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Effects of Salt Stress on Physiological Characteristics of Indigofera amblyantha Seedling

XU Long-hui' ,SHU SHi-chao’ , ZHAO Liang-lei', WANG Wen-en’* (1. Landscaping Co. ,Ltd, Wuhan Iron and Steel Group, Wuhan,
Hubei 430083 ; 2. College of Horticulture and Forestry Sciences, Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan, Hubei 430070)

Abstract
antha. [ Method ] I. amblyantha pot seedling were poured by NaCl solution with different concentration. Taking leaves of each treatment every 3
days to measure physiological indicators from the start date of salt stress until the salt injury symptoms appear. [ Result] Under salt stress, with
the increased concentrations of salt solution and days of stress, the value of I. amblyantha seedling’ s relative conductivity has a decreasing

[ Objective ] To research the salt stress of Indigofera amblyantha seedling,and to provide references for the application of I. ambly-

trend at first but then,has an increasing trend. The chlorophyll content has a decreasing trend, the soluble protein content and SOD activity
have an increasing trend at first but then, both of this two indicators have a decreasing trend. [ Conclusion] The NaCl solution with more than

B , 1 L I

150 mmol/L has the greatest influence on the measured physiological parameters from the ninth day of salt stress.
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1.4 #ESH X EHE ] Excel F1 SAS BA#E47 75 25 F1
2w E T

2 R4

2.1 HEMEXNBERELHEENESENI HFR 1A
T ERMRA AN ERR 4 4~ NaCl ¥ BE 7K S (1 2 i i F ARG e
A KF /N Hy 200,150,100 .0 mmol/L, H 200,150 mmol/L &b
PR AR HL R 5 0 mmol/L 4022 57 i 2,100 mmol/L
ALFRS 0 mmol/L ARFRAYIF AN L SR 2R AN E 3, W&
Jop3E AL HE NN, 25 NaCl v B A0 BRAE it 7 AE X L 3 e g
et - —3, BRSBTS LA AR LS, gt B
XTSRRI ER A 3 ~9 RTFFE, R sE 9~ 15 K
EFE L),

Rt NaCl 580 B (A3 o, [ — B ()30 2 %) i J A %
SR, 5% 84 0 mmol/L #H kb, ZF 5 38 A BHES 3
KB,100 mmol/L &b 3 fy i - A X B 5 2384 0 T 10. 58% ,
150 mmol/ LN T 104. 69% ,200 mmol/L &b F 3 1
145. 18% ; 7€ £ a8 40 B 5 12 K BF, 5 X% 4 A 1,
100 mmol/ LANF it A X} A S 3G HI T 19. 96% , 150 mmol/L,
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AMEHAI T 49.09% ,200 mmol/L ZbFEYAfi T 90. 20% ; fELh
JirE AL PRES 15 KA, 5 XT LA L, 100 mmol/L Ab B AH X Hy
SN T 10. 50% , 150 mmol/L 4 FHE i1 T 108. 90% ,
200 mmol/LALFHEAN T 161.02% ,,

*1 FEREHERDSEREHE

Table 1 Average on each measure under different salt concentrations

d-3 HAXTHL R SRR AR TR SR SOD IRy
Concentra- Relative Chlorophyll  Soluble protein SOD

tion conductivity content content activity
mmol/L % mg/g mg/g U/mL

200 40.40 +7.45 a 1.25+0.04 ¢ 4.21+1.0l a 4.91+0.42b
150 33.96+5.52b 1.28+0.02 ¢ 3.93+0.97a 6.43 +0.56 ab
100 23.09+1.10 ¢ 1.37+0.03b 3.28+0.22b 6.31 +0.40 ab
0 21.83+0.89 ¢ 1.48+0.04a 2.99+0.33b 7.31+0.29 a

T RS 5 /NG FREARRIFER 0.05 7K 12557 2 (P <0.05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters following the data within the same column
showed significant difference at 0.05 level (P <0.05).
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1 #HEMETHREHENBESETH
Fig.1 The change of leaf relative conductivity under salt stress
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TG R AE T NaCl SR04 2 IR GEHEY,2 YA
P10 d, H W2 56 0 58 5 7K R — B, B RAR 31 0l s
IPARRIK, TEIX BE ] PN, FE T 25 B4 NaCl i i v JBE It P 1] e
G, SR W30 PASE o B HT E A, BIT LA S JS 3 A B8 A X P,
ENEFIDORIEEENEIE 3
F2 AEERIET&ERTEHE

Table 2 Average on each measure under different stress time

ARl AHXTHAEEE MR OE WIEMEER SR SOD IR
Stress Relative Chlorophyll  Soluble protein SOD
time conductivity content content activity

d % mg/g mg/g U/mL

3 36.99+7.97a 1.32+0.03b  2.75+0.29 ¢ 6.76 +0.48 a
6 25.91+£1.42b 1.42+0.05a 2.60+0.18 ¢ 7.19+0.45a
9 20.18 +0.42 ¢ 1.35+0.06 ab 5.85+1.25a 5.75+0.44 a
12 26.83+3.76 b 1.35+0.08 ab 3.31+0.10b 5.94+0.73 a
15 39.19+8.98a 1.30+0.07b  3.50+0.10 b 5.56 +0.80 a

RSB fE /NS FRERRIFRR 0.05 KF 2R R (P <0.05),
Note ; Different lowercase letters following the data within the same column
showed significant difference at 0.05 level (P <0.05).

2.2 EHEEXNSEARESEHFZESENZM hx 1
L ERHAA BT 4 > NaCl 3R gt gt & & &
B REI/ MR 0,100,150.,200 mmol/ L, -4 55 Zb - 1 -4t
& ES 0 mmol/L ZhFH2E 7 B 25,200,150 mmol/L 4h#5 100
mmol/L ZbFH M Fr -2 R & B 22 B L 3,200 mmol/L 5 150

mmol/L {bFRI M4 R S EER AR E

Wit 25 A B T () S, 25 Tl R BT 4l i ot R 3R
B AR SERE IS AR A, BRR I a5 3 ~6 K
I A 6 RUNSFFIARER(E 2) o XFHRZIM Rt
AR 58,55 6 ~ 15 RN IG5 & B EEAME
FRRE 53 ~6 KA e s, T RE =& 4h i 7 A KT
B, AL AR R, At R SR T
100 mmol/L b3 Fr 23 2K & & 2 I 3 AR AL, A T HME
LR/INERE B, R AT e 2 AR A B —E b
P, 7F 100 mmol/L NaCl AL T, A B S A 1
;150 mmol/L F1 200 mmol/ L ZbFEAYH i H-4% 25 S AR R I
e FTHE FRE 3 {0 200 mmol/ L i i 7K (i B 14
RO RAES 6 KiRFN(HE TR, 150 mmol/L 7K
T R 2R R E RS 9 RIRFIEME, T B E/NF 200
mmol/ L Y& BE/K- o T4l X AN [l v A ) P A B4
MR — B, PR LA [ B 0G5 B T e 34 X s [
—5,

—o— (0 mmol/L. —e—100 mmol/L

L6 150 mmol/L —&—200 mmol/L
Lo
Eo1s
=
ﬂig 14
#¢ S .
e — T
?E‘ 1 3 1 .
g l I
g L2
S
i
3 6 9 12 15

JSERTE] Stress time f d

2 HEMETHREMERESEETN
Fig.2 The change of leaf chlorophyll content under salt stress
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Fig.3 The change of leaf soluble protein content under salt

stress
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Fig.4 The change of leaf SOD activity under salt stress
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