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Table 1  Varieties for evaluation and their original place

LR EREHT

Mﬁﬁ? :i Name of - No. in national Or?:iiﬁ-:i!e
varieties gene bank
1 YN-6mof  BXYOIll-1 BIE India
2 YN-7mof  BXYOi12-1 MK Canada
3 YN-8mof  BXYOll4-1 HEIE Kenya
4 YN - 18mor  BXYO115-1 HRE Kenya
5 YN - 9mof BXY0122 - 1 P Spain
6 YN - 10mof  BXYO125-1 ENEE India
7 YN - 3mr BXY0133 - 1 WA Australia
8 YN - 19mor  BXYO0I68-1 ENfE India
9 YN - tfor BXY0172 - 1 Ef ¥ India
10 YN - Snor BXY0181 - 1 EDJE India
11 YN - 3mf BXY0195 - 1 E WA Pakistan
12 YN - 4nf BXY0255 - 1 ENBE India
13 YN - Imw BXY0362 - 1 %K Egypt
14 YN - 5mr BXY0388 - 1 8 Iran
15 YN- 19mof  BXY0450-1 BHEF Spain
16(CK) Mzﬁuiﬁgu $E China
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Table 2 The trait of varieties evaluated

%t B8 Check F R4 Treatment

s:-t Fi{E TE TERAK FH{E xE EREN

Average Range CV(%) Average Range CV(%)
## Plant height(cm) 122.3 105.2~139.4 9.3 110.3 98.5~123.6 7.0
43 B8 Number of branches(1*) 16.7 9.4~24.6 25.2 15.5 8.8~24.4 29.0
B PR IR Number of fruits per plant( 1) 17.7 10.4~25.6 4.1 16.2 9.2~24.2 2.5
SRERH B Number of seeds per fruit( %) 29.9 21.7~36.7 12.6 27.2 18.2~33.2 15.9
R AR Diameter of fruit(cm) 2.2 1.9-2.9 11.3 2.0 1.6~2.6 11.0
FBLHE 1000-seed weight(g) 43.3 32.7~53.2 11.7 41.5 32.2~50.9 11.4
B4R Yield per plant(g) 17.8 8.9~33.0 34.5 16.0 7.6~29.2 35.7
NE & Yield per plot(g) 249.4 161.9 ~ 361.2 25.1 282.2 168.8 ~ 397.0 23.6
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Fig.1 Cluster analysis of drought resistant

coefficient{ DRC) of varieties for evaluation
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Table 3 Drought resistant coefficient (DRC) of 8 traits of varieties for evaluation

BB RBRK

REHFNY

HHAEH I3 HEM RRAEE BHEH FHRE MR =k
Clusters of Plant Number of :::::’:f 1:::::;‘:{ Diameter Yield 1000-seed Yield
varieties height branches plant fruit of fruit per plant weight per plot
I 0.894 0.937 0.918 0.880 0.924 0.900 0.965 0.760
it 0.872 0.866 0.854 0.863 0.874 0.844 0.932 1.014
m 0.899 0.870 0.910 0.894 0.903 0.866 0.946 1.147
I\ 0.930 0.965 0.937 0.954 0.940 0.931 0.97 1.39
v 0.944 1.090 0.991 1.012 0.958 1.022 1.027 2.452
K 0.929 0.957 0.929 0.960 0.955 0.964 0.975 1.178
FHE 0.912 0.948 0.923 0.927 0.926 0.921 0.969 1.324

Average
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Table 4 Drought resistant index(DRI) of 8 traits of varieties evaluated
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Fig.2 Cluster analysis of drought resistant

index (DRI) of varieties evaluated
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Evaluation of safflower varieties for drought resistance
at dry-hot valley in Yuanmou of Yunnan
GUO Li-fen', XU Ning-sheng', LIU Xu-yun', HU Zun-hong', YANG Jin', ZHANG Xi-shun®

(1. Industrial Crop Research Institute , Yunnan Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Kunming, Yunnan 650205, China;
2. Agricultural Economics and Information Instisute , Yunnan Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Kunming, Yunnan 650205, China)

Abstract: Fifteen safflower varieties selected among more than 3 000 varieties from 48 countries were evaluated to i-
dendify their drought resistance at dry-hot valley in Yuanmou, Yunnan, China. Their 8 traits such as morphology,
phenophase, growth potential, antireversion force and yield were recorded under drought stress. Drought resistance was
scored by both drought resistant coefficient (DRC) and drought resistant index (DRI) to evaluate the adaptability of
drought, yield stability, and reliability. The results show there was a difference of drought resistance among germplasms,
and different impact extents for different characters under drought stress. Some varneties, YN — 9mof, YN — 4mf, and YN
— 19mof are the dependable crops with strong drought resistance and good adaption under drought stress, which can be
used for new cultivars breeding and production in dry land, since their number of branches, number of fruits per plant,
1000-seed weight, yield per plant, and yield per plot were higher compare with control. There are plenty of diversity of
drought resistance among safflower germplasms.

Keywords: safflower; germplasm; drought resistance; evaluation



