AV IR 2E 4] 2009,28(3):443-448

Journal of Agro-Environment Science

TEFTRANERERAERMNEERNZI

A2, G m P, BEE Y, XEAF

(LARALIAE R AT SEREERR A2 B, HAK KB 1300245 2. Z-ABIRE AR FE S PR R P s A 25 SR BR300
KA 1300245 335 MOSER B S BEIHABE, Ak KAF 130024)

M OE LIRS PR, BT TR R B ) 325 Y HAE RS R AR KOR B ISR . G5 505RM, 1R Yk T
50 mg-kg™ B XF F KM FFB A A AR R B AR VR T, X AR 04 5 Wi S 5 G S A SR A A I 5 A 3T T f 38 Jam D0 47 i AR
A BRG B) 125 YR 100~150 mg-kg™ IF, 55 1 FRES FOK 194 (K& HARA PEHEAERT, 55 2 UGS TR E KK .
L IEZRIS YRR T 200 mg-kg I, T3 G BA R RIS FORA B AR KO B SEMI L . AIFFEUESE , 5 Wk B 5 G i it AR el 4l i 1
PR FR R o 4 0 P SR 4 P B L B3R T AR RS R R 8 (4 2 11 i, 380 B R B sl R A AR ARV R e 2R L o A5 A 3
FEPRIE AR, KIS 2 SRl X 2875 YLt A T AF B 7 R 0, 1) DG B 4

KEIA 5% LIS TR (Zea mays L) s AR BA AL R A KL T 5 i AL AR (CAT)

FESHES X503.231 XERERE:A X EHS:1672-2043(2009)03-0443-06

Soil Naphthaline Pollution Stress on Corn(Zea mays L.) Seedling Physiological Effect
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Abstract : The effect of soil naphthaline pollution on growth of maize seedlings was investigated in this paper. We found that the influence of
soil naphthaline pollution stress on content of Chlorophyll was not obvious, but the negative influence on Chlorophyll b was stronger than on
Chlorophyll a. The inhibition on photosynthetic rate by soil naphthaline pollution was much stronger than on the content of Chlorophyll. We
found that both the upper and under—ground parts of maize plants were sensitive to soil naphthaline pollution. At a lower concentration (50
mg-kg™), the pollution stimulated growth of both the above—ground plants and their roots, though this stimulating effect diminished and fol—
lowed by inhibiting effect after a longer treatment. At higher concentrations (100~150 mg-kg™), the soil naphthaline pollution still ex—
hibited a stimulating effect on the growth and development of the maize seedlings in first week, but became inhibitory starting from the second
week. When the concentration was above 200 mg-kg™, the soil naphthaline pollution seriously restrained maize development, probably due to
accumulating of a large amount of reactive oxygen and superoxide radicals. Reactive oxygen and superoxide radicals might damage the pan—
niculus adiposus and proteases that were essential for normal metabolism. Thus, our results indicated that the second week was the key period
for physiologic accommodation and adaptation of the maize seedlings to soil naphthaline pollution.
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Figure 2 Effect of soil naphthalin pollution stress
on chlorophyll a/ chlorophyll b of corn seedlings
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Figure 1 Effect of soil naphthalin polluti on stress on chlorophyll content of leave of corn seedlings
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Figure 3 Effect of soil naphthalin pollution stress on photosynthesis of corn seedlings
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Figure 4 Effect of soil naphthalin pollution stress on root activity of corn seedlings
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