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Abstract
seedlings as research materials,NaCl concentration gradient was designed. After applying NaCl salt stress to soybean seedlings, the physiological
indexes such as malondialdehyde content,SOD,POD, free proline content,chlorophyll content and electrical conductivity were measured. [ Re-
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[ Objective ] The physiological indexes of soybean under different NaCl stress were measured and analyzed.[ Method ] With soybean

sult ] Through the determination of physiological indexes of soybean seedlings , the content of malondialdehyde increased in the case of increasing
salt concentration ;the SOD value increased first and then decreased,and reached the peak value when the salt concentration was 125 mmol/L;
the POD value increased first and then increased ;the content of proline showed an increasing trend ;the overall chlorophyll content showed an
increasing trend, the growth was slow firstly and finally stabilized; the conductivity change did not follow the law, reaching a peak at
125 mmol/L.[ Conclusion | NaCl salt stress can affect the physiological indexes of soybean,indicating that the physiological condition of soybean

plants varies with the change of growth environment,and soybean plants have certain adaptability to environmental change.
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Fig.1 Changes of malondialdehyde content in soybean plants

under NaCl stress
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Fig.2 Changes in malondialdehyde content in soybean plants

under NaCl stress
2.3 NaClREXMMEESENRIM  FiE NaCl K
N, R EZRERR I (9 i 4 28 B R R S I R 4 (R IO
PRGNS (P 3) DN R A 1o 3 Y A 4% ZOR Y 5
FERROC SR, 2 1 U ) A R A0 B 0%, S B G
SLIE R A R

20p

18}
16

14t

" RAEE
Chlorophyl1 content Il mg/L

25 50 75 105 15 150 175 200
NaCl7& & NaCl concentration flmmol/L
3 NaCl BT AEHEKMEZRENEN
Fig.3 Changes of chlorophyll content of soybean plants under
NaCl stress
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Fig.4 Changes of POD activity of soybean plants under NaCl

stress
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