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Abstract; The effect of drought on the seedlings was evaluated by testing the variance of physiological
and biochemical parameters and this experiment were conducted using treatments of different polyethy-
lene glycol (PEG-6000) concentrations ( mild stress, moderate stress, severe stress) and different
stress durations (24, 48, 72 h). The results indicated that the relative water content in leaves showed
a decreased tendency with the increase of stress intensity and the treating time, and the control treat-
ment was significant lower than other treatments (P <0.05). The relative conductivity tended to in-
crease and every treatment showed significant difference when treated with 48 h and 72h (P <0.05);

the proline and MDA content tended to increase and their highest values were attained under severe
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stress treatment ; the highest activities of SOD, POD, PPO were attained when treated 24h, mild stress,

severe stress, respectively. The index of relative conductivity, MDA content and soluble sugar were intu-

itive and as proper physiological indices for evaluating drought resistance of seedlings of salak.
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Fig. 1 Effect of drought stress on the relative
water content in leaves of salak seedlings
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Fig. 2 Effect of drought stress on cell membrane
permeability in leaves of salak seedlings
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Fig. 3  Effect of drought stress on MDA
content in leaves of salak seedlings
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Fig. 5 Effect of drought stress on SOD enzyme
activity in leaves of salak seedlings
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Fig. 6  Effect of drought stress on POD enzyme
activity in leaves of salak seedlings
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