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Drought resistance in seedlings of Catalpa bunget cultivars

WANG Gai-ping, CEN Xian-chao, PENG Fang-ren, YANG Hong-ning
(College of Forest Resources and Environment, Nanjing Forestry University, Nanjing 210037, Jiangsu, China)

Abstract: In order to provide a theoretical foundation for afforestation in arid and semi-arid regions and to
exploit the Catalpa resource, drought resistance in one-year-old seedlings of 7 cultivars of Catalpa bungei
and C. ovata were studied using a completely random design with treatments of 0, 40, 80, and 120 g-L™
and three replications by applying simulated drought stress with PEG 6000. Using method of subordinate
function and a system cluster analysis, growth and physiological indexes related to drought resistance were
measured and evaluated. Results showed that ‘Guangye’and ‘Ginsi’ cultivars, and C. ovata had higher
drought resistance followed by ‘Zhou 2’ and ‘Nanyang’ and finally the stock, ‘ Yuanchang’, and ‘Yu 1’.
Drought resistance of ‘Zhou 2’ and ‘Nanyang’ decreased with the increasing drought stress, but drought
resistance of the other cultivars were not greatly changing in any content of drought stress. The method of
subordinate function and system cluster analysis revealed that 40 and 80 g-L™ PEG 6000 were suitable for
evaluation of drought resistance with C. bungei in the seedling stage. [Ch, 1 fig. 3 tab. 16 ref.]
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WS it B FRER Catalpa ovata HIRERFTEL, SR PEG 6000(3R £~ , 432 6000) 40 5 i,
A Ao 0 A O 1 A B AR A, A POIR (8 BT 57 2R 5O 45 O (9 0 57 ) Z 5 R b 00, TSR pR
R ERG RS 0 R EE, e R (E A ZE Rl _LOR 2% Sh Bl A PR BE SR E S, XA R AT T T 1k 2
T, LUWRESA BRI DTS . R EL B R E— 204 0 4R B AR

1 AR &

1.1 R R 4R

GG SRR B REA (R3E)  F R (R R ) . A2 5 (A 2), B 15 (B 1), & 2W
(&22) . St OEnt) | R EFR )RR, HERM R 2006 45 5 2 78 R 50RO R 27 44 A el 747 i
HEAT OB AT AR B 0 1 B, WK TR R RS M B 0 5 JR ek B L0 7= F VT R BT A BIL T
Bt PR K HEA, AR, Jom R E AT IR

KA R B e N T AR B AT (AR E B R R 26 °C, 2 SAMIXHRE R 80%) ., HiATE%
J% Hoagland 5¢ 4> 75 FE A SURL KRS Py 35 35 18], 26 0T 18] HH 38 5% ) i R4 40 min-h™', #FR 7
d B 1 ORI, | AR OR AT T AR . (DFEIEHR & R M (ck); @A 40 g-L'PEG
6000 % 3 ; @80 g-L'PEG 6000; @120 g-L'PEG 6000, 7 4b 35 45 7 K 9. 00 #:47 %
B, DA SR ALY AR B (SOD) . 9 (MDA) . Ffi%U R (Pro) . 1T ¥ 1 b 45 A B A= b
FabR o I T4 RS SR A BRI AR 5 R0 500 D00 7 v A 1 1 v AN b A | A e O R FH 4 ik 2 ) o A
TREE, BA SRR 3 bR, SEmIEER 3K,
1.2 REHZE

Jo REEAE R 375 MR F F S A4S 2, DAAFTRT H 3 238 3 200 i 6 52 Jiih 0 3 A R 2 [ A 8 = (b
FRHL 3/ 5 3 ) x 10077, MDA J57 i B R Wk B2 7 ok HI TBA #2775 SOD 1% M I 5 5% H] NBT
A2 S 8T, ATV B S R A3 N R R FH B EE (5955 Pro JH 40 BRI i SR FH A S K R k1)
1.3 HELE

K0 Excel FMs 45 A G kX Ba A7 5 BRI AT, F DPS (BUF 18 R R 50 ) S di db ¥ R Gl 47
RGERK, HIPUR R = KA T AR AR e / 6 BRFS FR E (E  PrR S A . R
FHECE 5 BT 5B 8 pR B0 DA K R B8 3R 2807 3k Ok 5 (14 45 S8 bR R AT 3 4 A2 5 0 T VR4 . A F8 sl
JEPRECTE AR, . R0 B 2 R, AR B SR R A AT B i, PR A TR AR SRR pR
BUEBCF-BE BT R MM I, SRR REA LR U= (XX X = KX)o . U RHRE
PRECE, X, NICTERFEIIER M E A 5 X A X A S TE I 2R Th 2 — 84 08 B3 KA R R /ME
AR — R SR A PRI R AR SE, W SR I s e e, A U=1- X,- X/
(X = Xoin) o
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M3 1 AT, FEMRIE 00T, W& SRR OR P SR KR . IR AR KR AR R R AL
W, EAEARTR it s B N BRIRM IR A R 22 57 . 2 a R, ARSEFZEG&SAR,
B Y e R RN R K, 78 3 B PEG 6000 Jif ik B Ab B AR K R AR A K 5 0 IR AT
TEREEES, HAY R SXIEAE 80 M 120 g- L7 &M FATER EME2ZS, HfE40 ¢ L' b T 25
RN, 540 g- L7 ARER | oW . BRI $ 1 A 4 B 4 B O S AIG T X BB PR R ik
0.59, 0.71, 0.68, HIAhFFPARf NI G, H2um T |, £ 1 Pidenl A&, 7 80 il 120 g- L™
SR UL e o8 S 4 A E Ry € DR TAL 3 I 1B ST N =8 iy N
22 TEiMEx 8 MRt @A F £ EIEFRN M
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ZEARRM AN TR b Bl Z B Pro, T F1 kD HENHMHERFHEREROZN
RERE A B e R , A ERE Table 1 Effect of water stresses on growth characteristics of Catalpa

LR X I AR B L opc sy | PERE WBEKE SHERRNR
L ORERE L RERH . @22y Pro MITIWEYEME MM L wty R owaey R wEey mv
FE A A PE T 375 T I, L A 2 22 o REmm  FR (W) AH

0 3.50 1.00 0.28 1.00 0.46 1.00

B Al AR 20 g+ L' PEG 6000 Ab B A 1%
’fE,E:J: 40 ﬂ] 80 g L ﬂ\}i , U‘E@Ejﬁé I§H ;Fnﬁ‘z\% o 40 2.70 0.77 0.22 0.77 0.50 1.09

X"J' % g@\ E 7J( ﬁ:}‘ﬂj} Jﬂ ﬁ@ ‘fé:" lﬂ% % ; i IE] e 80 1.20 0.34 0.08 0.30 0.42 091
i‘%{ 1 %%iﬂﬁﬁ{ﬁ§§f§$§:ﬂj]ﬁ%f¢—lt1ﬁﬂ: 120 0.50 0.14 0.05 0.18 0.15 0.33
Sl B, L 5 R K 43 36 A T B S,
— L 34 o S oy 2%
ﬁg#ﬁ@ﬁlﬂw%ﬁ*ﬂ%ﬁbﬁ&%o St 40 1.20 0.80 0.24 1.05 0.46 091
SOD 7 ¥ 548 Wy fii S8 Ak B 3a g ) 2 E ot
R . . R L 80 0.50 0.33 0.18 0.78 0.35 0.70
MK, FFZA5E £ SOD B IG M Y K&
120 0.39 0.26 0.05 0.34 0.34 0.67

R R YOI I (R NI = T

B, N [EIABARS i Bl 22 6] 9 SOD A7 7 i 5 3 0 155 100 023 100 061 100
25, AFEEFELZEIE SOD ik 2] 8 2% 1 W 40 120 077 014 062 036 059
ZEse, 20 o W REFH . AR g0 050 032 011 048 023 037

%%%ﬁ?ﬁ?{ﬁlﬁ]?;ﬂﬂ}ﬁ%{#? ’ SOD 120 0.30 0.19 0.04 0.18 0.16 0.26
BB TR R RE R
FISLAI 119 SOD FLEAE T8, M SOD 0 200 100019100067 100

BBWRHET I, EH bR Tar, 0 0 10 0B 00T 090060098

I B AR o L 5 2 T M O R b ) 80 1.00 050 008 043 057 0.85
W AE K 3 130 40 L % R X 3 M R 20 21 2 120 050 025 003 017 055 082
AR AR, 2 2 T & OB & AR i 7 AR

0 3.50 1.00 1.24 1.00 0.70 1.00
0 = I~ > i 7
XT%%K%}AﬁEhgiﬂzj Jﬂj(q:j: ’ EEEF 7] 40 2.30 0.66 1.21 0.98 0.60 0.86
R ERm, HE 2. FER R4 22 00 A X
. ‘ \ . ¥ 80 1.40 040 094 076 035 0.50
FE, S 59 Bt R 30 5 B A 8 R T R B & PR
120 1.00 0.29 0.49 0.40 0.30 0.44

B 1 MM 7E 80 g- L' PEG 6000 4k F A H
SRR B R R, Mria sk E L E] 120 gL 0 250 100 047 100 057 100

AL SR R R, RTRESZ 1 RAE 80 g- L7 hi B 40 152 061 031 066 041 071
MEBZHEEOR, A 120 g- L7 Hia Ak B g0 050 020 012 026 033 057
B SR, TEMTERBER, AFH

A i 2 6 F R 3 7 1 B 35 2% O M Ree 0 Rde 10D
S, FL8OFI 120 goLt B b EATG R, %0 250 083 065 098 031 068
[ AEAE W E 22 5, A 40 ¢ L7 i ib 2 80 050 017 041 062 024 053
THYH SRR 27 (6 2 BN 2 120 0.50 0.17 024 036 0.1 0.23

T4 A HR&4

’ MDA X ATILIR A 255 1 :\E\%‘Eﬁ 0 170 100 105 100 049  1.00
BAR Ak 2 i RS0 10 R B ) T B AR R 2 —

X & 40 150 088 092 088 051 103
TR Wa &, &M SR - MDA R 0 05 oss ost oss oo
TR B AL R, Jr 2250 i 20, ' ' ' ' ' '

120 100 059 022 021 025 050

AN TRIARRRE it Aol ) MDA Joit 73 5077 70 A 8 35
ZE5r, AN[A AL PRE] R B 2 22 e, AEMNE AR MDA RERIIMAT R AN R 1 R R 2, H %
1 B3 558 B2 A3 MDA S8 3808, FCHC A A Bl MDA S8 IR B2, A7 AR ISR 08 1
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F2 AEKRE PEG6000 X #k#f A [ fa & AR £ IR AU IR R BRI

Table 2 Effect of drought stress on seedling physiological and biochemical indexes of Catalpa

Jifi % B2 Pro DRI ER SOD % 1k AR Ha, 3 5 T MDA

i i zj_lf,{) e (VA /1o S e A /S 2 (< VAR 1/ SRS AN (S Pre3 (< VAN 1
(png-g) E1 (ng-g™") E 1 (pg-g™) RE % RE (pg-g™h) RE
0 0.022 9 100 148316 100 304395  1.00 95755 100  19.9403  1.00
} 40 0.027 5 120 21.057 1 142 379059 125 98915 103  21.6004  1.08
e 80 0.028 3 124 131043 088 427150 140 125822 131 20748 1 1.04
120 0.071 6 313 178498 120 389668 128 128177 134 202589  1.02
0 0.018 8 100 148592 100 560772  1.00 113721 100 197906  1.00
) 40 0.022 8 122 162134 109 693496  1.24 81679 072 210784  1.07
e 80 0.049 8 265 159785  1.08 688271 1.23 137691 121 206568  1.04
120 0.084 7 451 258172 174 664766  1.19 226829 199 195510  0.99
0 0.018 3 100 238912 100 433509  1.00 116489  1.00  13.6431  1.00
40 0.020 9 114 306914 128 521811 1.20 204904 176 195859  1.44
i 80 0.021 0 1.14 224179 094 556883 1.8 284511 244 208833 153
120 0.020 5 112 215977 090 366993 085 204181 175 168833 1.4
0 0.021 8 100 166498 100 331454  1.00 180186  1.00 187358  1.00
A 40 0.023 1 106 179988  1.08 394107  1.19 216858 120 185493  0.99
e 80 0.030 5 140 199219 120 452961 137 255134 142 199023  1.06
120 0.030 5 140 215000 129 460624 139 291592 162 225922 121
0 0.022 6 100 184382 100  5480.08  1.00 14130  1.00 44314 1.00
- 40 0.027 0 120 208055 113 610838 1.1 10492 074 4.861 6 1.10
o 80 0.033 2 147 224317 122 632683 115 20689 146 4348 4 0.98
120 0.033 8 150 216579 117 614377 112 31020 220 5.908 6 1.33
0 0.028 7 1.00 131043 100 306836  1.00 17144 1.00 7.693 0 1.00
) 40 0.025 4 0.88 122890 094 360369  1.17 L1160 065 147419  1.92
* 80 0.037 9 132 140025 107 253630 083 17404 102 108455 141
120 0.033 0 115 171706 131 312922  1.02 147826 862 112005  1.46
0 0.024 0 100 177611 100 479650  1.00 28953  1.00 7014 6 1.00
40 0.021 6 090 172608 097 519006  1.08 26843 268 7.790 7 1.11
i 80 0.023 8 099 174157 098 474895  0.99 81043 280 104187  1.49
120 0.030 6 127 228504 129 473515 099 53430 185 109846 157
0 0.026 9 100 135654 100 375332  1.00 51320  1.00 6.348 4 1.00
40 0.027 7 103 155617  1.15 425585 113 59217 115 72628 1.14

Y4
80 0.031 0 115 161131 119 657178 175 58304 114 6.361 4 1.00

120 0.033 6 1.25 15.066 5 1.11 5504.18 1.47 6.756 6 1.32 7.434 8 1.17
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2.3 BIERHNRERBMBREENW

A2 B a s, AR SRR 420, JEZ2 2R IR R LG, IS A —Fh 4
PRI — 5 2 A B R, AR ME EL S0 M S A ) i BT R R S . UL, AR PR S LR SRR R
B AT 255 VPN LU IR B WURIRL 7 o SR R 20 17 1 SR R B XT38 1 R R 2 h & 48 bm 04T 46t
THEEAE 40, 80 F1 120 g- L' PEG 6000 7K 43 k361 b BN 25 48 b5 1) 55 J ok £k, I % g — S Riodpkomy 1) 25 4
AHOCHE b 0 SR T pR BRI R IR P2, PR H - B 0 RN AT HER (38 3), X ABAR 2% it o () it 52
RE T HEATER5 VR . Y8R 3 B R ey, S A TEARE M asRE T, SRR A AR, 78
40, 80 F1 120 g- L a0 43T Hobt 568 1 b BVRHE Y 23 %10 o J6 2> 560k > B > 1w B> Ji] 2>
B >R >R 15 22 >0 > FER > 5 B> R 2> B > o> 1015 Dt > 1 B > 4 22 >4
B> JE 2> 1> Mo > B, MR G R S5 S T SRR S Rl 2k 2 41, 5 1 AEFER 2, et RER
MG 22, JBPT IR RIS 5 2 A IR . B 1, B R RS A e TR B i
JETR, DG RRER Y PTR R AR, M 2, BH R4 22 X6 AN [R) ) i 3 5 B8 S I 25 SR K, R 2 7
40 g-L'PEG 6000 i3 Ab BRI 4T 268 1555k (55 1 67), 80 g-L7 A1 120 g- L~ Jilpie Ab BRI 4 22 (26 51%)

K3 WMHUARRMBERHOREABREESITHER

Table 3 Subordinate function values of Catalpa and results of comprehensive appraisal

fib i/ . i iz P AR A SOD AR N e e
(g-L™") ERE KR i Pro PR i CERS 2 MDA WA
40 JH 2 04644 03371 09195 09552 1.0000 1.0000 08121  0.899 4 0.80 1
et 05805 1.0000 05898 1.0000 03182 09473 09669 09190 0.79 2
] 1.0000  0.0000 0.0000 07683 07197 07452 04551 05190 0.53 6
FERY 03773 06566 10000 05335 02972 0.6553 0.7282  1.000 0 0.66 3
A P 0.0000 08224 04919 09357 03955 01997 09549  0.884 4 0.59 5
I K 05805 0.0779 02249 00000 00000 05661 10000  0.0000 0.31 8
%1 07160 08400 0.1752 00393 00706 00000 0.0000 0.869 8 0.34 7
& 09152 05921 08054 04393 04344 03176 07527 08338 0.64 4
80 JH 2 04179 00727 08594 01482 00000 0.6239 08325 08922 0.48 5
St 03953 08119 05366 1.0000 05759 04336 08903  0.8863 0.69 2
) 03698 03452 02811 00921 01645 04955 02000  0.000 0 0.24 7
FE A 07907 02652 1.0000 02470 09398 05842 07753 08526 0.68 3
i FA 05535 07729 0.0000 02877 1.0000 03548 0.7483  1.0000 0.59 4
K 00791 0.0000 06072 01999 05555 00000 10000 02201 0.33 6
%1 0.0000 05636 02661 00000 02913 01769 0.0000 0.0826 0.17 8
Gt 1.0000  1.0000 08599 00983 09136 1.0000 09322 09622 0.85 1
120 JH 2 00209 02789 0.1395 05917 03593 06994 09970 09514 0.50 5
Jent 0.0000 0.0000 06288 1.0000 1.0000 05467 09072  1.0000 0.64 1
] 0.1324 02632 05119 00000 00000 00000 09403 05682 0.30 7
B 02565 02356 08351 00826 04647 08762 09587  0.6230 0.54 4
¥ B 03350 1.0000 1.0000 0.1115 03247 04429 08797 04024 0.56 2
If] 00586 05439 04279 00090 04875 02795 0.0000  0.190 4 0.25 8
%1 00733 08933 0.0000 00455 04590 02269 09276  0.000 0 0.33 6

2z 1.0000 0.0497 03787 0.0381 0.248 0 1.000 0 1.0000  0.683 0 0.55 3
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1M F FHAE 120 g+ L'PEG 6000 Hrid Ab BRES 5T 5 J7 8205 (55 2 fi0), 7E 40 g- L™ I 80g- L™ 38 Ab BRI 45 2
(%5 5 MRS 4 00), 4x22W7E 80 g-L'PEG 6000 8 kb 3 41 568 ) e vk (55 1 ), 7F 40 g- L7 Al
120 g- L Wi e 25 (56 4 A FNER 3 47)

BRSO MY PR E TP w AER T, W3R 3 R E RS 2K g T R
(F 1) nJRLLEH, 7840 ¢-L7 PEG 6000 Z5F T, #b, B, B 1 BRI & 33, wIRlor -k 14>
o, W2, e FER . 2 RE RN 1A, 7E 80 g- L7 PEG 6000 A4, A2, B, #ik
REFER 1 R0 R 1 D PR, et M, ARG 22 1 %9, 18 120 g- L' PEG 6000 4% 1
L S 20 WAL R, BRI L AN BUR SR, St AR 1 AR, N iR,
SRATIR Y, R AR B AN K, RS T — SRR A TR TR B AR, A 2RI B AR
40 g-L'PEG 6000 i B %] 73 APt S 68 1 B A 9, 7€ 80 g- L7 Whhia i, i FH M HT A AE I R AR 9L,
M 2 AP AESR, B 120 o- L7 P ns, F 2. FHSAAP RS, MR, BB 1 He
HAPCREY, et | FERCRIG 22 R AR BTSRRI B AR . 7E 40 F1 80 g-L'PEG 6000 - FHHHE T,
B R HET 5 R 2R — B

JH2 2 Ji2
M — ) :] L 7]
éﬁ;; 7l #1 -
i FA Jem K ————
i —— wE— i
B Fe bl F
01 pw ey F—
L 1 | 1 L 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1
0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0 0.1 0.2 0.3
R B & R KBS BE
40 ¢- L 80 g- L 120 g- 1
A1 40, 80, 120 g-L* PEG 6000 & T & 4R £ 5 47 BLKIE 5
Figure 1 Cluster analysis on kinds (types) under 40, 80, and 120 g¢-L™ PEG 6000
3 it

Y TR piE— i Z R EAEN | A EZ AR, BT, Mot R e
MiEtRE 2, INEIEA—,; SCRHIRIE AR AT PFO 0GR XE DL GE — ANl SE e AR
FERIEE R ] LU DR 25 I00 0 — 55 b X AN [ AR it Bk A4 B BEAT DLV HESY . 25 AR, AREAE A
Wi, ABFSELARS R B HT R B 9 PU R RE I B8 br , i S E R BOT R S LR R BT SR,
ASTRIRORS i B B B PR BE RS EAT LU, TEZR B IRAR SRR L, PRI R G RE I, AR
A, H TR R R 2P BRI R R BB, TESEBRE R AT AR, AR B R E AR B
[, A FTONE A0SR TR 0 dh A ] T 5 R Y M DX R AR A R A M X, O AR A
pI N3] B TE R U 117 a S A Bk < e U <l = S IR L VAU E S e APl 1 RS Y R i e (U L
L EEARGE P | E R K A A R BT R AR

TEARWISE R, Zia R m B R G RIS A R T LAA , Jert | FER A G 22 10 T S
HOON A 2 A B, R B AR 1 Bt R 22, AE 40 A1 80 g- L7 KRB A F T, KBHE
PRI HE P 5 R AT (19 70 R — By, B IX 2 Ff Ak B SR O I 5 0 AR BT Rk A
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