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Table 1 Basic situation of germplasm tested
o =3 o =3
Germplasm Origin Germplasm Origin
“#21]—” ¢ Zuoshanyi’ EHIRER “087923” BRI
“SUR” ¢ Shuangyou” HEHEL “75029” LG 2R3
“3X =" Shuangfeng’ MR “75023” E Y/ AIRZ N
“XN41.” ¢ Shuanghong” HHESR “84006” L:§ Aan i
“;#i {k =5 ” ¢ Tonghuasanhao ’ HAAEAL “85013” LS AN G N
“K H #.%5” ¢ Changbaiwuhao’ AR “73231” AR
“HO—"4901” KB AL “73077” kA
“2 & 202” ¢ Baotu202’ BRI ER “73069” L
“75086” LFER “77023” LS AU 7N
“84007” BIBILRIL “087918” BIILRIE
“086919” BIILR AL

L2 Rk

L2.1 MEHBUEEE RAE BT ST IR 25 B B 44
PRI AL 1 48 FEBATE 7K 1 a2k 5 mELL_E B BY 0GR
KA WA FAHL IR X Lo s s in A 2> & 3%
KA 7K A 10~15 min, SR 5K % 20 min, FHEH T
fE& EFE 0. 16 R KB 3 min, FATGE K WPk 3~5
W B Ja B X A A48T A 2 om A A B F 2L B M T
FRRE ELEFRFMGRBE22E2)C, R HEMmE
2 000 1x, YGHE B} [a] 10 h/d, 5 %F 55 85 5% 5. MS+
BA 2 mg/L-+NAA 0.01 mg/L-+ CH 400 mg/L - j# 4
30 mg/L;AE MR 55 35 3. 1/2MS+ IBA 0. 1 mg/L+ JE b
15 mg/L; #Mn3iig#s 5 g/L,pH 5. 8~6.0,

L2.2 A3 EAK 35~40 d AR T EE AN
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Table 2 Damage symptoms of different germplasm under salt stress

R FZEREAIR Damage symptoms
Germplasm CK AbFR Treatment
“#z 1l]—”* Zuoshanyi’ E¥ E#
“SUAR” ¢ Shuangyou’ E® E¥
“IXF” ¢ Shuangfeng’ E¥ FEFRE T A
“XW£L” ¢ Shuanghong’ N B A R il
“;# 4k =" ¢ Tonghuasanhao ’ EW PR
“K 4 #5”¢ Changbaiwuhao’ N FEFR B h & BB
“HO—"¢901” E#¥ EH
“52 [ 202”¢Baotu202’ E#¥ gL Bk
“75086” E# TH IR EBE R
“84007” E#¥ EH
“086919” E#¥ B S ]
“087923” E# FI T A
“75029” E¥ It w4
“75023” E#¥ EH
“84006” E® e SN
“85013” E¥ At 4k
“73231” E#¥ ARt % E A
“73077” EH A Bt A H IR BE
“73069” EH A Bt fr 4 il
“77023” EH PNUEAR A3 2
“087918” E¥ wik L E

2.2 ERHE T ILE A AR IR EER

SEESRIIRVE 42 Y SER G (S N b 5 E 2
SRR 22 5, Ho P 730237, “RULL” ., “750867 F1“ WAL
HhE B B, H N 33.3%.29.2%6.27. 1%
25. 0%, oAb BRI T 20. 0%, 136 B K 2 80 Fh R 19 Rk
Z3% 0. 2% W FE Ry ER e

x3 HBBETAEMRMOHEEY

Table 3 The salt injury index of
different germplasms under salt stress %
HhEHRL HEHEL
R Salt injury index R Salt injury index
Germplasm Abyg Germplasm Ab3
CK CK
Treatment Treatment
“721ll—" ¢ Zuoshanyi’ 0 8.3 “087923” 0 8.3
WU ¢ Shuangyou’ 0 25.0 “75029” 0 6.3
“3%4”* Shuangfeng’ 0 16.7 “75023” 0 10. 4
“IXLL” ¢ Shuanghong’ 0 29.2 “84006” 0 14.5
“& 1k =5 Tonghuasanhao’ 0 12.5 “85013” 0 9.4
“K M H5”“Changbaiwuhao” 0 12.5 “73231” 5 5.0
“FLO—"¢901" 0 6.3 “73077” 0 10. 0
“F & 202”*Baotu202” 0 18.8 “73069” 3.8 6.3
“75086” 0 27.1 “77023” 3.1 33.3
“84007” 0 4.2 “087918” 7.1 18.2
“086919” 0 10. 9

2.3 TRIE S LA A 2 B TR 2R AR R AR R R
HIZR 4 AR ZERR MG R L 21 Il A A s AR R
PRI £ 18 55022 S B, QbR v 19 TS 2 18 %0 = F) o R

®4 BMETARMRAFE T EEE KT

Table 4 The salt-resistance growth index of
different germplasms under salt stress
it Eh A K 484X Salt-resistance growth index
& Wi ARE ERKE  FHEE
HE Plant Rooting Rooting ~ Percentage of
height rate length bud initiation
“72 1J—"*Zuoshanyi’ 0. 211 0. 000 0.125 —
“SUR” ¢ Shuangyou” 0. 063 0. 800 0. 800 —1.012
“#” ¢ Shuangfeng’ 0.132 0. 364 0.571 1. 000
“¥4L” ¢ Shuanghong’ 0. 086 0. 167 0. 333 0. 876
“j#ifk. =5 ¢ Tonghuasanhao ’ 0. 054 0. 000 —0. 087 0. 751
“K H F5” ¢ Changbaiwuhao’ 0. 143 0.333 0. 000 1. 000
“HO—"4901" 0. 125 0. 000 0. 333 0. 600
“ & 202”¢Baotu202’ 0. 286 0. 650 0. 750 1. 000
“75086” 0. 167 0. 500 0. 750 1. 000
“84007” 0.079 0. 250 0. 400 —
“086919” 0. 086 0. 571 0. 333 —
“087923” 0. 200 0. 400 0. 600 0
“75029” 0. 225 0. 400 0. 571 0. 801
“75023” 0. 063 0. 583 0.714 1. 000
“84006” 0. 263 0. 222 0. 600 0. 832
“85013” 0. 125 1. 000 1. 000 —
“73231” 0. 146 0. 111 —0. 025 —0. 333
“73077” 0. 500 0. 543 0. 500 1. 000
“73069” 0. 333 0. 768 0.143 —
“77023” 0. 583 0.619 0. 300 —
“087918” 0.043 0. 788 0. 835 —1. 000
=7 Fn xRS A M R .
Note:“—”: There was no germination in CK and the treat.
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Table 5 The characterisic values and
cumulative contribution rate of the main elements
R FRIE(E TUHRR BRTHE
Characterisic Contribution Cumulative contribution
Principal component
value rate/ % rate/ %

1 3.1847 53.79 53.79

2 1. 3636 27.27 81. 06

3 0. 9168 10. 34 91. 40

4 0. 3546 5.09 96. 49

5 0. 1803 3.61 100. 00
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Table 6 Main elements analysis of

salt injury index and salt-resistance growth index of

wild grape plantlets in vitro

4% Index ¥ 1 Factor 1 ¥ 2 Factor 2
EhFEFREL Salt injury index 0.4121 —0.1194
¥ Plant height —0. 089 0. 7771
A H# Rooting rate 0. 6100 0.1971
AR KB Rooting length 0. 5854 0. 2845
M2 W & 3R Percentage of bud initiation —0. 3282 0.5120
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Main Element Analysis on Salt Injury Index and Salt-resistance Index of
Wild Grape Plantlets in vitro

QIN Hong-yan, Al Jun,LI Chang-yu,ZHANG Bao-xiang,ZHAO Ying,SHEN Yu-jie
(Institute of Wild Economic Animal and Plant of Science,China Academy of Agricultural Science,Changchun,Jilin 130122)

Abstract : Taking 21 Vitis amurensis germplasm resources as materials,in vitro subculture plantlet were conducted,and the
effect of damage symptoms,damage index and salt injury index of salt-resistance growth index under 0. 2% NaCl in the
rooting medium were studied. And the main element analysis of salt injury index of salt-resistance growth index of Vitis
amurensis were made. The results showed that the difference of damage symptoms, damage index and salt injury index
and salt-resistance growth index among different germplasm resources was significant. The results of the main element
analysis showed that the index of Vitis amurensis germplasm in vitro was rooting rate>root length™>damage index>
plant height™>lateral bud germination rate,and these 5 growth indexes could be used as identification index to evaluate
the salt tolerance of Vitis amurensis germplasm resources in vitro.

Key words: Vitis amurensis ;salt stress;salt injury index;main element analysis
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