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Drought resistance of Guoqing chrysanthemum with small inflorescences
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(College of Horticulture, Nanjing Agricultural University, Nanjing 210095, Jiangsu, China)

Abstract: In this study, 11 indexes closely related to the growth potential and ornamental value of 20 Guo-
qing chrysanthemums with small inflorescences in their growth stage were measured and their drought resis-
tance was evaluated by an analysis of variance, a principal components analysis, and a subordinate function
analysis. Results of the principal components analysis showed the indexes could be classified into 3 component
parts with 7 indexes closely related to drought-resistance; namely, stress indexes of root-shoot ratio, under-
ground biomass, number of branches after topping, flowering phase of population, flowering quantity, flower
diameter, and the number of ligulate flowers. Using the average of subordinate function, drought resistance
was also divided into three classes. [Ch, 1 fig. 5 tab. 20 ref. ]
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Table 1 Plant mater is used in this study
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3 ‘4B FC “Jiling Fengshou” S AR 13 ‘Arbe#%2° Jinling Zishan’ g6 R
4 “%B#m Jinling Huangli’ #f WM || 14 4BaEC Jinling Hongmei® ARt
5 ‘4l 25’ ‘Jinling Huangguan® A, R 15 ‘GBkrE>%" ‘Jinling Fenyulan’ o, iy
6 ‘e EM’ Jinling Baiyu’ 1 il 16 ‘4B kriE” ‘Jinling Fenlian’ i I
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Table 2 Variance analysis and F-test of 11 indexes of 20 cultivars of Guoqing chrysanthemum with small inflorescences under drought stress

E/I R ARk [ 4[]
e e 361 4 K 15.272* 0.325™
L S Jp 364 4 K 15.369" 0.306™
ST A0 4 A 9.308" 0.635~
€ &t T 36 4 AL 11.590" 0.820~
FEVR AL 0T 301 45 £ 11.839 0.347~
TEAR W 368 4 KL 10.166™ 0.276™
AEAT 2 300 45 5K 8.663" 0.515~
LN GUSER R 1 10.324™ 1.642~
Hb - AR W a3 45 HK 17.372" 0.375™
T A T 30 R AR 16.319™ 0.215™
3 L 361 4 A 19.468" 0.176"

YLl FAREY, ** R 2R (P<001); ns R BN ZEFARE.
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Table 3 Principal component analysis for drought resistance indexes screening

B Wiy FHIEE RSB RFAE P 22 S TR/ % 23t k%
1 5.707 3.666 51.884 51.884
2 2.041 0.749 18.551 70.436
3 1.292 0.323 11.743 82.189
4 0.969 0.138 9.576 91.765

5 0.831 0.831 8.235 100.00
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Table 4 Component score confficient

EiRE iR 81 EMSy 582 EMSy 553 FE RS
T SER R e 0.564 -0.241 -0.177
L i F 361 4 A 0.685 -0.373 0.474
GRS P 36 R 0.858 -0.394 0.087
PiA Y ISUEE 0.704 -0.412 0.363
R AT W 3 45 5 0.818 0.243 -0.418
LA 38 F5 4K 0.545 0.678 0.409
AR foh 30 45 £ 0.667 0.418 -0.335
LN S ER R 0.565 0.633 0.034
1 A A 36 4 A 0.570 -0.599 0.498
3T A A T 36 4 A 0.938 -0.062 -0.225
R3S B 36 1 0.867 0.248 -0.354
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Table 5 Subordinate function values of 20 cultivars of Guoging chrysanthemum with small inflorescences under drought treatment

5 R(1) R(2) R(3) R(4) R(5) R(6) R(7) S(1) HE¥
1 0.665 0.589 0.459 0.812 0.705 0.579 0.698 0.644 4
2 0.375 0.241 0.212 0.338 0.236 0.323 0.278 0.286 17
3 0.189 0.134 0.312 0.257 0.369 0.232 0.277 0.253 18
4 0.465 0.729 0.580 0.581 0.572 0.389 0.560 0.554 7
5 0.548 0.452 0.478 0.432 0.398 0.318 0.351 0.425 13
6 0.659 0.451 0.497 0.556 0.498 0.298 0.451 0.487 12
7 0.694 0.396 0.582 0.563 0.485 0.451 0.379 0.507 11
8 0.623 0.821 0.701 0.668 0.694 0.680 0.498 0.669 3
9 0.330 0.226 0.248 0.320 0.139 0.129 0.179 0.224 19
10 0.568 0.734 0.490 0.618 0.556 0.520 0.635 0.589 6
11 0.618 0.808 0.672 0.678 0.708 0.669 0.681 0.691 2
12 0.627 0.916 0.677 0.665 0.638 0.670 0.682 0.696 1
13 0.321 0.178 0.265 0.289 0.157 0.135 0.192 0.220 20
14 0.421 0.685 0.465 0.409 0.635 0.339 0.738 0.527 8
15 0.589 0.799 0.524 0.617 0.688 0.458 0.768 0.635 5
16 0.368 0.565 0.521 0.509 0.639 0.365 0.708 0.525 9
17 0.398 0.769 0.482 0.347 0.629 0.301 0.637 0.509 10
18 0.405 0.367 0.389 0.465 0.387 0.265 0.324 0.372 15
19 0.175 0.441 0.307 0.307 0.436 0.223 0.279 0.310 16

20 0.390 0.359 0.379 0.560 0.432 0.301 0.302 0.389 14
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Figure 1 Comparison between representative cultivars of different grades of drought resistance and the contrast
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