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Salt Stress on Four Types of Peach Plant Resistance
Physiological and Biochemical Indexes

LIU Liang mei ZHANG Zhe-yuan XIE Hong- shan DAI Song-xiang, ZHOU Xiao-lei
(Tianjin Institute of Landscape Tianjin 300180)

Abstract: The comparative experimental method was to study salt stress on peach and other four kinds of chrysanthemum
plant-Tau magnitude of changes in net photosynthetic rate for the test materials, the body of free proline content, chlo-
rophyll content, soluble sugar content for the test material damage values(conductance the rate of change) and quot; and
other physiological and biochemical indexes. The results showed that chrysanthemum, peach, purple leaf peach, acacia-
color, 4 peach weeping peach varieties of salt tolerance were strong, including Acada color, weeping peach 2 resistant

varieties better.
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