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Comparsion on Drought Resistance of Different Soybean Varieties at Seedling

Stage
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Abstract : To investigate the effect of simulated drought reagent and select drought tolerant soybean varieties, Jihuang 13, Fu
FG-17,Jindou 19,Ji nf-58 and Shennong 96-18 five soybean varieties ( lines ) were treated with 0,1% ,3% ,6% PEG-6000
at seedling stage,and relative water content, relatively permeability of plasma, MDA content, CAT activity and contents of
free proline were determined 3 days later. With the aggravation of simulated drought degree,relative water content declined
step by step, penetrability of plasmalemma, MDA and proline content increased , CAT activity showed an increasing and then
decreasing trend. Based on the 5 physiological traits, Fu FG-17 had the best drought resistance ,and the drought resistance of
5 varieties were Fu FG-17, Jihuang 13, Jindou 19,Ji nf-58 ,and then Shennong 96- 18, orderly.
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Table 1  Effect of PEG treatment on the relative water content of soybean leaves/%
A (R) PEG-6000 ¥ )i PEG-6000 concentration/%
Varieties ( lines) 0 1 3 6
3% 13 Jihuang 13 85.67 £2.56 83.23 £5.09 79.94 £4.69 73.65 +£4.03
& FG-17 Fu FG-17 86.92 £3.06 84.07 £1.28 80.61 £7.26 74.27 £8.05
2 19 Jindou 19 85.02 +7.24 81.97 £4.59 76.45 £6.08 68.39 £5.56
3L nf-58 Ji nf-58 81.54 £7.29 78.59 +£6.61 73.81 £3.48 66.55 +£6.38
A% 96-18 Shennong 96-18 83.46 £5.61 80.11 £6.21 74.26 £1.72 65.64 +£3.35
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Effect of treatment with PEG on extracellular fluid
relative conductivity in soybean leaves
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Fig.2 Effect of treatment with PEG on MDA

content in soybean leaves
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Table 2 Effect of drought stress simulated with PEG on the CAT activity(mg H,0,+ ¢ 'FW * min ")

R (R) PEG - 6000 ¥¢J# PEG -6000 concentration/%
Varieties ( lines) 0 1 3 6
13 Jihuang 13 8.5+0.37 28.3 £0.57 43.7 £3.89 13.9+£0.87
£ FG 17 Fu FG - 17 14.6 £0.98 24.9 £1.57 58.4 £4.25 24.0+1.14
19 Jindou 19 10.3 0. 84 31.7 £2.58 38.6+1.25 9.5+0.52
i nf —58 Ji nf -58 17.1 £1.47 32.8 £0.84 29.2 +2.58 5.7+0.25
WA 96 —18 Shennong 96 - 18 8.5+0.58 38.1x1.25 23.5+3.25 1.5+0.38
VMR 2 : P FG-17 > 3EH 13 > F 5 19 > B nf- .
58 >k 96-18, [ Jihuang 13
Z 0k ,
2.5 EHITEMENAZHABER(Po) ABY e
# wWE ¥ § Jinfs8
=R =X N <1 N B8 Shennong 96-18
TRUSE T, HPEN Po KEBBCHFL 83 o e
WY 3 R EER AR AT, kY 55 |
Wi Pro S REHIBAR,S AN KT A I Pro AR L A
R B2 5 (P >0.05) s &1E 3 Fhk P A

TR AE L, Pro &5 1Y &, B2, 1% PEG 403, %%
Al PP R K2 B 1) Pro 5 5 50 IR e A7 b 2 22 5% (P >
0.05),1M 3% 6% PEG 4b¥R4H , £ it Ay Pro &5
XA MR E2ZR (P <0.05), 3% 6%
PEG Ab¥E2H Pro A 2 14 Mg I 7 — 324, ¥4 Mk FG-
17 > %519 > FIHE 13 > 5 nf-58 > 74 96-18,

1
P

6

PEG&)¥ PEG concentration/%

K3 PEG ZbBEXI R E M A IfZRR (Pro) & i 5200
Fig 3 Effect of treatment with PEG on the

proline content of the soybean leaf
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