stress treatment
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Fig. 6 Changes of soluble sugar content under
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The Drought Resistance of Two Rocky Slope Ecological Restoration Plants Under
Drought Stress Condition

ZHOU Jiang' , HU Jia-jia® , PEI Zong-ping® , TU Yong-cheng® ,KONG Jing?®
(1. Guiyang Research Academy of Eco-Environmental Sciences, Guiyang, Guizhou 550002; 2. Guizhou Province Environmental Monitoring
Center, Guiyang , Guizhou 550001;3. College of Environmental and Spatial Informatics,China Mining University, Xuzhou, Jiangsu 221116)

Abstract; Taking Pyracantha fortuneana and Amorpha fruticosa L. that are common in the ecological restoration of
rocky slopes as the materials, the changes of morphology and physiology under drought stress with pot culture
experiments were researched. The results showed that drought stress would make the plant leaf yellowing and wilting on
the morphological characteristics under the drought stress,the relative water content and chlorophyll content in leaves of
Pyracantha fortuneana , Amorpha fruticosa L. were declined in different degree, the relative water content, relative
conductivities, malondialdehyde (MDA) content , proline content and soluble sugar content showed a rising trend in
different degree;at the end of drought stress,the amplitude of variation of the above physiological indexes of Pyracantha
fortuneana were — 26.7%, —53.28%, +13.2%,22.7%, +22.9%, +352. 7% and +1.0%, and these indexes of
Amorpha fruticosa L. were —44. 3% ,—54.8%,+25.3%.,4123. 6% ,+2 327. 5% and 399. 4%. It said that the effect
of drought stress on Pyracantha fortuneana was less than Amorpha fruticosa 1.’ s, which illustrated Pyracantha
fortuneana was more resistant to drought stress than Amorpha fruticosa L. ,and it should cause more attention in rock
slope repair plant selection.

Keywords : drought stress;rock slope; Pyracantha fortuneana ; Amorpha fruticosa L. ;drought resistance
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