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Response and Drought Resistance of Four G rape
Varieties to Water Stress

GAO PengI, LIU Zun-chun’, LIU Yan—pu]
(1. College of Horticulture, Northwest Sct Tech University of Agriculture and Forestry, Yangling 712100 China;
2. College of Horticulture, Henan College of Science and Technology, Xinxiang 453003, China)

Abstract: Using 4 different grape varieties as experiment material, the effect of water stress on
physiological and biochemical characteristics was studied, and the drought resistance of different
grape varieties was comprehensively evaluated by subordinate function. The result showed: with
the increasing of water stress, leave relative water content and chlonophy content of grape leaves
were decreased, and the leal membrane conductions, soluble sugar content and proline content
were increased. T he drought resistance of grape varieties was different. When the soil water stress
was comparatively low, their drought resistance could be ranked as follows: M eiguixiang™> Hongti
> Jingxiuw> Jufeng; It was M eiguixiang™> Jingxiu> Hongt> Jufeng under higher stress.
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