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Fig.1 Comparison of MDA content
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Fig.4 The change of chlorophyll contents
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Determination and Fuzzy Synthetic Evaluation of Physiological Index of
Three Garden Shrubs’ Stress-resistance

ZHAO Jing-yi,GUO Jiajia, FAN Bao-guo
(College of Life Science,Shanxi Normal University, Linfen,Shanxi 041004)

Abstract; The stress-resistance of Ligustrum vicaryi, Euonymus japonicus Thunb. and Berberis thunbergii cv.
atropurpurea under natural conditions, determination and fuzzy synthetic evaluation of physiological index for
stress-resistance in July and August 2011 and October and November 2011 were evaluated. The results showed that
Euonymus japonicus Thunb. 0. 635>>Berberis thunbergii cv. Atropurpurea 0. 613> Ligustrum vicaryi 0. 467. Resistance
of Euonymus japonicus Thunb. was similar to Berberis thunbergii cv. atropurpurea,but the resistance of them were both
better than Ligustrum vicaryi. The color hedges lot using the three hedges of garden shrubs,should pay attention to the
management and conservation of Ligustrum vicaryi. It was inappropriate apply a large area of Ligustrum vicaryi in local
garden construction.

Key words: garden shrubs;stress-resistance; fuzzy synthetic evaluation

45

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



http://www.fineprint.cn

