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Fig. 2 Effect of salt stress on the fresh weight and
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Fig. 9 The induction of salt stress protein of C. of ficinalis under salt stress
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TERE A b (9 2 1 0T R AE AR AR 5 38 A WF 5 A e ) 52 0 56 00 05 M 3 IRt 2 1 R S 1 B 1 AR /5 A
P AR BFFE A A AE NaCl 10 mmol/L T - 4 3845 19 SDS-PAGE [ 35 i fin 1 /> 25 1 35 4 % B
oAl e BE (2R A R L R & BRI HE L 22 W1 0E BB NaCl (10 mmol /L) AbFF L 375 5 35 30 56 P 3 1k . 1 1k ok i
Ak B SAR EB RA AL W R T X AR R HEAE S WA AR IR O R T RN A R AR Y A e
Ji 5 ALk A Fp ik — B WF5E . KRG IE R L 6 BEA 10~100 mmol/L NaCl il . Protein 1~6 ik 88 L AU .
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AT RE R 4 25 2 A A S I A DAL
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W R R Na ™ (KT AR 52 T 40 R A0 28 7 0 S s 370 41 T 2% 08 19 AR 0% P 402K B ) 328 ¥ o35 » 5 S 33 1 4R 1 3 18
A NEE L DT 20 MDA B 8 48 0o i 5 A0 7 32 8 o R 5 ) Pk O £ e 380 B P 5 S A B R R GR R R R
I S A E R AN ZHINE . Zia B &M &3R4 T BI{E ) 100 mmol/L.
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Effects of salt stress on the growth, antioxidant ability and salt stress protein of Calendula of ficinalis
LIU Ai-rong', ZHANG Yuan-bing®, FANG Yuan-yuan', LI Wei', CHEN Zhi-yang'
(1. Life Science College, Anhui Science and Technology University, Fengyang 233100, China;
2. Urban Construction and Environment College, Anhui Science and Technology
University, Fengyang 233100, China)

Abstract. Calendula of ficinalis plants were treated with NaCl at different concentrations (0, 10, 50, 100, 200
and 300 mmol/L), while fresh and dry weights, chlorophyll content, root dehydrogenase activity, Na™ and K
content, activity of superoxide dismutase (SOD), peroxidase (POD) and catalase (CAT), MDA content, and
cell membrane permeability were determined. Polyacrylamide gel electrophoresis (PAGE) of POD isoenzyme
and SDS—PAGE of salt stress protein were done. Compared with the control, fresh and dry weight, chrolo-
phyll content, SOD and POD activity initially increased but then decreased, while MDA content did the oppo-
site. Na' content and cell membrane permeability increased, while root dehydrogenase activity, K* content and
CAT activity decreased. Eight bands were detected through PAGE of POD isoenzyme. Only salt stress protein
was induced under 10 mmol/L NaCl stress. Therefore, 10 mmol/L NaCl treatment promoted the growth of C.
of ficinalis but the inhibitory effects on C. of ficinalis growth were enhanced as NaCl concentrations in-
creased. The synthesis analysis showed that the salt tolerance threshold of Calendula of ficinalis was 100
mmol/L.

Key words: Calendula of ficinalis; NaCl stress; growth; antioxidant enzyme; membrane stability; salt stress

protein



