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Abstract

In order to select plants with high drought resistance for garden applications, three common
shrubs on campus, Ligustrum sinense, Ligustrum x vicaryi , and Piptanthus nepalensis were used
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as experimental materials and drought stress treatment was used to analyze the changes in
chlorophyll content, leaf area index, soil moisture content, and drought resistance of the se-
lected species. The chlorophyll levels of all three species showed a decline during the drought
stress experiment, with the most prominent reduction occurring in Ligustrum sinense, while the
chlorophyll content of Ligustrum x vicaryi exhibited a comparatively smaller change. The leaf
area index of all three plants exhibited a declining pattern, with the most pronounced difference
observed in the leaf area index of Ligustrum sinense and the least in Ligustrum x vicaryi. The soil
water content of the three plants varied slightly, with the Ligustrum sinense showing the great-
est downward trend, followed by Piptanthus nepalensis, and the Ligustrum x vicaryi showing a
slight increase. After analysis by affiliation function method, it was concluded that the drought
resistance of the three plants was: Ligustrum x vicaryi > Piptanthus nepalensis > Ligustrum si-
nense.
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Figure 1. Effects of drought stress on soil moisture content of the three selected plants
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Figure 2. The effect of drought pressure on the chlorophyll content of three selected plants
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Figure 3. The influence of drought stress on the leaf area index of the three selected plants
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Figure 4. Comparison of measurements of Ligustrum sinense over time
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Figure 5. Comparison of measurements of Piptanthus nepalensis over time
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Figure 6. Comparison of measurements of Ligustrum x vicaryi over time
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Table 1. Comprehensive assessment of functional affiliation values of physiological indicators and drought resistance of
three tree species
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