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Comparative Screening and Comprehensive Evaluation on Drought Resistance of 6 Sweet Potato Varieties

MA Fu-gang' ;HAN Xiao’, JIN Ping’ et al (1. Urumgqi High-Tech Industrial Development Zone (Urumgi Xinshi District) Research Insti-
tute of Fruits and Vegetables, Urumgqi, Xinjiang 830091;2. Institute of Agricultural Economics and Information, Xinjiang Academy of Agricul-
tural Sciences, Urumgi, Xinjiang 835000;3. Institute of Grain Crop, Xinjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Urumgi, Xinjiang 835000)
Abstract [ Objective] To research the drought resistance of six sweet potato cultivars such as Xushu 22, and to provide a theoretical basis for
drought-resistance breeding and cultivation of sweet potato. [ Method] Drought stress was applied by field artificial interval irrigation. The
MDA content, free proline content and peroxidase (POD) activity in the leaves were detected. Evaluation of drought tolerance was analyzed
with subordinate function. [ Result] There were significant changes in MDA content, proline content and POD activity in 6 different drought-re-
sistant sweet potato varieties. Results of membership function method showed that their comprehensive drought resistances from high to low

were in the order of Honey Pot, Korea Zishu, Shangshu 6, Xu 067715, Guifen 2 and Xushu 22. [ Conclusion ] The drought resistance of Korea

Zishu and Honey Pot were better, while Xushu 22 and Guifen 2 were relatively poor.
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Fig.2 Changes of malondialdehyde ( MDA ) content in sweet po-
tato varieties after drought stress
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Fig.3 Changes of proline content in sweet potato varieties after
drought stress
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Table 10  Comparison of the disease index of the anthrax of different

varieties

B THFa 8HTH 9ATH
Q]“ deti Late Late Late

aneties July August  September
£1E 6 5 Taihuai No. 6 5.60 15.00 24. 40
<142 (CK) Cunjin yam 6.25 8.30 18. 06
JRIE 1513 Quanhuai 1513 — 2.78 3.70
SR UE 1517 Quanhuai 1517 2.35 4.43 8.79
JRYfE 1542 Quanhuai 1542 2.08 2.80 6.25
SRUE 1547 Quanhuai 1547 — 2.42 3.62
T ¥ % Xiayong yam 11.67 15.50 58.33
JRE 1515 Quanhuai 1515 16.70 46.30 68.25
K552 Daming yam — 4.17 8.30
SRUELT R I 9.72 22.92 35.56
Quanhuai Red Skin
White Meat
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Table 1 Comprehensive evaluation of membership function values and drought resistance of 6 sweet potato varieties

R BR A [t IHERN ¥ Hoy
Variety name POD MDA Proline Mean value Rank
#8222 5 Xushu 22 0 0 0 0 6
4% 067715Xu 067715 0. 266 0. 841 0.332 0.480 4
i [E] 422 Korea Zishu 0.79% 0. 621 1 0. 805 2
#4525 Guifen 2 0.414 0.467 0. 166 0.349 5
8% 6 5 Shangshu 6 0.715 0.739 0.249 0. 568 3
2 HE Honey Pot 1 1 0. 566 0.855 1
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