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Effect of Na,CO; Stress on Physiological
and Biochemical Traits of Tomoto Seedling

XU Ting,ZHOU Chuan-yu,ZHOU Chao,ZHAO Suo, WU Lin-lin, TAN Ke-fei, YANG Hui-ying
(Qigihar Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Qiqihar, Heilongjiang

161006)

Abstract; In order to explore the mechanism of salt tolerance of tomato further,a pot experiment was conducted

to study the effect of different concentrations of Na, CO; stress on proline content of tomato seedlings,as well

as the effect of SOD,POD and CAT activities. The results showed that with the increase of time and concentra-

tion of salt stress,the content of proline demonstrated a rapid upward trend, while the activities of SOD,POD

and CAT showed a downward trend after rising first with the increase of time and concentration of salt stress.

In the condition of salt treatment for 15 d and concentration of Na, CO; concentration for 20 mmol-L"*,SOD,

POD activity reached the highest peakvalue; When concentration of Na, CO; was 5 mmol+ L', CAT activity

reached the highest peakvalue,then showed a downward trend. The tomato could mobilize its own antioxidant

enzymes to improve the salt resistance in the condition of salt stress,but with the increase of time and concen-

tration of salt stress,antioxidant system of tomato was destroyed.

Key words: Na, CO; ;salt stress;tomato seedling; proline; SOD; POD; CAT
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