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Fig. 1 Effect of drought stress on length of the branch
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Fig. 2 Effect of drought stress on soil water content
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Fig. 3 Effect of drought stress on leaf water content
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Fig. 4 Effect of drought stress on SOD activity
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Fig. 5 Effect of drought stress on POD activity
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Fig. 6 Effect of drought stress on MDA content
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Fig. 7 Effect of drought stress on relative conductivity
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Fig. 8 Effect of drought stress on proline content
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Fig. 9 Effect of drought stress on soluble protein content
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Effect of Drought Stress on Morphological and Physiological
Characteristics of Fragaria orientalis

GUO Sijia,ZHU Yufei, LIU Dongyun
(College of Gardens and Tourism , Agricultural University of Hebei,Baoding, Hebei 071000)

Abstract : Taking Fragaria orientalis as test material , the morphological indexes variation,together with the water content
of soil,the water content of leaf, the activity of the super oxide dismutase(SOD) ,the activity of the peroxidase(POD) ,the
content of the malondialdehyde(MDA) , the relative permeability of membrane,the content of proline and the content of
soluble protein under drought stress were researched,in order to investigate the adaptation of Fragaria orientalis to
drought stress. The results showed that Fragaria orientalis had strong tolerance to drought stress. After 25 days of
drought stress,the activities of SOD and POD, the MDA content, the relative conductivity,the content of proline and the
content of soluble protein showed a continuous increase trend and were 46. 60%,53. 05%5,60. 00%,79. 61% ,55.07%,
57.14% higher respectively than that of the control.

Keywords : Fragaria orientalis ;drought stress;physiological index
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