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b FE S SR AE AR P SOD I Mk T3 R, 555 &
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*1 KREBELIE 10 d B4 E SOD FH

Table 1 SOD activity after 10 days

hypoxia stress in tomato seedlings

SOD ¥
[EELE T REA Y E N . _ fR&/%  P{E
SOD activity/ (U« g—1)
Variety Variety Hypoxia/Control P
R4 pogiicti|
No. name /% value
Hypoxic group The control group
1 kL5487 188.59+16.25 167.82423.21  113.046.44 n
2 AR 4B 247.45+21.72  274.16426.18 90. 6+8. 34 n
3 ‘HiZe 106 B2 200.60+14.56  105.52410.56  190.548.35  * *
4 ‘HiZe 108 7 221.02+23.45 163.39+17.40  135.5+9.56
5 FRAF? 213.81421.72  158.19425.22  136.0=48.01
6 EBFR’ 219.82428.83  201.40+19.15  109.1+9.42 n
7 I’ 199.40+14.56  155.38+20.52  129.0+7. 95 *
8 ‘M _H 216.07+17.92  173.54425.43  125.348.33 n
9 ‘HFH-3 207.23422.67  205.60+21.09  100.947.55 n
10 BB 174.72+16.79  215.41+24.13 81.4+7.79 n

o FREM AR ER BE(P<0.05),* * FRSNHAKBKEREE
FH(P<0.0D), * * * FoR 50 f4H Lo 22 7 4 B 3% (P<<0. 0001) ,n 7R 53 4 b
BEFRBEP>0.05, FH,

Note: * Indicate there is significantly difference compared with the control group
(P<0.05), * * indicate there is significantly difference compared with the control group
(P <<0.01),* * ¥
group(P<C0. 0001) ,n indicate there is not significant difference compared with the control
group(P>>0. 05). The same below.
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DR 28 it ity A 9 A () Sk 7 S [ B A2 4k i 7o ] 22 S 4
RIUILEI R .
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indicate there is very significantly difference compared with the control

x2 {REMELLIE 20 d FHLHE SOD Fik

Table 2 SOD activity after 20 days
hypoxia stress in tomato seedlings
SOD ¥ #

mAgS  AFARR .. _ fR&/3 PfH

SOD activity/ (U« g—1)
Variety Variety Hypoxia/Control P

fliveak| pogiicEl

No. name /% value

Hypoxic group The control group

1 AR 557 197.92+22.57  182.68+17.45  108.4+8. 31 n
2 ‘fE4r 480 154.85415.75  166.20416. 95 93.447.69 n
3 ‘e 106 B 148.57419.04  190.864-21.42  77.8+3.53 n
4 ‘iz 108 B 135.404+14.11  181.71+11.28  74.546.29 *
5 ‘PRI F’ 187.53+17.95 317.42423.06  59.245.23 % *
6 CEIBER’ 135.22418.06  176.70+17.12  76.443.43

7 TP’ 161.89416.44  97.08+14.13 167.447.09  **
8 CBE B0 116.17412.91  102.93414.45  113.346.55 n
9 ‘#H%-37  106.10419.13  166.62+20. 25 63.4744.02

10 ‘UrBER’ 114.334+21.47  150.61+17.38  75.545.84 n

£3 REMBAIE 30 d BF#LE SOD iFHE

Table 3 SOD activity after 30 days hypoxia stress in tomato seedlings

SOD ¥ #:
RS AR - _ &/ P
SOD activity/ (U« g—1)
Variety Variety Hypoxia/Control P
fliveak| pogiit:|
No. name /% value

Hypoxic group The control group

1 AELL 557 225.66+24.89  383.59+29.06 58.9+5.73

2 AEL 480 149.97416.50  250.70+16.88  59.945.82

3 ‘i 106 B 188.664-20.59  229.87419.21 82.248. 11 n

4 ‘iz 108 27 183.11418.77  301.02+24. 85 60.945.82  **
5 PRI F? 151.92418.93  376.254:23.43  40.3+3.35  x % *
6 CEIBER’ 250.754+21.22  283.44+17.57  88.748.66 n

7 TP’ 289.62424.39  189.47+19.69  153.144.69

8 SR B 249.84424.77  397.74427.19  62.946.57  * ¥
9 ‘FFH-37  150.524-22.84  333.41+£20.89  45.04-4.18

10 ‘UIBER’ 283.23417.96  366.57+29.26  77.677.26 *
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‘HHEIVCELS S ML 45 R 108 5 BRE
—B OB P 106 B CEBER CEBEL .
3 Hi5itie

F T AR PR AR U8 X K S5 A 4 ) R AR K IR S 27
HTEMRPR LA S5 T XK EAE Y SOD I 1 #4730
F. EEBE TR, R mE IR P A E KK
TE IR B T (AU AR , BT B AR &R P Y
ALY B AL (SOD) & T X IR . B 52 R B, SOD & 1k
W, PR BT LA T RAS . REME T
I A A e A 25 2 v » L4 1 ) W B AR o 1
PUIR A3 AR ST B ARSR

WESER I AR PR SR (6 A 7K 15 26 50 A BR AR
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Effect of Rhizosphere Hypoxia Stress on SOD Enzyme of Hydroponics Tomato

FAN Yan' ,SUN Ying' , AN Na',FENG Yang' ,SONG Weitang®*
(1. Jinzhou Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Jinzhou, Liaoning 121017; 2. College of Water Resources and Civil Engineering, China
Agricultural University,Beijing 100083 ;3. Key Laboratory of Agricultural Engineering in Structure and Environment, Ministry of Agriculture,
Beijing 100083)

Abstract;10 tomato varieties were used as materials, different rhizosphere hypoxia stress on SOD of hydroponics tomato
were carried out,in order to promote hydroponic tomato technology in large scale,to solve hydroponic tomato cultivation
in the root zone hypoxia problem. The results showed that, the rhizosphere in the early hypoxic hypoxia stress could
promote the activity, activity increased in the rhizosphere hypoxia with time decreased; different tomato varieties and
hypoxic environment in the rhizosphere caused different degree of reduced activity,and there were differences among
varieties. Under hypoxic conditions rhizosphere,tomato variety ‘Zimeigui’ had strong SOD activity,variety ‘Danhong F;’
had weaker SOD activity.
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