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Table 1 Drought evaluation grade
BEEYR BLERER
Drought grade Drought sympom
1 THEER A RSN B REERA K, EREESRINLREE
2 FT EE#AE
3 FFHL1/3
4 FETFHAIE1/3
5 AWK, W T RIET
*2 REMERER
Table 2 Drought resistance index grade
ki 1.00~1.50 1.51~2.50 2.51~3.50 3.51~4.50 4.51~5.00
Index range
EIREY 1 5 3 . s
Index grade
b # s s % e

Meaning of index

L EIRS B FAIMER G , AT 4% T SRS k4
Fr:R=1XX1+2X X2+3X X3+4 X X4+5X X5/
(X1+X2+X3+ X4+ X5, X ,R A EHEHERR; 1.
2.5 AARRIZEFER; X1.X2,-- . X5 X FARF
ZEEY .2, SIBREL.
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F L S HRAE g R S B E R A ER- 2 B
P8 (MDA & Bl 2 R A BRAC B L Z Rk ikt s 48
A5 Ak g (SOD) ¥ 4 I %2 2R F 4L 5 DY nas 32 BH i
NBT (R Pm) 2 Rz 7 s Bl 28R (Pro) & Bl 2 R I R
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L4 BAEST
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Table 3 Analysis of drought resistance evaluation
Ab3E Ty it/ BN SN R pRE TRHIRER
Processing mode  Plant name The appearance of drought index Drought index grade
ERFKR 2. 875 )
LAt 2.500 B (—)
TR E el 2 A B 2.500 BOR(—)
Drought stress  4x M- B 22 2. 500 Bim(—)
Vay 3:9N 1. 875 BOR(+)
53115 SN 2.375 BER(—)
ERFEX 3.500 P
BPA: AR 2.750 R
EHEH [t 2.875 [EG D)
Normal management 43 IH-fif F 2. 875 P&
AERX 2.375 Bilk(—)
359N 2.625 EAGY)

2.2 TRPHEXT 6 Fhf Kt A BIEAR A R0
2.2.1 TEBHETX 6 FRXMAXEFREGEE N
Bl 1-a ATLLE BT 51 I, i R 5 R R i 3
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Fig. 1 Effect of the leaf physiological index on different Sedum under drought stress
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2.2.2 FTREATX 6 HRERRXHFRTENEM H
Bl 1-b mIA1 b T R0 I 0, iR BB SR R BT
EERRR T, 0~28 d,6 FifE YRt A it E M EY
AR, B #RIR S R IR B R, A 5 A IER /DN
28~35 d, &R R ARER W2 ERLE AR
R M SRR R SRR N, (B3 RS 535~56 d,
6 PPN SR R BB ARG T TR g 2R s K et
PR R E L EAE TRRER R, SRR,
2.2.3 FTEhETX 6 FiFKH [ (MDA) & &M
W E 1-c ATE S, TR, 6 FEyet i
R A BRI, 0~28 d,6 FAEYM B H MDA &
BYZEHEN;28~42 d, 5 ok , HA, 2R E R
et EiEs K, KR EZEE R FAER
B SHREER VR K AR X B RN s TR 42~56 d,
P FA /MBI, KT 5 MiEaT .

2.2.4 FEMATX 6 RERXRMERTEMNE ™ H
Bl 1-d T, 0~42 d, B A A FE A EA T S
HRIMFRREERSEHZES N, EREXRE5 40

i FP R385 42 ~56 d, BF AR FE AR LB S FE A
B4 OB B R R R K L O R R S AR RY I
FAME BT Z, BN, 8RR FRIA BR
K&,
2.2.5 TEHETX 6 ff KA /s L EE (SOD)
TEPER R A 1-e ATLAE H,0~21 d, AR,
O R R SOD 7 ot s 3 hin 21 B R qE, bl L 4
FfY SOD & PRk B ok (B 14~21 d 3 iR LR ; F
RFKRAE 28 d I SOD 7 1 ik 2 e K H 3 IR K SR
R FIR M § K AE 0~42 d,SOD 5 135 2 5 K H 3 18
B2 56 PR SOD {1 1k Bl i K5 , BT 5 b a8
138 i SOD {7 14 B8 =2 AR o il AR ZI /MR Ul - 84K
FERGEMHHPRE E LR FAEREE MR X,
ARFEK.
2.3 Y ER A B E AR

HIZE 4 AT, 6 At K2R R R &0 RIS
REXWA RS BETEREZF FE 2 Al
RRMERERBE SRFEXS5 &K MDA
FREFARE HRERANGHHTREHE 4FR
REIHETR & B 22 5 B3 B R KX i 3 R iR
o S R SRR R MR R R 25 B 6F
RERNHEREBER, STERER W EELR
g R R S B 25 B3 SR FE R SOD
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Table 4 Multiple-factor comparison of plant main effect on physiological indexes
Rl WoEEE R R & it ARR L R MR AR S B A B T
Species MDA content/ (nmol « g~ 1FW) Pro content/ % Relative electric conductivity/ % Chlorophyll content/(mg » g~1) SOD activity/ (U « mg=1)
HRFR 4. 6965a 0. 5435a 51. 0415a 0. 6325a 65. 4941ab
[ 3. 7942bc 0. 3547¢ 48. 3497abc 0. 5469b 83. 7664a
(Gt T 4. 3585ab 0. 3669¢ 48.7121ab 0.5185b 69. 2813ab
S fi R 2 4.5155a 0. 4425b 45. 6677cd 0. 2760c 43. 4447b
Vay ;9N 3. 7434c 0. 3225¢ 44. 2206d 0. 5654ab 97. 3337a
Rl R 4. 2076abc 0. 3366¢ 47. 3332bc 0. 5669ab 91.5767a

2.4 A ERN A BAERR S L

5 ATA, TR A 56 d R BB R S &
BEL.5 0.7,14,21,28.35 d WIS BEEREBE; TE
firiE 56 d B ARXTEL SR A 5 0.7.14.21,28.35.42 d 2

SRE;TREMHE B dNHSEESTERS.5 0.7.14,
56 d& R EE F2isa 28 d it SOD EHHE .5 0.7,
14.42.49.56 d 27 5%,

x5 A 18 R A IR R AR S E LB
Table 5 Multiple-factor comparison of time main effect on physiological indexes
i 18] [t p il R A i AT E TSR MR SR AR B AL B T
Time/d MDA content/ (nmol « g~ 1FW) Pro content/ % Relative electric conductivity/ % Chlorophyll content/ (mg « g~ 1) SOD activity/ (U « mg—1)
0 2. 59491 0. 2441e 39. 55271 0. 3532d 17. 2692d
7 2. 7962ef 0. 2538e 39. 83841 0.4132cd 41.7341cd
14 3. 3294de 0. 2859de 43. 6444e 0. 4899bc 85. 8615bc
21 3. 5055¢d 0. 3201d 41. 7165ef 0. 5438ab 140. 9831a
28 4.1169bc 0. 3898¢ 48. 0225d 0. 5954a 144. 7878a
35 4.6607b 0. 4554b 50. 4637cd 0. 6345a 101. 1005ab
42 5. 4069a 0.5153a 52. 6776bc 0. 5952a 84. 8561bc
49 5.6914a 0.5413a 54.7271ab 0. 5497ab 37.8795¢d
56 5.8719a 0. 5448a 57. 3439a 0. 4846bc 21. 8738d
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Table 6 The comprehensive appraisal index of six kinds of plants
#4947 Index HRFER LI 2 TGPt Z e EuR Lk R R AEFRR
S. polytrichoides S. sarmentosum(wild) ~ S. sarmentosum(cultivar) S, Lineare var. gdden S.reflexum  Sedum sexangulare
AT HL 7R Relative electric conductivity 0. 5044 0. 6169 0.5812 0. 3541 0. 5914 0. 8375
%% & Chlorophyll content 0. 5881 0. 4769 0. 5665 0.3171 0. 6567 0. 6472
P2 MDA content 0. 5522 0. 5502 0. 4435 0. 3908 0. 4857 0. 5629
BB SOD activity 0.2384 0. 4927 0.0176 0.3163 0.3113 0. 5045
[R5 & Pro content 0.4914 0. 4649 0. 5042 0. 5887 0. 4561 0. 5542
B Total average 0.4188 0. 5207 0. 4434 0. 4033 0. 5306 0. 6445
FiE 5855 Drought resistance strength 5 3 4 6 2 1

3 H5itie
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U A L B , 25 Fh 8 0 T R o AR
PRV B R AR Bk, FEORER B T4, AT i
LHZVR W A AR X P R T R . AR TE T 32K i 3l
I 240 5 A A 2o SR AP P i 32 4 7 MDA 2 AR 5
SAAE R 2 —, R A T A5 0 AR B Y 2 TN 4
PR RIREE R E ], MDA & & 5 AR B SR T
0 UL TE K 238 A A Q3R L R A B o 48 AL
BB 24 % , MDA R R ; [F i K B B 74N, S BOH
XL R R

WY TE S a4 P Al B 2
ST R BUINE RE RS 2 ST AR T 2 S 400 M AR 0 S 4
¥, EE R 4 FEAIMFET: . SOD AR O; (—Fiid 4
H i3, By IR AR — RIS R A Y B2 B R
TIRE A I, 6 FHEY I SOD WS 2T RE T
R AR B, HLZE T R ORI, SR 5 K0S i H %
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Assessment on Drought Resistance of Two Wild Sedum Species and Four Sedum Cultivars

LI Sen' , TIAN Zhi-giang® ,MA Su-xian® ,KANG Xiu-ping' , XING Guo-ming’
(1. College of Horticulture,Shanxi Agricultural University, Taigu , Shanxi 030801 ;2. Sihe Colliery,Jincheng Anthracite Mining Group,Jincheng,
Shanxi 0480003 3. Haisi Pharmaceutical Factory,Jincheng Anthracite Mining Group,Jincheng, Shanxi 048006)

Abstract ; Taking 2 wild Sedum species and 4 Sedum cultivars as materials, the effect of drought on the plant morphology,

relative electric conductivity, total chlorophyll content, MDA content, proline content and superoxide dismutase (SOD)

activity of the physiological indexes and morphological indexes were studied. The results showed that the drought

resistance of 6 kinds of Sedum from strong to weak was Sedum sexangulare™>S. re flexum>>S. sarmentosum(wild) >S.

sarmentosum(cultivar) >>S. polytrichoide >>S. lineare var. golden.

Keywords : Sedum ; physiological index;plant morphology;drought resistance
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