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Physiological Response of Lolium perenne L. to Salt Stress

HAN Xue
(Heilongjiang Forestry Vocation-Technical College, Mudanjiang, Heilongjiang 157011)

Abstract: In order to apply Lolium perenne L. for landscaping of saline land in Daqing, the effect of different

NaHCO; concentration on physiological indexes of Lolium perenne 1.. Neruda 1 were studied. The results

showed that with the increasing of the NaHCO; concentration,after salt stress for 5 days,the relative electrical

conductivity , MDA content, CAT activity,SOD activity and soluble sugar content of Lolium perenne 1.. Neruda

1 were significantly increased. Under the treatment of moderate salt stress,it showed strong resistance, under

the treatment of high salt stress, the resistance decreased, which reflected the change of adaptability to salt

stress of Lolium perenne 1.. Neruda 1,so it had the ability to resist moderate salt stress.
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