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Simple Method to Evaluate the Drought Tolerance of
Spiraea X bumalda ‘ Godflame’ Seedlings

WU Xiao-na, WU Ping CHENG Lerjie HONG Bo
(College of Landscape Architecture, Northeast Forestry University, Harbin Heilongjiang 150040)

Abstract; One-year seedlings of Spiraeca X bumalda ‘ Goldflame’ were exposed with the determination of the w elting
index and the measurements of the leaf relative water content, SP, SS, Pro, MDA content and the SOD activities, a simple
method to evaluate the drought tolerance of Spiraea X bumalda * Goldflame’ was discussed. The results showed that
differences of the morphological change of S piraea X bumalda * Goldflame’ seedlings were not obvious under the two
different water stress. According to the morphological feature of the plants under different water stress the welting index
was divided into 5 grades. Under the dehydrations in air; with lengthen of stress time, the leaf relative water content was
persistent declined. However, the SP content, Pro content, MDA content were continued increased while the SS content
showed an increase-reduce-increase tendency and the activities of SOD showed an upgrade-decline tendency. The changes
of the physiological indexes were related to drought tolerance significantly, so they were the evaluation indicators for
water stress tolerance of Spiraea X bumalda © Goldflame’ seedlings under the dehydrations in air; Under the PEG
stress, with the lengthen of stress time, the leaf relative water content was persistent declined. However, the SP content,
MDA content were continued increased w hile the SS content showed an increase-reduce-increase tendency, so they were
the evaluation indicators for PEG stress tolerance of Spiraea X bumalda ¢ Goldflame’ seedlings. How ever, the Pro
content and the activities of SOD showed no tendency, so they were only the references for water tolerance evaluation.
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