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Abstract To study the drought resistance of different varieties of chrysanthemum under drought stress,
four common Dendranthema morifolium were used as experimental materials. The results showed that there was
no significant difference in the stomatal area among the four D. morifolium under drought stress. There were
significant differences in stomatal density, leaf thickness, palisade tissue and cuticle thickness. There were also
significant differences in total water content, free water content, relative water content and bound water content
of leaves. With the increase under stress intensity, the membrane permeability of leaves continued to increase,
while the chlorophyll content continued to decrease. The content of peroxidase in the leaves of four D. morifolium
varieties increased first and then decreased with the increase of drought stress. The MDA content of “Menghuan”
did not change much under drought stress, and the MDA content of “Hongxing” , “Xueyan” and “Luojingian”

had been increasing. The order for drought resistance of four varieties of chrysanthemum was “Xueyan” >
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“Luojingian” > “Hongxing” > “Menghuan” by comprehensive evaluation of the membership function method.

The results provided a theoretical basis for the selection of drought-resistant varieties of D. morifolium.
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Tab. 1 Relative morphological performance of four D. morifolium
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Variety Stomatal area . Blade thickness ~ Fence tissue thickness Thickness of the stratum corneum
Stomatal density

“HL]” 2274+ 1.71a 22.21 £2.05d 21.96 + 0.54c 23.26 +2.47d 22.81 +1.26d

AN 21.96 £ 0.54a 87.06 + 2.38b 105.84 £2.45b 120.78 +2.89¢ 124.35 £ 2.45¢

“EE” 23.06 £ 0.81a 95.07 + 1.89b 108.13 £2.09b 128.79 £ 1.68b 140.18 £2.39b
“VE4E”  22.18=x1.88a  10559x3.56a  118.39x2.13a 137.42 +2.13a 150.66 + 0.82a

TE: AT REFRORAE R 22 57058 5% B#HKF (P < 0.05).

Note: Different letters indicate that the difference between treatments reaches the 5% level of significance (P < 0.05) .
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Note: Different letters indicate that the difference between treatments reaches the 5% level of significance (P < 0.05) .
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Fig.1 Effects on leaf water content in four D. morifolium under drought stress
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Fig. 2 Effects on chlorophyll and carotenoid in four D. morifolium under drought stress
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Note: Different letters indicate that the difference between treatments reaches the 5% level of significance ( P < 0.05) .
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Fig. 3 Effects on leaf osmotic adjustment substance in four D. morifolium under drought stress
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Fig. 4 Effects on leaf plasma membrane stability and reactive oxygen species metabolism in four D. morifolium under drought stress
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