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500 RIEMF W B T & . K @ HHE L& n 5%
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PR GRS L 5 VE AR G, F A B R 8. 5 kg(TFHE
6.45 k). ZMEERA HEKFLAVEE R, & 25 em, A H
HAZ 30 cm, BETFIREEFGA B, EHRESAVUE 1.35% 38
BAR 0. 048%, (w/w, T R 3 BB 0. 0248%,. 2 %5 4
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Y EAAEES SR, i L ESRERERTE
T+, B £ NaCl 37K 2 3 000 mL, HBHEE 7 K i
B 21 d N4 3 IRBAIEA . BAEBBRBRIAFEES ., T
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Table 1 Effect of NaCl treatment on beach plum seedlings growth

RITE B EMSTE RIWESHEMSTER HbkE IR
Root dry  Above ground  Root and above ground —Total leaf area

pis::

Treatments

weight/g  dry weight/g dry weight ratio /cm? o fR1
X} i (CK) 0.13 b 3.12b 0.04 b 842 b
0.5% NaCl 0.32 a 5.19 a 0.06 a 1198 a
1.0% NaCl  0.19b 3.34b 0.06 a 911 b
2.0% NaCl 0.04 ¢ 1.79 ¢ 0.02 ¢ 384 ¢

T [FF) G — 8 AR P B ER ] Duncan ¥:3#47 £ 5 I (P=0. 05) , R[F /N
EFRFRERIE 5K BEAKE, FH.

Note: Mean separation with each column was by Duncan’s New Multiple Range
Test (P=0.05). Values in each column followed by the same lower case are not signifi-

cantly different at 5% level,the same below.
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1R 2 WA, WA ER b 8 A I 5 , M AR BR 1 i
FEHEKEEAEMBER,0.5% NaCl 4bH )5, H HK &
B5X AR L BN, 1. 0% NaCl AbBE )5, @ k&
BRI E T A TRE. 2.0 NaCl 4 H5 , 11
M RERE H HK, B ik AR BT R X IR
BAR. ARG RIELS B hKERBIEMMER, H
1K/ A AR AL H diK & B

%2 NaCl b33t EHH R BlkE

REKSERIRM

Table 2 The content of free water and bound water in
leaves of beach plum under NaCl stress
rem AlAKEE TREK & & H Bk SR K e fE
Content of free Content of bound Free water and bound
Treatments
water/ % water/ % water ratio
%t #& (CK) 34.90 b 65.10 b 0.54 b
0.5% NaCl 42.33 ¢ 57.67 a 0.73 ¢
1.0% NaCl 38.23 be 61.77 ab 0. 62 be
2.0% NaCl 25.33 a 74.67 ¢ 0.33 a

2.3 NaCl 8 XHEM LN T 7 A L % T8 5 ) o A
B

M3 3 AL F B R AR S BAE 0.5 20 1. 0% 2 4~
bR FEAC PRI FR AL AN BA (B, 24 bR N E 2. 0260,
AHEAE RS . ERH TP HER S &R, A&
ETHERPREBNZBAHE, HEARTESAA
Ko AL Fr i B Y h Uk BE 1 B XA 1IE %
BERNYRE A BE W, I ERA RIER B
B BRI, BEE R AL BRYER BE A3 0, =AM 0
AR S B B, S iR 2T IR 1. 68 £, AT
UL AT MEREE B A A7 2 8 i R 2 — 2 B S TR 1
. ATt EASERE NaCl 43k B A 38 Kk
Tt AR EE /N, JE BIR B K. 2R, A X R B A
0.5%F0 1. 0% 2 MLk EE AR AR P AR LR B i, 43k
WEINE 2. 0%, A H BERR.

F* 3 NaCl REIHEEMH FEYEERT YR

A R 32 1 B R M
Table 3 Effect of organic osmotic adjustment substance and relative

membrane permeability in leaves of beach plum under NaCl stress

W WHEIRER HHLBEWT

7Y ] Y X 1
T%A&EFI A P R i} ﬂﬁﬁl@
(E] B gﬁ ~ . . Relative
Lb 3 . . Content of Organic osmotic
Content of  Content of L . membrane
Treatments . dissociative adjustment .
soluble protein soluble sugar . permeability
g g1 Jug s g1 proline substance 1%
a H /pgeg ! /pgeg !
SHECK)  145.74 a 11.00 a 6.98 a 17.98 a 6.8a
0.5% NaCl 168.21 b 12.17 b 7.05 a 19.22 b 6.8 a
1.0% NaCl 232.01 ¢ 13. 67 be 7.34 ab 21.01 ¢ 6.9 a
2.0% NaCl 412.25 d 18.5 ¢ 7.63 b 26.13 d 81b

3 Ziv5itie

AR LE R FB,0.5% Ml 1.0% NaCl kb H )5, &
M R A 40 M B 2R B8 K 32 40 3 L K AR R O e g%, AR
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KEKZEHBK EKSEZIWH .,

TEERFE T A AR i T K& R K 7= A B 3
38 M TE R IR HR /NS i ok KRR AR ) 4 L 1 B
VAT, — 2B VT Y R A kA O R B, — KA T
Y (FEN VB 0D 438 /N9 7 40 o O L R » 31X
S8 /NGy FH) SR A 0 SR KM AT AR E SR 1 I, 7 4H
U A A R R S e 2 . IR, B
MM B i 40 B PR 7E 1. 0% ¥k BE i NaCl sl F 34
VAR, Tod B EE AR XoF A1k 43 Ve B N WU, LA — R I T B
PEo (H43R 70k B Ik B 2 32 A IR YR BE 2. 000 st , Ho 4l
JHL PR35 P A R o R, . P 4 R A2 B P R A I A AR
BB EHTEACRERRERRSE M BN,

& BR (Proline) & —F EE M A VB BR Y H,
FLA A P ) R R BE R 4 3R 4 T K, R
YR I RS , B 1 B AR AR TR AR R R A B AR IR

13

WA www. Fineprint.cn



http://www.fineprint.cn

< IREHR -

wF @ ¥ 201209):12~14

Mo BRERRXT R AP T EE PR A9 4E T, 24 WA S
AU IR R AR RO R i R, A BRI
IR OB R R A AR AR MR RS o B S
BEREH AN, KR, A N R AR
BER M T, & BARHF A B, HE Wi 28R AT BEA
EAE AT Eh VAR AT .

WEEEREEY AN ERENBER TR, L
18T AR & B A R AR S B NaCl ¥R
TR YRR TE AR SR SR T I A A Y
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B IR LE R R, BEE NaCl ¥ BE 1T+ A AT Y
BRI R & B N, 5 IRV B B AR, R
TN AT LA A 2R 1 o

HhE T S EY AR E A A R, X e E A
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Effects of NaCl Sress on the Growth and Contents of
Osmotic Adjustment Substance of Prunus maritima Seedling

ZAI Xue-ming"? ,SHAO Zhi-guang® , QIN Pei®
(1. Department of Horticulture, Jinling Institute of Technology , Nanjing, Jiangsu 210038; 2. Halophyte Research Lab, Nanjing University,
Nanjing,Jiangsu 210093 3. Zhenjiang College,Zhenjiang,Jiangsu 212000)

Abstract;: Using Prunus maritima seedlings as material , the effects of different concentrations of NaCl stress on the plant
growth and osmotic adjustment matter response were studied. The results showed that 0. 5% NaCl significantly promoted
the Prunus maritima seedling growth and water metabolism, 1. 0% NaCl and the control sample had no significant
differences while 2. 0% NaCl significantly inhibited the Prunus maritima seedling growth and water metabolism. After
treatment with 0. 5% and 1% NaCl, the relative membrane permeability of Prunus maritima leaf was no significant
difference compared to control sample, while treatment of 2.0% NaCl, relative membrane permeability increased
significantly. With the increase of NaCl concentration, the soluble protein,soluble sugar content and the total amount of
organic osmotic adjustment substances of Prunus maritima leaf increased significantly, while proline content did not
change significantly. The results indicated that Prunus maritima was a better salt tolerant species and could avoid salt
harms by adjusting its organic osmotic adjustment system,and soluble protein and soluble sugar could be used as salt
tolerance index of Prunus maritima.

Key words: NaCl stress; Prunus maritima ; growth;osmotic adjustment substance

14

PDF SCH# ] "pdfFactory Pro™ X RAG)E www. Fineprint.cn



http://www.fineprint.cn

