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Stress Resistance of Soybean to Aluminum Toxicity

LIU Peng, YING Xiao-fang, XU Gen-di

(Department of Biological Science, Zhejiang Normal University, Jinhua 321004, China)

Abstract: Using soil culturing, the stress resistance of three varieties ( 9703, Zhechun No. 2 and Zhechun No. 3) of soybean to
aluminum (Al) toxicity was studied. The results showed that under aluminum stress, membrane permeability of soybean leaves, the
contents of proline and malondialdehyde (MDA) of soybean leaves were increased, and numbers of root nodule and activity of root of

soybean were decreased. From the differences among genotypes, the stress resistance of three varieties to Al toxicity was different.

The stress resistance of three varieties was showed that: Zhechun No. 2 > 9703 > Zhechun No. 3.
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Figure 1 The Effects of aluminum on numbers of root nodules of

soybean

BUT Y52 2 an B A A N ) MDA 5 it B ik 14
o I 2 Sk F , B FR AL B B2 i3 i, &5 L bt |
) MDA &z Bt , HASE & A K S0 BTt
RS A —FEM . T A PRER T AHEL, 9703 . Wi 2 5
M & 35 K MDA & & 4 5l 3 i
29.33% .24% F148.92% , T, AL FREE T, 1L, 9703 7
B2 5 MW 3 5 KRG i MDA & 5 43 53 fin
21.99% . 20% F1 42. 96% , FHWTF 2 5 B3 I i
IR, 9703 IRZ, Wi 3 Sk, HAAMMMN To 2 T
ERF PR3 T B TN T) & T

5
= Oro OT1 ET2

L‘l

3
2
-1

i /nmo

0
I 9703 Hit2T WitEs
j(q_ﬂﬂﬁq]

B2 BMAEFRZESENFIT

Figure 2 The effects of aluminum on contents of MDA

&

(malondialdehyde) of soybean leaf
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Figure 3 The Effects of aluminum on membrane permeability of

soybean leaves
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Figure 4 The effects of aluminum on contents of proline of soybean

leaves
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Figure 5 The effects of aluminum on activity of soybean root
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Table 1 The correlation analysis among these indices of

stress resistance of roots of soybeans
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