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Effects of Aluminium on Some Physiological Charactes of Buckwheat
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Abstract: The present study investigated the effects of alminum(Al) on physiological characteristics of buckwheat (Fagopyrum
esculentum Moench )using soil culture, with different concentrations (0, 0.3, 0.6, 0.9, 1.2 g AI**-kg™). Measurement were carried
out by utilization of Al,(S0,);.18H,0, and the physiological characteristics of buckwheat were investigated at 40th, 55th and 70th
day, respectively, while the activities of superoxide dismutase (SOD), peroxidase (POD), the contents of malondialdehyde (MDA)
and protein of leaf in buckwheat were considered for measurement. The results from this study indicated that suitable aluminium
concentration (0.6 g AI**-kg™) was advantageous to the growth of the buckwheat. Under this aluminium concentration (0.6 gAl**
kg™), the permeability of membrane in the leaf of buckwheat was the lowest and the protein content was the highest compared
with the plant under other aluminium concentrations; and the activities of SOD and POD were kept at low levels; while high Al
(1.2 gAP**-kg™) restrains growth of buckwheat by greatly increasing membrane permeability of the leaf cells, reducing the contents
of protein, significantly increasing the activities of SOD and POD, and the buckwheat were die away at 70th day. Meanwhile the
results showed that buckwheat could promote SOD and POD activities to resist the aluminum toxicity.
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Figure 1 The effects of aluminum on activities of SOD

in leaf of buckwheat
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Figure 2 The effects of aluminum on activities of POD

in leaf of buckwheat
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Figure 3 The effects of aluminum on contents of MDA

in leaf of buckwheat
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Figure 4 The effects of aluminum on contents of protein

in leaf of buckwheat
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