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Table 1 Effect of salt stress on plant morphology of

three species of leafy vegetables

Lig S 58 LigiE:d IR

LS hb¥E . .
Vatiety Treatment Leaf length  Blade width Leaf  Plant width
/cm /cm number /cm
CK 18.11a 6. 22a 47. 00a 36.51a
T T1 16. 51ab 5.67ab 42. 00ab 35.11ab
R LT T2 15. 50bc 5. 03b 39. 33bc 31.76b
T3 14. 15¢ 4.94b 35. 00c 31. 94b
CK 24. 35a 12.93a 19. 33a 43.93a
RS T1 23. 46ab 11. 78a 19. 67a 41. 93ab
HR I A T2 21. 68ab 13.81a 21. 00a 39. 10b
T3 20. 84b 10. 97a 17. 33a 37.97b
CK 30. 99ab 4.97a 19. 33a 56. 33bc
T K Tl 30. 75ab 5.18a 20. 33a 65. 88a
‘EFLAFME T2 32.08a 5.78a 19.67a  54.49¢
T3 28. 32b 4.99a 16. 33a 57. 85b

A R E/NE FREFR [ — MR R F P<<0. 05 22 5 B &K, FIH .
Note:Different lowercase letters show the significance level (P<C0. 05) in longitudi-

nal of the different treatments at the same species, the same below.
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Table 2 Effect of salt stress on biomass accumulation of
three species of leafy vegetables

R POk HE THE BKE
Variety Treatment  Fresh weight/g  Dry weight/g Water content/ %

CK 102. 62b 4. 60a 95. 52b

T T1 130. 18a 4. 25ab 96. 73a

R T T T T2 85.01c 3.79b 95. 56b

T3 76. 24c 3.54b 95. 46b

CK 368. 52a 16. 92a 95. 41b

B Tl 304. 70b 11. 35b 96. 28a

TR T2 185. 60c 8. 24c 95.57b

T3 160. 74c 7. 54c 95. 31b

CK 170. 22b 8.07b 95. 25ab

e T1 213.72a 10. 32a 95. 17b

CPUBLT A T2 227. 24a 9. 82a 95. 67a

T3 134. 31¢ 7.38b 94. 50c
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Fig. 1 Effect of salt stress on the relative growth of

three species of leafy vegetables
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Fig. 2 The growth of three species of leafy vegetables under salt stress
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Table 3 Effect of salt stress on nutritional quality of three species of leafy vegetables
2k hb3 RN & R TIYEEE AR #EECHR
Variety Treatment Soluble suger content/(mg » (100g) ~1FW) Soluble protein content/(mg + g~ 1 FW) Vitamin C content/ (mg * (100g) ~1FW)
CK 0. 467 2a 2.150 la 81. 255 3b
» . T1 0. 321 3ab 2.073 2a 93. 345 8a
W A 2

T2 0. 165 6b 2.055 2a 99. 615 2a

T3 0. 300 lab 1. 805 6a 97. 425 7a

CK 2.143 8a 3.113 2a 118.723 1a

T1 1. 555 3b 2. 891 8ab 109. 195 5a

RS SR PR A SR

T2 1. 552 9b 2.755 1b 94. 952 4b

T3 1. 405 1b 2.795 3b 95.495 1b

CK 2.105 8b 2. 815 2a 112. 821 1c

N . T1 2. 622 6a 2. 920 8a 145. 641 4b

TR B FME

T2 1. 705 1b 2.691 la 165. 305 6a

T3 1. 675 8b 2.675 3a 167. 832 2a
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Effect of Salt Stress on Plant Growth and Nutritional Quality of
Three Species of Leafy Vegetables

WANG Shuang, LI Xiaoxiao, YU Chengzhi, LIN Duo, YANG Yanjie
(Horticultural College,Qingdao Agricultural University, Qingdao, Shandong 266109)

Abstract; Cichorium enfivia L. , Lactuca sativa L. and Lactuca sativa var longifoliaf. Lam were taken as experimental
materials. Sodium chloride solution in cultivation matrix simulation was applied to create salt stress environment, 3 salt
stress intensities (2. 0,3.0,4. 0 mS/cm) were set in this paper and the same cultivation matrix without sodium chloride
solution was taken as control. Through the research of salt stress on plant morphology, biomass accumulation and
nutritional quality of three species of leafy vegetables, the suitable species were screened out for saline-alkali land
cultivation. The results showed that the low concentration of salt stress on leaf vegetables had no significant inhibition
and even had a promoting influence, but the plant morphological, physiological indexes and nutritional quality had been
inhibited with different degree under the high concentration of salt stress. The most significant inhibition appeared in
biomass accumulation. Lactuca sativa L. was sensitive to salt stress,the cultivation of EC value should not be higher
than 1. 2 mS/cm. The second was Cichorium en fivia L. ,which could adapt to EC value from 1. 2 mS/cm to 2. 0 mS/cm.
Lactuca sativa var longi foliaf. Lam had the strongest adaptability to salt stress,it could normally grow in the EC value
from 1. 2 mS/cm to 3. 0 mS/cm.

Keywords: salt stress;leafy vegetables;plant growth;nutritional quality
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