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Table 1 The membership function value of measurement index and drought-resistant
evaluation of four plants

e ' i ' KEAT %ﬁiﬁi%’*ﬁ fiif 24 2

Measurement index Iris lactea Pall. var. Dianthus barbatus f. Hemerocallis fulva cv. Aster

Chinensis(Fisch. ) Koidz American ‘Golden Doll” novi-belgii

i -+ /g Above-ground dry weight 0.4815 0.3333 0. 4800 0.4286
Hb [ %7Kk &t /g Above-ground water 0.5201 0.5686 0.4636 0.4010
Lt # /g Specific leaf weight 0.55 0.63 0.67 0.46
M+ 5 /g Root dry weight 0.4688 0.3333 0.4167 0.3333
MK Root water content 0. 4855 0.6667 0.5944 0.4921

R K /em Root length 0.514 0. 344 0. 440 0.533

ML Root tips 0.47 0.61 0. 64 0.50
MR E 42 /mm Root average diameter 0.538 0. 359 0.556 0.433
I Average 0. 5040 0. 4805 0.5325 0.4476

flE 44 Ranking 2 3 1 4
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Abstract; In order to promote the scientific maintenance of garden flowers, taking northern four garden herb-
flowers including Iris lactea Pall. var. Chinensis (Fisch. ) Koidz, Hemerocallis fulva cv. ‘Golden Doll”, Dian-
thus barbatus {. American.Aster novi-belgii as experimental materials.set three drought levels including normal
growth(CK) ,moderate drought(MS) and heavy drought(SS) by means of controlling the soil relative water
content, drought-resistant features of four plants’ organs above-ground and under-ground at seedling stage
were studied, the drought-resistant ability reciprocally was compared by membership function. The results
showed that: (1) Along with the decrease of soil relative water content. the water content of shoot including
functional leaf and root of Iris lactea Pall. var. Chinensis (Fisch. ) Koidz decreased too. But the dry weight of
root, the root length and the root surfarea rise oppositely. (2) The length of root, the root avgdiam, the root
surfarea, the dry weight of root,the water content of root,the specific leaf weight,the dry weight of shoot and
water content of shoot of Hemerocallis fulva cv. ‘Golden Doll” were the highest corresponding to MS treat-
ment,it showed that the seedlings of ‘Golden Doll” demand lower water with high efficiency on absorbing and
using water between under-ground and above-ground organs. (3) The dry weight of root of Dianthus barbatus
{f. American of CK was highest,and only a litter change occurred between MS and SS. The dry weight of shoot
had no significant difference among three treatments. The water content of root and the water content of shoot
of Dianthus barbatus f. American rise and decrease successively,in addition, other measured characteristics of
Dianthus barbatus f. American change unobviously and heterogeneously among different treatments. (4) The
root growth and water absorption principles of Aster novi-belgii were not obvious,characteristics vary more a-
part under different treatments. (5) The drought-resistant ability of four plants were evaluated comprehensive-
ly by membership function, the results indicated that the drought-resistant ability order, Hemerocallis fulva
cv. ‘Golden Doll” was the most strong, Iris lactea Pall. var. Chinensis (Fisch. ) Koidz and Dianthus barbatus f.
American took second place, Aster novi-belgii was relatively weak.
Keywords: garden herb; WinRHIZO root analyzing system; specific leaf weight; drought-resistance; member-
ship function.
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