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Comparison on Physiological Characteristics of Glycine soja and Glycine max un-
der Drought Stress
MA Guang,GUO Ji-ping, WEI Shu-zhen, QI Shan-hou, GAO Xiao-song

( Department of Life Sciences, Hengshui College , Hengshui 053000, Hebei , China)

Abstract: Wild soybean and cultivated soybeans were treated by drought stress for 0,10 and 20 days in plastic pots filled with
sand , malondialdehyde ( MDA ) , peroxidase ( POD) , catalase ( CAT) and superoxide dismutase( SOD) content of treated soybeans
were measured. The results showed that wild soybean had less MDA than cultivated soybean under drought stress,which sug-
gested damage of wild soybean membrane system was less than cultivated soybeans. Wild soybeans had higher POD and SOD
activity , considerable CAT activity than cultivated soybeans under drought stress. Hence, with less superoxide anion free radi-
cals,wild soybeans were less damaged by drought stress than cultivated soybeans. Results suggest that drought resistance of
wild soymorebeans was higher than cultivated soybeans.
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Fig.1 Effect of drought on MDA content of soybeans
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Fig.2 Effect of drought on POD activity of soybeans
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Fig.3 Effect of drought on CAT activity of soybeans
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Fig.4 Effect of drought on SOD activity of soybeans
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