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Abstract
lected and cultured by using floating seedling-raising technology. And they were treated with drought stress at 5-leaf period of seedling. And

(Tobacco Research Institute, Anhui Academy of Agricultural Sci-
[ Objective ] To study the drought resistance of 5 flue-cured tobacco cultivars. [ Method] Five flue-cured tobacco cultivars were se-

some physiological indices related with drought resistance were determined. [ Result] Under the same conditions of drought stress, the sensi-
tivity and tolerance of some flue-cured tobacco cultivars to drought had significant difference. The drought resistance of Anyan 2 and Zhongyan
14 was similar, belonging to flue-cured tobacco cultivars with stronger drought resistance. The drought resistance of Yunyan 97 and Zhongyan
100 followed by, and the drought resistance of K326 was the most worst. [ Conclusion ] The results can provide reference for selecting main va-

rieties of flue-cured tobacco in arid areas.
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Table 1 Effects of drought stress on chlorophyll fluorescence parameters of different flue-cured tobacco cultivars

F,

AbFH Treatment
AbFR Treatment %6

M0 97 Yunyan 97

4 100 Zhongyan 100

il 14 Zhongyan 14

M 2 5 Anyan 2

XfHE CK
T2 Wil Drought stress

0.3990+0.002 1 a
0.420 0 +0.002 4 a

0.378 0 +£0.003 2 a
0.4050+0.0045b

0.3810+0.0042 a
0.401 0 +£0.004 3 b

0.3750+0.0020 a
0.3820+0.003 8 c

0.376 0 £0.003 8 a
0.376 0 +0.003 3 d

F

m

AbHH Treatment
AbFR Treatment %6

M8 97 Yunyan 97

4 100 Zhongyan 100

4 14 Zhongyan 14

M 2 5 Anyan 2

XfHR CK
548 Drought stress

1.905 0 +0.079 8 a
1.8320+0.0915b

1.969 0 £0.074 1 a
1.969 0 £0.062 1 a

1.9320+0.054 8 a
1.8350+0.093 8 b

2.064 0+0.068 1 a
2.064 0+0.079 8 a

1.984 0 £0.0553 a
1.984 0+0.044 8 a

F/F,

AbFH Treatment

K326 =M 97 Yunyan 97

4 100 Zhongyan 100

i 14 Zhongyan 14 W 2 5 Anyan 2

XtHE CK 0.8030+0.0153 a 0.808 0+£0.010 8 a
T8 Drought stress  0.781 0 £0.010 8 ¢ 0.7940+0.0102 b

0.8030+0.0123 a
0.7920+0.0115b

0.807 0 +£0.011 5 a
0.797 0+0.0119 b

0.8100+0.011 8 a
0.8100+0.0132 a

LE : Al — 8RN Al ING TR 7R R ) 25 57 B35 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different small letters at the same index indicate significant difference among different cultivars( P <0.05)
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Table 2 Effects of drought stress on the photosynthetic parameters of different flue-cured tobacco cultivars

AbFE Treatment

P, // wmol/ (m’-s)

K326 W 2 % Anyan 2

4097 Yunyan 97 A 100 Zhongyan 100 il 14 Zhongyan 14

XfHE CK
T2 Wil Drought stress

12.301 0 +0.879 3 a
0.096 4 +0.0059 b

13.094 0 £0.294 8 a
0.1659 +0.008 5 a

12.923 0 £0.241 9 a

12.577 0 £0.526 0 a
0.106 0 £0.004 5 b

12.446 0 £0.681 5 a

0.114 5 +0.007 2 b 0.167 0 +£0.009 2 a

AbFH Treatment

Cond //mmol/ (m® -s)

K326 [ 2 5 Anyan 2

=40 97 Yunyan 97 A 100 Zhongyan 100 4l 14 Zhongyan 14

XfHR CK
5418 Drought stress

0.0537+0.004 2 b
0.003 8 £0.000 6 b

0.0717+0.003 1 a
0.006 5+0.001 2 a

0.066 0 £0.007 5 ab
0.0062+0.00L 1 a

0.055 3 +£0.007 0 ab
0.005 4 +0.000 6 ab

0.059 0 +0.008 0 ab
0.006 5 +£0.000 8 a

AbFH Treatment

Tr//mmol/ (m’ -s)

K326 M 2 5 Anyan 2

=097 Yunyan 97 FJfH 100 Zhongyan 100 F4H 14 Zhongyan 14

XtHE CK 1.4370+0.1106 a 1.5470+0.156 3 a
58 Drought stress  0.095 7 £0.003 9 ¢ 0.1094 +0.002 8 b

1.4770+0.041 6 a
0.108 0 +0.004 8 b

1.4730+0.166 2 a
0.111 3 +0.001 4 ab

1.4500£0.1153 a
0.1196 +0.003 8 a

LE Al — 8 bR AN Rl NG TR i) 25 5 3% (P < 0.05)

Note ; Different small letters at the same index indicate significant difference among different cultivars( P <0.05)
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Table 3 Effects of drought stress on the contents of proline and MDA in different flue-cured tobacco cultivars

Pro 4 Pro content // U/mg prot

AbFE Treatment

K326 4ZH 2 5 Anyan 2

24097 Yunyan 97

A 100 Zhongyan 100 FifH 14 Zhongyan 14

166.55 £6.52 a
457.23 +4.69 a

176.71 £11.04 a
401.94 £17.12 b

XHE CK
28 Drought stress

157.88 £10.83 a
454.61 £13.49 a

156.19 £6.60 a
460.03 +£28.03 a

156.59 £6.93 a
451.07 £22.72 a

MDA & MDA content // mol/g prot

AbFE Treatment

K326 M 2 5 Anyan 2 4097 Yunyan 97 A 100 Zhongyan 100 i 14 Zhongyan 14
XiF 8 Drought stress 6.38x1.18 a 4.00+£0.54 a 4.60 £0.51 a 5.84+1.79 a 4.59 £1.17 a
5338 Drought stress 20.87 £1.54 a 17.30 £0.90 b 17.57 £1.25 b 20.34£1.12 a 17.34 £0.75 b

T < [ — 8B [N 5B i P ] 22 5 25 (P <0..05)

Note ; Different small letters at the same index indicate significant difference among different cultivars( P <0.05)
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Fig.1 Effect of drought stress on the activities of antioxidant system enzymes in different flue-cured tobacco cultivars
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