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B OB AEREEEM RA2B5% PEG-6000 M AARFHETFRHEANONMNETHERH(R) A #
FRHUTFERHBLAE  NELMTERERFXAPTA AN FE(REC) . 1 & AR (RWC) . 8 £ 1t 4 8% L &
(SOD) X KA 4% (POD) H X ZH(CAT) HEHAR(Pro)F 6 A BLAKF SORKRAENME , BAX
BREBREAE FALREPHWUBRE, KBAIEEREDPW DR HRBENT6.67%. HEAX S A WX B
FA AR PHE B, BRARASASH , 0N RE ST AGCRNER3F HEQEELIT,

XA B WEEE LB XA RELH

FEFHEE; $565.5 XWARIAE: A

MAZRMAEN KM, mAE= L2
—ANEIRARE L A R 25 P A o Rk AR Y
BEE, AZFHEREERM M AERE >R, F
HERALSLEMAELERN0%EL, BRTE
LHeEEAEATRN 9%, 95 £ EE KD,

TEREMBERERAREVR=NWEEFR
AT HEHTABRKERBHNEERLR, S EH
ERAE FHE, BEEYKSBRARERR, EF
TR MR 2B A9 B & R B AR KR L A = A E )
ERAREEHNEEARY . ARBUEHNSES
BREmAZEEFRKEEN 0 MMERMH(R)A
ML EEMEERY, KA 25% PEG-6000 L HE M K
Bl F R B8, 82557 %% XK REC,
RWC.SOD.POD,CAT.Pro % 6 WA B A LI #5, &5
AHBREBHRE AT MEMARBEKRSE
RO P B R A R R R 3

1 MES5yE

1.1 RE#HERARR
BET 2008 FEHAFHRBE FRARRGH
fro LML BEVEETRBA17.2 ¢/kg, 28 1.10
g/kg, B BE 25.95 mg/kg, B 138.4 mg/kg,pH &
H 7.6,
1.2 #if#¥
EENNEFLEMETREERNNARLEEY
EXMEHM(R)IBOMREL,

7K B 3 :2009-08-04

X EHE . 1000-7601(2010)04-0094-08

1.3 REigit

B3 M MERHBIRAHEFHT,AEK6
m, fTBE K 60 cm, % 47 BE #p 4, #4825 B 7 60 000
B/ho?, P EEVLHES] , IR EE . 18 TF 2008 4E 5
B 13 B, 50 M 8% B 4 225 kg fEFMPAE, K
300 kg EBIE, BTN EXK. HEBBERKEA
o
1.4 BEBBEREZ

EMEEEY, T8 A 13~14 B & FFmHmE
FITATEUTEMEL4RE, BT ER BEHH
WEYRT A (BRAMFPAEETEEIR). A
K HFEERES RS SRR SR 260, —
IR IR RV ok e T (b G 7 SRR < ST
B— R RN 25% PEG-6000 1A i 4b 5 24 h,
AREREEBERENET T K28 SR
fH.
1.5 ABREHRREFZE

M5 HIS S E K # E (REC) : R M X B F
HEAES B M A KR B E (RWC) : R R
FRERP B YL IS 1 (SOD) : B 1R Stewent
F Bewley[élﬂ]'fﬁﬂ NBT i EEE;, S ALY 8B
(POD) : R A A B k) 5 3 AL E R (CAT) : EHMR
05 e B R MR (Pro) : B S RRELS
1.6 BESH

BRI B R A SPSS13.0 X Excel B G i+ 447
RU#ITRHE,

ESTH ERA BT (R BB ASL %5 B (nyhyn07 - 016)
LB FRF(1964—), B ARSEIA EES+ BEREH, TEAF WA ERIFEHFH . E-mail:bthsp88@163. com,
WAREE FHRAR(1964—), B ARGRREFA B 8RR WLEST  EEAFEYLBEERRRRLHT.
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1.7 mBHEEYH A, X, AR E M Xins X WA SR
AEIME RO PR AREBERETS HHE-BENEMEMRKRE.

#ro 1.7.2 #HEEAZRHEAAERRFERSBHFHE

1.7.1 BBt EFk BEXBRERFHEMKRDG M 1 X,
FEERREEMARX) BIHEAX: 08<x< 1, BIEM2%,0.6 < x<0.8HiE
R(X) = (X; - Xmin>/(Xnux - Xuin) B;3%,03<2<0.6,P5E;4%,0< 2<0.3,
RERBHEERMER) WHEAX: FHE,

R(X;) =1- (Xz - Xmin)/(Xmu - Xmin)

£1 #HERANER FRBURFREEN
Table 1 Name, source and growth period of the tested cultivars

e aoe et nAALRER i
tested cultivars period(d)
1 B 115 KD115 R Good FFEH Xinjiang Condy 110
2 FEHE 1035 KD1035 B Good #H @A Xinjiang Condy 99 ~ 102
3 . B 5 € KDS £ Best F A Xinjiang Condy 95
4 B G101 KDG101 £ Best %E il 7 American Deklb 102
s MGS R Good BKRFAE Australia 95
6 S49 £ Best MKFE Australia 98
7 540 R Good MKFITE Australia 110~ 117
8 AGR £ Best M AFIE Australia 115
9 16111 £ Best MKHE Australia 110
10 s31 £ Best WRFIE Australia 100 ~ 105
no 847 R Good RAFE Australia 110
12 S67 £ Best MAFIE Auvstralia 98 ~ 100
13 F128 R Good ¥ H France 100
14 JT110 B Good BESEIEIS Switzerland Syngenta 108
15 KW$203 R Best H 1+ HMM Switzerland Samena 91 - 103
16 A3 5 NKZ3 B Good P # & KFHBE Inner Mongolia AAS 100
17 LG9023G £ Best HEF DH 2L France Limagrain 101
18 ML 62 AK62 £ Best H FpH A 7 China National Seeds Co.Lid 100
19 TK333 B Good K ¥ K% Inner Mongolia Tiankui 100
20 YKMS01 B Good PR & RELBE Inner Mongolia AAS 100
21 Kk ADT B Good FEE M/ Al American Shengli 95 ~ 100
22 YKZQ207 B Good AR RFBE Inner Mongolia AAS 100
23 B#% 9 8 BKZ9 & Best Z @M% ® Anhui Huaxia Agri. Science Co.Ltd %0
24 B#% 2 8 BKZ2 £ Best B Z 3 /RARELBE Bayannaoer AAS %6
25 T012244 i Best B HIEDE Switzerland Syngenta 100 ~ 110
26 2 562 M562 B Good 7 2% LA Holland Cebeco Seeds Group 90 ~ 100
27 HgEH 2 K2 B Good #H Jilin 108
28 510 £ Best MK E Australia 105
29 YKMQO1 B Good ¥ KABB Inner Mongolia AAS 100

30 C17 R Good MKFE Australia 116
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2.1 FEBEXMH#EESE(REC) EX &K
R (RWC) &I ¥ MW
g 2 AT, MEZ B KL MEE, M HEXTH
SRUEAH, AELEEREK, K P, M B G

%2 PECABNEFARERRHERMHAHENESERANEKENEL

AL BB A A $49.567 . YKZQ207 % &b/, A Bt
BIE 4 BIAHZ 5.95.6.20.6.57 4% ; A0 08 8 /GG & b
AR 5 S AGR. % 62 F, LM Al f5 4 A %
3.76.4.29.3.98 4% ; PEG AL B 5 , - AT &K B W
HRARBEMN TR, xS KEELIEERP
SRR M 5 B JT110.547 N EH 3 SE A,

Table 2 Changes of REC and RWC indexes in different oil sunflower varieties between fresh tissue and PEG treatment

#Axt 68§ % REC (%) #I% & K% RWC( %)

4 ] ALEERT RECI  ALES REC2 B RWCI  ALESE RWC2
Code Name Before After REC2/ Before After RECl/
RECI treatment treatment REC2
1 HE#b. 115 KD115 15.72 86.49 5.50 77.19 57.12 1.35
2 NE3 1035 KD103S 14.79 72.65 4.91 95.34 73.90 1.29
3 BEH 5 B KDS 23.24 57.12 3.76 96.39 86.71 1.1
4 B G101 KDG101 14.99 79.1t 5.28 97.31 81.21 120
5 MGS 19.01 88.04 4.63 95.68 77.86 1.23
6 $49 12.64 75.23 5.95 99.69 64.73 1.54
7 $40 15.89 82.52 5.19 82.51 65.51 1.26
8 AGR 17.99 71.25 4.29 80.11 69.82 1.15
9 156111 14.54 88.17 6.06 96.89 82.98 1.17
10 31 17.07 84.81 4.97 86.54 76.45 1.13
1 $47 16.65 87.40 5.25 91.80 84.13 1.09
12 S67 12.72 78.92 6.20 96.20 62.47 1.54
13 F128 14.13 84.10 5.95 97.00 67.45 1.44
14 JT10 14.82 85.71 5.78 91.33 88.67 1.03
15 KWS203 20.15 §7.09 4.32 94.51 69.94 1.35
16 A% 35 NKZ3 18.55 84.34 4.55 9.7 83.97 1.08
17 LG9023G 16.20 87.31 5.39 95.28 79.51 1.20
18 W 62 AK62 19.13 76.23 3.98 91.62 73.94 1.24
19 TK333 15.60 84.08 5.39 89.12 76.99 1.16
20 YKMS01 17.03 86.52 5.08 94.08 74.70 1.26
21 &Kk ADT 15.31 84.67 5.53 93.25 77.16 1.21
2 YKZQ207 12.87 84.56 6.57 88.47 74.46 1.19
23 H3% 95 BKZ9 16.06 70.31 4.38 95.13 83.29 1.14
4 E%% 25 BKZ2 16.25 88.50 5.45 90.59 79.31 1.14
25 T012244 18.03 87.55 4.86 94.57 80.29 1.18
26 % 562 MS62 17.60 86.45 4.91 91.85 76.00 1.21
21 FEH2T K2 15.44 89.29 5.78 94.58 67.94 1.39
28 $510 17.96 84.18 4.69 96.11 84.14 1.14
29 YKMQO1 16.83 82.67 4.91 94.73 69.58 1.36
30 c17 16.37 85.93 5.25 92.23 75.68 1.22

2.2 FEpExHEH R KPS SOD.POD HIEKK

m#E3 AR, MEZHKLBERE, A SOD
EHVBAE,FARBEERANARL S 5. AGR,
H% e 3B M 62.YKZQ207 % &% H POD #%

HOHEAR,AEGEER SOD FEAREEKX,
AEEERRNANERIS HEQ.AERIS
& B R G R F ], POD & X K 4 B8 R 8 SOD
EH SR,
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Table 3 Changes of SOD and POD indexes in different oil sunflower varieties between fresh tissue and PEG treatment

SOD (Urg) POD {U/(min-g))
i & AbEWI SODI  ALBE SOD2 AT PODI  ALHS POD2
Code Name Before After Sob2/ Before After Pop2/
treatment treatment Sopt poDI
1 BEs 115 KD115 248.98 426.25 1.7 20.81 80.26 3.86
2 & #1035 KD1035 143.51 381.31 2.66 14.86 61.69 4.15
3 B 5 5 KDS 181.57 624.60 3.44 18.03 105.83 5.87
4 B G101 KDG101 106.88 330.26 3.09 15.96 83.49 5.23
s MGS 160.88 474.60 2.95 18.99 116.13 6.12
6 $49 196.76 495.84 2.52 10.72 21.87 2.04
7 $40 148.17 250.41 1.69 15.67 86.59 5.53
8 AGR 261.72 900.32 3.4 16.67 101.12 6.07
9 186111 141.87 426.74 3.01 9.38 28.35 3.02
10 $31 118.87 270.90 2.28 10.37 48.14 4.64
1 S47 236.15 474.43 2.01 11.62 49.95 4.30
12 $67 278.85 40866 1.47 17.43 64.65 3N
13 F128 140.23 141.63 1.01 14.52 52.43 3.61
14 Jrio 128.41 413.9 3.22 19.63 121.01 6.16
15 KWS203 140.23 187.07 1.33 37.89 194.50 5.13
16 W% % 35 NKZ3 238.27 838.95 3.52 15.05 104.60 6.95
17 LG9023G 258.74 806.23 3.12 23.81 151.45 6.36
18 M 62 AK62 188.43 693.99 3.68 21.75 139.42 6.41
19 TK333 157.66 465.73 2.95 19.26 115.89 6.02
20 YKMSO1 102.96 234,65 2.28 12.71 51.76 4.54
21 FAk ADT 140.07 421.33 3.01 11.65 62.66 5.38
22 YKZQ207 284.19 1031.33 3.63 11.63 39.71 3.41
23 H#% 95 BK29 22.69 711.94 3.20 16.49 106.51 6.46
2% B#%2 9 BK2 149.87 487.23 3.25 13.99 72.50 5.18
25 T012244 320.25 1188.13 3 21.12 129.16 6.12
26 % 562 M562 216.74 657.81 3.04 1358 50.37 3.7
27 KEX2T CKR2 196.80 645.11 3.28 11.96 66.68 5.58
28 $510 199.36 556.61 2.719 13.93 85.87 6.16
29 YKMQo1 384.93 1396.91 3.63 19.53 98.34 5.04
30 c17 240.07 813,84 3.39 19.83 117.37 5.9

2.3 TEBEXMHENE P CAT KM

BRI, HEFHFZHKIHBE)E, Po &
BEHEAR AGEERKMOARL S S AGR.H
ERIZT . BEEIS SS0ERM,

HEATRL, MEZBAKSMEE, A CAT
FHABAR, AEEERKNE AGR,S31. 1%
62 BKk HERISEGH,

2.4 HIBHSARH ‘
B REREEEEEMN 30 P HERMS N

ARKCES),FHAEBRNE R PHAAFHR
B, HPBR{AMGSH AN . b 5 5. AGR.AER 3
S RECQMAELRISHS R, GRS
S B G101 \MGS.$31.JT110,LG9023G . TK333 & K
% B2 5 T012244, % 5625510, YKMQO1
Cl7# BASH;FHRBRMAE RS 115, Fi
1035, 540, 1S6111 , $47, KWS203, YKMS01, YKZQ207
MFEER2SHINTF; FHRABFA $49.567
1 F128 3£ 3 A,
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Table 4 Changes of CAT and proline indexes in different oil sunflower varieties between fresh and PEG treatments

CAT (U/(g'min)) Pro (1g/g)
F5 5 RBAT CATI  AMHEFS CAT2 WHE Prol  AEE Pro2

Code Name Before After caty/ Before After Pro2/
treatment treatment el Prol

1 HE# 115 KD115 16.80 79.82 4.75 144.74 518.31 3.58
2 % #1035 KD1035 19.60 123.45 6.30 226.08 777.17 3.44
3 HE# S S KDS 25.20 234.26 9.30 271.53 1686.20 6.21
4 BEHL G101 KDG101 47.60 391.86 8.23 242.82 950.79 3.92
5 MGS 11.20 93.29 8.33 168.66 741.02 4.39
6 $49 33.60 65.42 1.95 218.90 532.76 2.43
7 $40 61.60 435.64 7.07 223.68 993.45 4.4
8 AGR 8.40 84.59 10.07 245.22 1264.94 5.16
9 186111 14.00 71.93 5.14 235.65 1057.88 4.49
10 $31 8.40 85.40 10.17 221.29 1088.61 4.9
11 $47 25.20 88.05 3.49 228.47 1102.09 4.82
12 S67 19.60 64.69 3.30 218.90 480.44° 2.19
13 F128 56.00 7n.12 1.27 269.14 384.87 1.43
14 JT110 11.20 84.62 7.56 221.29 676.09 3.06
15 KWS203 30.80 235.69 7.65 474.88 1927.54 4.06
16 W% 35 NKZ3 14.00 124.73 8.91 161.48 856.13 5.30
17 LG9023G 28.00 179.06 6.40 194.98 838.02 4.30
18 W 62 AK62 11.20 114.95 10.26 154.31 692.73 4.49
19 TK333 11.20 75.96 6.78 168.66 603.97 3.58
20 YKMS01 42.00 244.23 5.81 171.05 718.82 4.20
21 &KXk ADT 8.40 85.40 10.17 214.11 797.43 3.72
22 YKZQ207 5.60 33.65 6.01 216.51 796.02 3.68
23 B3%% 95 BKZ9 11.20 122.53 10.94 297.85 1579.14 5.30
24 B¥E% 25 BKZ2 14.00 103.07 7.36 204.55 849.82 4.15
25 TO12244 33.60 224.62 6.69 171.05 784.23 4.58
26 # 562 M562 19.60 170.83 8.72 214.11 920.24 4.30
27 FEH 2T CK2 30.80 235.69 7.65 149.52 321.02 2.15
28 $510 19.60 167.04 8.52 489.23 2757.50 5.64
29 “YKMQO1 19.60 129.13 6.59 218.90 993.15 4.54
30 c1? 19.60 104.50 5.33 154.31 537.83 3.49

2.5 AEMERFMBASN
BEXRRFNEHAREEHBBERMHEK
4y 388G 5 B9 i RWC.REC #1 SOD.POD, CAT %
H R Pro B3 6 TABAARBRR KD BHERE
AL tE 5L, 35 F SPSS13. 0 43 #7 8 4 % £ 3K &9 30
TR TRESN,ERWE 6,
HER6KRTARL, EIRESNT, TESEK
MR FAERBMERFHER 4%, Hb,549,
S67.F128 3t 3 AN Fh g — 2 e 115, 1035,
840,531,547 . KWS203 . YKMSO01 3t 7 4~ fp o — 3%
i 5 5 MGS.AGR .35 ME 2 HEHKI

5 .T012244, 5510 3t 8 4~ @ Fh b — 25, B G101,
1S6111.JT110.LG9023G . TK333 . 5& X 3k . YKZQ207 .2
#H 2B % 562, /%4 2 5 . YKMQO1.C17 3£ 12
MR H K,

HSAMTUNLLERIEWHTR, BB 61
BEMYEERAFRX TR EFEREER XHRE
MARFREEEENRE, SERUTLUEFL 436
AT ENNK p EH/HT 0.05, 38 6 115
HRARLEEEREER WRH R RBMRAERLESR
0,
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Table 5 Comprehensive estimation of drought-resistant character and dependence function of different genotypes of oil sunflower

e e u(x) HBHIWES
uREC uRWC uSOD uPOD uCAT uPro FHE Complicated
Code Name L
Average estimation
b 115 Lkt
1 KDI15 0.38 0.37 0.26 0.37 0.36 0.45 0.36 Middle drought resistance
B 1035 PH B
. A4 . 4 . . .
2 KD1035 0.59 0.49 0.61 0.43 0.52 0.42 0.51 Middle drought resistance
B s 5 : B
3 KDS 1.00 0.84 0.90 0.78 0.83 1.00 0.89 High drought resistance
e G101 HEn
KDGI01 0.46 0.67 0.77 0.65 0.72 0.52 0.63 Drought resistance
5 MGS 0.69 0.61 0.72 0.83 0.73 0.62 0.70 #i 8 B Drought resistance
6 $49 0.22 0.00 0.56 0.00 0.07 0.21 0.18 B H R Weak drought resistance
7 $40 0.49 0.55 0.25 0.71 0.60 0.63 0.54 & Middle drought resistance
8 AGR 0.81 0.77 0.90 0.82 0.91 0.78 0.83 341 % High drought resistance
9 156111 0.18 0.73 0.74 0.20 0.40 0.64 0.48 5% Middle drought resistance
10 $31 0.57 0.80 0.47 0.53 0.92 0.73 0.67 5 B Drought resistance
11 847 0.47 0.88 0.37 0.46 0.23 0.71 0.52 H A Middle drought resistance
12 S67 0.13 0.00 0.17 0.34 0.21 0.16 0.17 FHH A Weak drought resistance
13 F128 0.2 0.20 0.00 0.32 0.00 0.00 0.12 BB Weak drought resistance
14 JT110 0.28 1.00 0.82 0.84 0.65 0.34 0.66 L5 % Drought resistance
15 KWS203 0.80 0.37 0.12 0.63 0.66 0.55 0.52 F1 51 % Middle drought resistance
NEX3S BN
16 NKZ3 0.72 0.90 0.93 1.00 0.79 0.81 0.86 High drought resistance
17 LG9023G 0.42 0.67 0.78 0.88 0.53 0.60 0.65 ﬁgg
Drought resistance
BE 6 B
18 AKE2 0.92 0.59 0.99 0.89 0.93 0.64 0.83 High drought resis
HER
19 TK333 0.42 0.75 0.72 0.81 0.57 0.45 0.62 Drought esistance
PR
20 YKMSO01 0.53 0.55 0.47 0.51 0.47 0.58 0.52 Middle © resistance
BARL o« HEBR
21 ADT 0.37 0.65 0.74 0.68 0.92 0.48 0.64 Drought resistance
A
2 YKZQ207 0.00 0.69 0.97 0.28 0.49 0.47 0.48 Middle drought resist
HE#95 B
23 BK29 0.78 0.78 0.81 0.90 1.00 0.81 0.85 High drought resistance
BEK2E HEH
24 BKZ2 0.40 0.78 0.83 0.64 0.63 0.57 0.64 Drought resistance
naEn
25 T012244 0.61 0.71 1.00 0.83 0.56 0.66 0.73 \ resistance
% 562 %]
26 Ms62 0.59 0.65 0.75 0.34 0.77 0.60 0.62 I + resistance
FBEX25 PHRA
27 K22 0.28 0.29 0.84 0.72 0.66 0.15 0.49 Middle drought resistance
28 8510 0.67 0.78 0.66 0.84 0.75 0.88 0.76 HLR % Drought resistance
29 YKMQO1 0.59 0.35 0.97 0.61 0.55 0.65 0.62 LB H Drought resistance
30 c17 0.47 0.63 0.88 0.79 0.42 0.43 0.60 HLE A Drought resistance
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Table 6 Cluster membership Table 8 Variance analysis
h B Cluster iR # Error
Mean square  df  Mean square df
1 MEH 115 KDIIS 2 0.389 REC 0.3 3 0.2 26 17.740  0.000
2 HEst 1035 KD103S 2 0.322 RWC  0.356 3 0.028 2% 12.80  0.000
3 W 58 KDS 3 0.344 SOD  0.587 3 0.020 2 29.433  0.000
4 H3 G101 KDG101 4 0.156 ‘POD 0339 3 0.029 2 11672 0.000
5 MGS 3 0.280 CAT  0.38 3 0.027 26  14.410  0.000
6 549 1 0.403 PRO  0.333 3 0.017 26 19.138  0.000
7 $40 2 0.243
8 AGR 3 0.119 3 i #
9 16111 4 0.539
10 31 2 0.482 3.1 REUHSHEHFREEE A2 KENX
1 547 2 0.463 #®
12 567 1 0.207 MR A KRR LR A B AR,
13 FI128 1 0.334 EHEYZETEBEMNE, M RWC HELEER
14 JT110 4 0.448 Be T A Bk e B R, g B
15 KWS203 2 0.439 vt B &K BRI FE N B R 2 A F N T
16 W3S NKZ3 3 0.227 BEERT, %}%ﬁ%[“]%ﬂi PEG #E H#l/K 53 B 18
n Loso23c i« o SR P 2 R AR OK 7, A K R 9 4 BT LA
18 M3 62 AK62 3 ) 0.308 HWREEENERZ—. EEHEE AKX, REC
19 K333 4 0.5 Ertmte,m RWC M TR E, RAZHAE. 5
2 YKMSOI 2 0.120 BYERE, BEEM RWC A LRHERX AN,
21 % k3% ADT 4 0.326 BRAAZHBESHHRKENNTBEHERER
n YKZQ207 . 0.541 XD, &A% %5 R & W : PEC AL BT /E REC.RWC
27 %9 B BKZ9 3 0.205 BAEF B K &R BAH SR, REC.RWC 5H R
24 B%% 25 BK22 4 0.153 EE LR
25 12244 3 0.354 3.2 HBRMEHEHRRPEEAEHXEA
2% 5 562 M562 . 0.410 BEETRMEGEFFREAN Y EHATIR
2 FER2 B K22 . 0.521 TR ot A, o 4 PR AR R R, B v 4 L IE AR
2 S50 3 0.263 . MR ERGEEREREESNGTALE, I
2 YKMQOL . 0.439 SOD.POD .CAT %, B i1 RE A B I IR IE 4, £
” P 4 0.288 BHEERSHERZEANEZLE .
HR % & Rk 5 PEG AL B 5, i A SOD,
57 ESAEEHRAN POD .CAT BEHH B A&, AR EE B G A &8
Table 7 Number of cases in each cluster KR, @R, BEARREEKX,
3.3 REMSHEHFFEREARMXER
Mrowo  Raws  BAR e LAl BRI 0 5L AL F b
W EMHRIAR, K E FIREMREBRS5H 24
’ ’ ° SEMX, HEMEEEER QAT
? ’ 0 EMBRAKS MG ENER, AR RES 56
4 12 0 EE Y 5 v RN
A Toul % ° B WERFH A PEC A EF, B A M R
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Abstract: 30 hybrid oil sunflower varieties (series) which were widely planted in Inner Meongolia’ s main producing
area were used as materials in this experiment. At filling stage, 25% PEG6000 was used on leaves for drought stress
simulation and 6 indexes (REC, RWC, SOD, POD, CAT and Pro) relating to drought-resistant characteristics were ana-
lyzed . The synthetical drought resistance was estimated by membership function method and validated by clustering analy-
sis, and the similarity degree of these two methods was 76.67 % . The drought-resistant types of the 30 cultivars were di-
vided into 4 types in the estimated result, and they were separately strong resistance, resistance, middle resistance and
weak resistance. There were 5 cultivars in the type of strong resistance, namely KD5, AGR, NKZ3, AK62 and BKZ9.
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