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Effects of Spraying Salicylic Acid on Salt Resistance of Lolium perenne L.

FU Itfjuan DU Hong-dow WANG Rui CHEN Xi CHI Churrysw DING Guo-hua
(College of Life Science and Technologys, Harbin Normal University, Harbin Heilongjiang 150025)

Abstract: In this study, Lolium perenne L. were treated with 1% NaCl solution, and then sprayed with three kinds
different concentrations of salicylic acid (SA) solution, which concentrations were 100, 200, and 300 mg/ L respectively.

In the following 5 days, some factors of Lolium perenne L. were measured such as cell membrane permeability, content

of malonaldehyde. proline and chlorophyll, and the enzyme activity of superoxide dismutase (SOD), peroxidase (POD)

and catalase (CAT ). The results showed that spraying salicylic acid had no significant impact on chlorophyll content of

Lolium perenne L. . However, the content of proline, and the activity of SOD, POD, CAT was increasing, and the cell

membrane permeability and MDA content was reduced. In the consequence, spraying 200 mg/ L. salicylic acid can

effectively improve the ability of Lolium perenne L. resistance to osmotic stress antioxidant capadty and salt tolerance.

Key words: Lolium perenne L.; salicylic acid; salt stress; salt resistance
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