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Table 1 Evaluation indexes and scoring criteria for ornamental and oil use of Paeonia rockii

Character Specific determination method Assignment criteria
Growth G, @ H, a H
Plant shape 3 ), @2 ), a
Leaf color RHS Large colour chart 3 ), @ >, N a1 )
Flower posture : 3 ), @2 ), a
Flower display 3 ), @ ), 1)
2 :
Pattern @2 ., a >
( R . ( )
Decor RHS Large colour chart 3 ), @ ), a
Floral fragrance : N R N 3 ), @2 ), a
4 7 5
Florescence early and late @2 ., a1
4 18 5
o : =15 cm;
Flower diameter/cm 3 ), @2 ), a
215 em> =12 cm; . <12 cm
Plant height/cm =120 ecm(3  ),90~120 em(2 ) ,=<<90 em(1 )
Length of new branch/cm =30 em(3  ),25~30 cm(2 ) ,=<<25 em(1 )
Diameter of new branch/mm =503 ),4~5(2 ),=<4 )
Florescence/d 1 1 =14(3 ), 7~14(2 H,<7(1 )

Number of branches —
Effective real number -
Fruit weight/mg : —
Single fruit weight/mg —
Kernel-skin ratio : / —
Yield per plant : —

Oil yield —
Crown width : X —
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, Table 3 Evaluation model of Paeonia rockii oil
[4,7,13-15]
’
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Table 2 Ornamental evaluation model of Paeonia rockii ,
D,
Target layer Constraint Standard layer Scheme layer .
(A) layer (B) «© (D) . . .
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(CR ) .
01, , Co> C3> Cc12> C13.
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Table 4 Judgment matrix and weight of each index

Hierarch-ical Weight Comprehensive Consistency
Judgment matrix
model value weight test
A Bl B2 B3
Bl 1 3 1/3 0. 258 3 Amax=3, 038 5
A-Bi
B2 1/3 1 0.2 0. 104 7 CR=0. 037<C0. 1
B3 3 5 1 0. 637 0
Bl C1 C2 C3
C1 1 1/3 1/3 0. 1397 0. 036 1 Amax=23. 054;
B1-Ci
C2 3 1 0.5 0.3325 0. 0859 CR=0. 051<20. 1
C3 3 2 1 0. 527 8 0. 136 3
B2 C4 C5 C6
C4 1 L5 5 0. 516 0 0. 054 0 Amax=3, 018;
B2-Ci
C5  2/3 1 5 0. 393 8 0. 041 2 CR=0. 017<C0. 1
C6 0. 2 0.2 1 0. 090 2 0. 009 4
B3 C7 C8 C9 C10 Cl1 Cl2 C13 Cl4 C15
C7 1 1/3 0.2 3 3 1/4 1/3 2 2 0. 065 7 0. 0419
C8 3 1 0. 2 6 3 1/4 0. 2 3 3 0. 093 7 0. 059 7
C9 5 5 1 7 7 3 2 5 7 0.3137 0. 199 8
C10 1/3 1/6 1/7 1 0.5 0 2 1/3 1/3 0.5 0. 025 8 0. 016 4 Amax=19. 828;
B3-Ci
Cl1 1/3 1/3 1/7 2 1 0. 2 1/3 0.5 3 0. 0415 0. 026 4 CR=0. 071<C0. 1
C12 4 4 1/3 5 5 1 2 4 7 02117 0.1349
C13 3 5 0.5 3 3 0.5 1 5 5 0. 166 1 0. 105 8
Cl4 0.5 1/3 0.2 3 2 1/4 0. 2 1 2 0. 050 9 0. 032 4
C15 0.5 1/3 1/7 2 1/3 1/7 0. 2 0.5 1 0. 030 9 0. 019 7
212 1936 1C ), (S) 0.354 5, X+S=
2.2907C ), X—S=15816C ),64
, ) o , 64
4 1 C ):2.2907 , 7-2.5-1,
o 6-1 12 , 18 75%,
5 , 64 s , , ,
1 3443 2707 s 1 ¢ ):1936 1~
2 . Excel 22907 2-10.6-13 16 25%

2016 (XD 1 ;
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Table 5 Ornamental value and grade of 64 Paeonia rockii
Ranking Serial number Comprehensive score Rank Ranking Serial number Comprehensive score Rank
1 7-2 2. 7707 | 33 2-6 1. 879 9 I
2 5-1 2. 646 3 | 34 2-2 1. 864 3 I
3 6-1 2. 609 5 1 35 4-10 1. 862 9 I}
4 2-12 2.573 9 1 36 3-1 1. 862 2 1
2-8 2. 560 2 | 37 4-9 1. 857 5 1
6 2-9 2.515 8 | 38 3-7 1. 852 0 1
7 2-11 2.494 2 | 39 4-5 1L 8415 I
8 6-12 2.450 3 1 40 5-8 1. 8389 I}
9 3-11 2. 387 4 1 41 3-2 1. 800 5 1
10 4-1 23845 | 42 6-11 1. 797 0 1
11 1-1 2374 7 | 43 5-3 1. 788 1 1
12 6-4 2.3455 | 44 4-2 1. 769 2 I
13 2-10 2. 236 6 1 45 9-3 1. 7328 1
14 6-13 2. 226 5 11 46 2-5 1. 7295 1
15 7-5 2.210 2 1 47 8-3 1. 6827 I
16 8-1 2.172 4 11 48 5-6 1. 6716 1
17 6-9 2.1354 1 49 4-3 1. 659 4 |
18 3-12 2.106 9 1 50 4-7 1. 590 3 1
19 2-4 2. 077 8 11 51 6-7 1L 579 3 I\
20 2-1 2. 068 4 1 52 2-3 1. 5651 i\
21 9-2 2. 0375 I 53 3-9 1L 5559 Y
22 8-2 2. 020 0 1 54 3-5 1. 547 4 I\
23 5-5 2. 016 6 11 55 7-6 1 526 3 I\
24 6-8 2.0136 11 56 3-4 1. 504 1 v
25 9-5 2. 0099 1 57 7-7 1. 494 3 i\
26 4-8 2. 000 6 I 58 5-7 1. 481 2 I\
27 6-6 1997 8 1 59 5-4 1. 4659 I\
28 3-6 1 943 0 11 60 5-2 1 465 8 I\
29 8-5 1. 925 2 | 61 3-8 1. 447 1 I\
30 6-5 19118 11 62 6-2 1 432 3 I\
31 4-4 1909 7 | 63 4-6 1. 384 6 I\
32 8-6 1 9055 | 64 2-7 1. 344 3 I\
, , N | . N1¢( ) N2 ( ) N3(
):1581 6~1936 1 85,65, 4- ) 12.20% .31 96% 55 84%.
22 34.38%0, ; .
b b o 10%
sIV C ):1 5816 ) 2-3.2-7 P7> P9> P4> P5,
4, 20. 31% . L 43% ~24 76%,
’ o °
22 ’
221 o
222
o ’
56
<o, 1, :
’ o
6 , 3 ) °
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Table 6 Judgment matrix and weight of each index
Hierarch-ical model Judgment matrix Weight value  Comprehensive weight Consistency test
T N1 N2 N3
N1 1 1/3 1/4 0. 122 0 Amax=3, 018;
T-Ni
N2 3 1 1/2 0. 319 6 CR=0. 017<C0. 1
N3 1 2 1 0. 558 4
N1 P1 P2 P3
P1 1 3 1 0. 614 4 0. 075 0 Amax=3, 074;
NI1-Pi
P2 1/3 1 3 0. 268 3 0. 0327 CR=0. 07<C0. 1
P3 1/4 1/3 1 0117 2 0. 014 3
N2 P4 P5 P6
P4 1 2 3 0. 527 8 0. 168 7 Amax=3. 054;
N2-Pi
P5 1/2 1 3 0. 3325 0. 106 3 CR=0. 051<C0. 1
Pé 1/3 1/3 1 0. 1397 0. 044 6
N3 P7 P8 P9
P7 1 3 1 0. 443 4 0. 247 6 Amax=3, 018;
N3-Pi
P8 1/3 1 1/2 0. 169 2 0. 094 5 CR=0. 017<C0. 1
P9 1 2 1 0. 387 4 0. 216 3
7 ,06
: 0641 40064 , 3
6 ,
’
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Table 7 Evaluation value and grade of 56 tree peony oil

Ranking Serial number Comprehensive score Rank Ranking Serial number Comprehensive score Rank
1 2-9 4. 006 4 | 29 3-2 1. 540 8 I
2 6-1 39637 1 30 312 1. 476 6 1
3 4-1 38218 I 31 9-5 1. 476 5 1
4 6-4 36324 1 32 4-10 1 424 3 1
5 2-10 35609 1 33 5-5 1. 416 4 I
6 7-2 32951 1§ 34 6-11 1. 373 8 Il
7 2-11 31256 | 35 5-8 1. 3645 I
8 1-1 2.934 6 | 36 8-6 1. 298 2 I
9 4-3 2.774 6 I 37 4-9 1 244 0 1
10 6-13 2.7057 1 38 2-6 1L 2416 1
11 3-7 2.4555 I 39 9-3 1. 153 4 I
12 2-8 2.434 8 1 40 7-6 1124 4 Il
13 2-12 2.4231 1 41 2-1 1L 0718 I
14 2-4 2.412 3 1 42 8-1 10411 I
15 2-5 2.3929 il 43 2-2 1. 007 4 I
16 6-6 2343 4 I 44 4-7 1. 000 4 1
17 3-1 2.292 2 I 45 9-2 0. 975 3 1
18 6-12 2. 098 0 1 46 3-9 0. 949 9 Il
19 8-2 1. 991 6 1 47 3-4 0.945 6 I
20 5-1 1. 923 6 1 48 6-2 0. 898 7 I
21 6-9 1. 857 4 il 49 4-6 0. 870 6 IV
22 311 1724 6 1 50 5-4 0. 840 7 v
23 4-2 1 669 4 1 51 3-5 0. 835 3 v
24 7-5 16314 il 52 5-7 0. 787 9 v
25 4-5 1. 610 4 1 53 8-5 0. 753 0 v
26 4-8 1. 610 2 ik 54 -7 0. 718 4 v
27 6-7 1. 573 9 ik 55 5-3 0. 693 6 IV
28 6-5 1. 569 6 I 56 3-8 0. 6410 IV
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Evaluation and Screening of Paeonia rockii for

Specialized Purpose to Use

SI Baohua,LLUQ Jianrang,ZHANG Yanlong

(College of Landscape Architecture and Art, Northwest A&.F University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100)

Abstract; Taking 64 Paeonia rockii plants as test materials, 22 characters were tested,and a scientific

and reasonable evaluation system for ornamental and oil was established by using analytic hierarchy

process,the single plant suitable for ornamental, oil-use and oil-view were screened out, in order to

provide reference for the scientific utilization of Paeonia rockii. The results showed that the flowers of

Grade | C(excellent) were upright,higher than the leaves, with vigorous growth,good performance of

each character, and high ornamental value, included 12 plants. There were 16 plants of Grade I

(good) , the overall character was good,suitable for ornamental. Grade [[I (general) included 22 plants

with low ornamental value. There were 14 plants in Grade [V (poor),and the performance of each trait

was poor, so it was not recommended to be used. In the evaluation system for oil use, there were

10 excellent follicles per plant of Grade [ with high yield and oil content. There were 11 excellent
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plants in Grade ]| ,and some traits were prominent and used selectively. There were 27 plants in Grade
Il ,so conservative use was recommended. There were 8 inferior plants of Grade [V, accounting for
14. 29%. The comprehensive score was low and it was not recommended to use. Finally,7 plants with
high oil-view value 5 plants with high ornamental value and 3 plants with high oil value were obtained,
which provided material basis for the cultivation of new varieties of tall and large peony or oil peony.
The evaluation system constructed in this study could basically meet the requirements for ornamental
and oil use of Paeonia rockii ,and could effectively guide the application of Paeonia rockii in gardens.
Keywords: Paeonia rockii ; ornamental evaluation system;oil use evaluation system;analytic hierarchy

process



