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Fig. 1 The effect of drought stress and re-watering on soluble

protein content of Paeonia suf fruticosa Andr, leaf
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Fig. 2 The effect of drought stress and re-watering on soluble

sugar content of Paeonia suf fruticosa Andr. leaf
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Fig. 3 The effect of drought stress and re-watering on

proline content of Paeonia suf fruticosa Andr. leaf
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Fig. 4 The effect of drought stress and re-watering on
MDA content of Paeonia suf fruticosa Andr, leaf
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Abstract: The potted Paeonia suf fruticosa Andr. cv. ‘Luoyanghong’ and ‘Wulongpengsheng’ were used as material, the

changes of osmotic adjustment substances content and malondialdehyde content in the Paeonia suf fruticosa Andr. leaves

in the process of drought stress and re-watering were studied. The results indicated that with the drought stress

increasing, the content of soluble protein of the two kinds of Paeonia suf fruticosa Andr. increased firstly,then decreased;

the content of soluble sugar, proline and malondialdehyde showed an increasing trend. Compared with the severe drought,

osmotic adjustment substances content of two kinds of Paeonia suf fruticosa Andr. all dropped, the differences of the

other indexes were all significant except soluble protein of ¢ Wulongpengsheng’; however compared with the control,

content of osmotic adjustment substances rised,but all the differences were indistinctive, Malondialdehyde content of two

kinds of Paeonia suf fruticosa Andr. decreased to a certain degree,and the differences were both significant;however the

differenes were indistinctive compared with the control.

Key words: Paconia suf fruticosa Andr. ;gradual drought;re-watering;physiological indexes
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