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Table 1 Effects of salt stress on the shoot increments of apple rootstock cm
Abya AN 3% 4 TR BREBH g o ARMEH
Treatment /(mg * g~ 1) M.r Mp M=z M. m M.s
0. 5(CK> 0. 187aA 0. 270aA 0.341aA 0. 137aA 0. 167aA
1.5 0. 170abAB 0. 249abAB 0. 208bB 0. 125bB 0. 100bB
2.5 0. 158bcAB 0. 211bcABC 0. 167cBC 0. 100cC 0. 100bB
3.5 0. 154bcBC 0. 207bcABC 0. 170cBC 0 0
4.5 0. 140cdBC 0. 192¢cBC 0. 150¢C 0 0
5.5 0. 122dC 0.178¢C 0. 158¢BC 0 0
FAXF A4 & Relative growth/ % 79.6 76.8 50.0 32.8 23.9
BB S R [/ /NG FiEE 5 R 2 kiR 8.3 (P<0. 0D RIB & (P<0. 05)KF, TR,
Note: Lowercase and capital letters in each column indicate significantly different at P<C0. 05 and P<C0. 01,respectively. The same below.
®2 ERBAERBETHERETHEENTL
Table 2 Changes of apple rootstock's leaf area and sickness under salt stress
Fi-t 7 NaCl AN 33 3 TR WREE L7 LR
Index /(mge+g™1) M M. p M. =z Mm M. s
0. 5(CK) 0. 038aA 0. 025aA 0. 035aA 0.025aA 0. 019aA
L5 0. 035aA 0.023aA 0. 029bcBC 0. 021bB 0. 018aA
HEAR 2.5 0.034aA 0. 018bC 0. 026dC 0. 022bAB 0.018aA
Leaf area/cm? 3.5 0. 034aA 0. 018bC 0. 031bB 0.019¢C 0. 018aA
4.5 0. 034aA 0. 019bBC 0. 027dC 0. 018cC 0. 012bB
5.5 0. 028bB 0.017bC 0. 028cdBC 0. 018cC 0. 012bB
0.5(CK) 3L 111aA 31. 389aA 35.056aA 28.333aA 28.167aA
L5 30. 611abA 27.222bB 32. 000bB 26. 167abAB 26. 944aA
b R 2.5 29. 167abA 26. 111beBC 31. 056bcB 25. 000bcAB 27. 333aA
Leaf siclqless/ym 3.5 30. 667abA 24. 722¢BC 30. 667bcB 24. 667hcB 26. 667aA
4.5 28. 833abA 24. 389¢C 29. 833cB 24. 333bcB 22. 667bB
5.5 28. 167bA 24. 389c¢C 27.222dC 23. 333cB 22. 222bB
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Table 3 Effects of salt stress on rootstocks’ salt injury rate and index
Eicton NaCl AN 3% 4 TR BREBH Lo ARMEH
Index /(mgeg™ 1) M.~ Mp M=z M. m M.s
0. 5(CK) 4.4dC 5.4dD 11. 3eE 23. 1eD 56. 6dB
L5 5.0cdC 8.4cC 24.1dD 53. 6dC 64. 8cB
R 2.5 5.2¢C 14. 6bB 36. 8¢cC 71.6¢B 82. 2bA
Salt injury rate/ % 3.5 5.3cC 15. 4bB 37.9¢C 77. 6bcAB 86. 9abA
4.5 7.0bB 17. 2aA 53.1bB 82. 3abA 93. 7aA
5.5 9. 0aA 17. 2aA 64. 6aA 87. 4aA 93.9aA
0.5(CK) 1.1dC 1.1dD 2. 6eE 25.7dC 9. 5dD
L5 1. 3edBC 2.1cC 8.0dD 30. 7¢C 18. 0cC
hEIER 2.5 1. 7beBC 2.1cC 8. 9dCD 45. 2bB 22. 0bB
Salt injury index/ % 3.5 1. 3edC 3. 3bB 10. 6¢C 44. 7bB 24. 2bB
4.5 1. 9bB 3. 7bAB 14. 3bB 50. 4aAB 32.1laA
5.5 3.0aA 4. 1laA 24. 0aA 53.6aA 32.0aA
x4 HEMEERMARESERILETHH T
Table 4 Effects of salt stress on the content of chlorophyll,carotenoid and ratio of Car/Chl
fi NaCl AN 3% 4 TR HREWEH Lo FAR 33
Index /(mg e g 1) M. r M. p M. =z M.m M.s
0. 5(CK) 2. 569dD 2.059a 1. 863cBCD 2. 883abA 2. 076bAB
1.5 2.821cC 2.028a 1. 903beBC 2. 811bA 2.216aA
WEEAR 2.5 3.393aA 1.943a 1. 710dD 2. 908aA 1.912¢B
Chl content/(mg « g~ 1) 3.5 2. 768¢CD 2.290a 1. 995bB 2. 669cB 1. 925¢B
4.5 3. 249abAB 2.03% 2. 301aA 2. 883abA 2.226aA
5.5 3. 093bB 2.172a 1. 816cCD 2.171dC 2. 080bAB
0. 5(CK) 0. 344cdCD 0. 265a 0. 293abAB 0.422aA 0. 361aA
L5 0. 426aA 0. 240a 0. 234cB 0. 358cC 0. 325bAB
RiE NEEE 2.5 0. 392bAB 0. 267a 0. 260bcAB 0. 375bB 0. 306bcB
Carotenoid content/ (mg « g~ 1) 3.5 0. 331dD 0. 286a 0. 297abA 0. 373bB 0. 292cB
4.5 0. 378bBC 0.293a 0. 308aA 0. 373bB 0. 325bAB
5.5 0. 368bcBC 0. 259a 0. 311aA 0. 308dD 0. 303bcB
0. 5(CK) 0. 134 0.129 0. 157 0. 146 0.174
L5 0. 151 0.118 0.123 0.127 0. 147
KW FEAMGEET RN 2.5 0.118 0.137 0.152 0.129 0. 160
Car/Chl 3.5 0. 120 0.125 0. 149 0. 140 0.152
4.5 0.116 0. 144 0. 134 0.129 0. 146
5.5 0.119 0.119 0.171 0. 142 0. 146
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Table 5 Changes of soluble sugar content and MDA content in different apple rootstock under salt stress
Fi-t 7 NaCl AN 33 3 TR WREE L7 LR
Index /(mge+g™ 1D M r M. p Mz Mm M. s
0. 5(CK) 0. 030a 0. 030abA 0. 033aAB 0. 024bcABC 0. 041aAB
1.5 0. 033a 0. 029bA 0.023cC 0. 026bcAB 0. 035¢C
G es T pny 2.5 0.032a 0.032abA 0. 029bBC 0.030aA 0. 036heC:
Soluble sugar content/ % 3.5 0. 030a 0. 029bA 0. 024cC 0. 020dC 0. 038bBC
4.5 0. 030a 0. 034aA 0.024cC 0. 022¢dBC 0. 037bcC
5.5 0.032a 0. 032abA 0. 036aA 0. 026abAB 0. 043aA
0.5(CK) 0. 005dC 0. 005¢B 0. 014bBC 0. 014cB 0. 006cdC
1.5 0. 006cdC 0. 004cB 0. 014bBC 0. 015bcAB 0. 007cC
Aomese 2.5 0. 007beBC 0. 005cB 0.012cC 0.018aA 0. 003dC
MDA content/ % 3.5 0. 009bB 0. 008bA 0.010dD 0. 017abAB 0.013bB
4.5 0. 002eD 0. 010aA 0. 018aA 0. 009dC 0. 022aA
5.5 0.011aA 0.010aA 0.015bB 0. 018aA 0. 013bB

TREE HEAPENT I H W MDA & &7E NaCl ¥k
JER 2.5 mg - g B, ARG R CE TG HEAL R
FAE NaCl ¥R 3.5 mg » g " BIAR 1036 &5 T X FRL,
LA SR B 18 Xt S 1 40 R — 2 AR BE O
W PIABRIG H TG 5 2 0 IR R B IR, BR 20
FRV G FEZ IR R ERS.

2.5 b B8 Xt SE R A A B b S AL RS TE E

B

FxF B, U R VA SR 2T SR S U 12 S T S R e A, 4T
RIGHTE 3.5 mg » g ' W &m0 i 3 R T X R
5 MSERREEATE 5.5 mg » g ' BHF E X A A
PRV S 7E ER 38 T 1% SOD T6 1 ok & 4 8 2451k,
SERM Y POD & Pk A8 b 22 5 R 01, B £h vk 5 3%
I BRI B FL RG34 POD 1 1 2 5 R 5 T
P RWGHETE 3.5 mg + g ' L E AL BRI R AR R
BERTX R VFEERE .35 mg g

HIZE 6 TTLUE M, E A T2y SOD de i & s TR, S SOD.POD & 7EER
HRMARM . FIEREMBRE R ER  ha TR B2k, Rt 7 FCHCA R 38 10 e B2 B
MEFEREE T EH,2.5 mg « g ' ITRAG B EMR  HITREARE.

6 B TEREGAK SOD &R POD ikt

Table 6 Comparison of activity of SOD and POD in apple rootstock under salt stress

W E R NaCl INEEE TR BRERWE PERTE 3 R

Index /(mg e+ g1) M M. p M. =z Mm M. s
0. 5(CK) 211. 220a 363. 592abA 344. 408aA 358. 40abAB 330. 811bBC
L5 228. 602a 348. 793bAB 225. 490bB 367. 26abAB 299. 122bC
BEALY B B 2.5 203. 026a 313. 06¢cB 52.053¢C 388.56aA 372. 339aAB
SOD activity 3.5 200. 507a 365. 57abA 188. 554bB 279. 62dC 401. 499aA
/(Us+g 1 FW) 4.5 236. 003a 349. 01bAB 170. 686bB 316. 85cdBC 327. 831bBC
5.5 225. 140a 386. 78aA 314. 447aA 332. 5bcAC 317.132bC
0. 5(CK) 5 440. 0aAB 5 100. 0aA 3 090. 0cC 2 950. 0cB 3 675. 0aA
L5 2 565. 0cC 5 460. 0aA 5 505. 0aA 3 700. ObcAB 3 950. 0aA
A E Y EE 2.5 2 190. 0cC 3 670. ObB 4 300. 0bB 3 710. ObcAB 1 995. 0bB
POD activty 3.5 5 880. 0aA 5 040. 0aA 4 575. 0bB 4 830. 0aA 1 880. ObB
/(Ue+g~1 FW) 4.5 4 635.0bB 3 450. 0bB 3 225. 0cC 4 460. 0abA 1 995. ObB
5.5 4 540. 0bB 3 405. 0bB 3 040. 0cC 4 170. 0abAB 4 000. 0aA
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FHAEAT B —FE BRI S SR A AR B T R 402
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HARE CK (8D #4708 o Koo A, B R ACT- 391E
RUKHE , T VR , R W 2
HIBFT A 5 BRSESRAG AT ER P h R 2 554K
NN H > DI 5> T TR e > Th e 3 >4
RIBHEGE 8, X 5SEEY e I E (Fihi 4. 02,
pH 7. DFHEN KR IEAY &
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Table 7 Comparison of root activity of apple rootstock under salt stress TTFmg+g ! «h!
NaCl IR TR BREBH g o ARMEH
/(mge+g™1) M r M. p M= Mm M. s
0. 5(CK) 0. 016aA 0. 014aA 0.014aA 0. 007aA 0. 019aA
L5 0. 014bcAB 0.013aAB 0. 007cdBC 0.007aA 0. 018aA
2.5 0. 015abA 0. 012abABC 0. 008bcBC 0. 005bB 0.011cC
3.5 0. 013cBC 0. 010bBCD 0. 009bcB 0. 005bB 0. 013bB
4.5 0.011dC 0. 010bCD 0. 005dC 0. 007aA 0. 010dC
5.5 0. 008eD 0. 007¢D 0. 010bAB 0.007aA 0. 005eD
» s = 7 3
*38 HEMET 5 MIEEEIEIRRE BB S
Table 8 Analysis of subordinate function of 5 kinds of plants under salt stress
HERE wEH MEEE BERKE WAED Wo_ESE THEHSE BE
SERLBEAR L XK R HF
Salt injury Leaf Leaf Car/Chl Shoot SOD POD Root MDA Soluble sugar Average
Root-stock RGR Rank
index area thickness length activity content content value
B M r 1. 000 1. 000 1. 000 1. 000 1. 000 1. 000 1.000  0.000 0. 626 0. 563 1. 000 0. 835 1
FIRHEH M. p 0. 673 0. 000 0. 000 0. 323 0. 950 0.938 0.000 0.141 0. 565 0.478 0. 969 0.458 3
BREEE M = 0. 000 0. 426 0.371 0. 427 0. 468 0. 466 0.371 0.885 0. 000 1. 000 0. 000 0. 401 4
FBEEMm 0. 978 0.222 0. 457 0. 000 0. 158 0. 158 0.457  1.000 1. 000 0. 880 0. 937 0. 568 2
W M s 0.697 0. 565 0. 607 0. 250 0. 000 0. 000 0.607 0.035  0.131 0. 000 0. 439 0.303 5
3, 3, =1 11-12, A} <3
3 it 5% L BRA SRR HBE . MDA 10 IR

Y32 ER 8 R R MR B R A4 K Z 2
AR B A X A R B TR EE a7 fl AT
DR BHC T $h M R AT . ks T SR Y BT A
A BRI Eh R B B R T I 1R U S R 1R e
Ko NRIGHEIEER/D . ARIREELAE T, KR
SERPHT AR X A B B R, VIR I SR M BR SR I 2K
Z AL RS AR/ s TR B i JEE Al B B2 F
AL, TLIH BRI I S 3 ol 1 AR B e
i LT R A

Fh Pt A0 X AR R M e Bl — R B Y AR B
AR 4K, AR ZR 1 7 MDA F & PR TG M 4R AE
BRI R R SR AR AR R 258 e e 7e3h
AR B 1 S 2 B 3 B TR R T 7 A R
A, T 6 e BE AE G 0 40 MO RES S8 e , I PR B o R AR AR

SEACAE TR 7™ 100 » R ML 200 TR 52 R B ) i
TEAR  He i B 2o /0 W] DU W AR 5 R B K RN 48
BRI N B SOD.POD i1 BR A k¥ B Hh A8
JEE0 & T TR & AR BRI TE R IR A i SR AR AR
FF=AE I MDA K R A E A i, sl R
SERIROLEST AT 42 R AL AR RO BT ET . A RO
i - MDA [fFR R 8 L R BE 1 i b A, 5k
SOD TR A4 T AR AL, ZEBT 5L #RiE SOD
T P o 52005 o 30 7 ) 84 D 8 G A LA
BERIE T BT R iR P R Eh v R N, 2
AP MDA & & E A B, SOD i
BN FIREBE A REA  /\ B B2 I i 35 AR Ak U B L
16 % 220 M F) 20 M I — R AR RO B L (EA R Vg
S} 32 £5 38 B8 0 8058 , W] BE W R S8 3l SOD R 1772
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BT BRI 5 AR AR 3 8 HOR L E R IR
RV PR B 00 TR 0, 20 3R 96 2 00 R E 8 B
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Abstract: Using one year old seedling plants as tested materials,salt resistance of 5 kinds apple rootstocks(Malus

robusta, Malus pruni folia , Malus sieboldii ,» Malus zumi, Malus micromalus) was compared by salt stress

treatment, The results showed that with the increase of NaCl concentration, the shoot increment, leaf area, leaf

thickness and root activity of the tested plants declined gradually;while salt injury index and its rate increased

with the smallest increasing range for M. robusta and the biggest one for M. sieboldii. The content of chlorophyll

and carotenoid varied in different treatments, with relative small variations for M. robusta and M. pruni folia. The

contents of soluble sugar and MDA of the tested plants had a trend to increase with aggravation of salt stress,the
activities of SOD and POD were affected in different degrees; M. robusta was the biggest and M. sieboldii was the

smallest of the averange subordinate function. Comprehensive analysis the performance of the rootstocks with the

indexes obtained in the test,salt resistance of the 5 apple rootstocks could be ranked as follows, M. robusta, M.

micromalus, M. pruni folia,M. zumi ,M. sieboldii.

Keywords : apple rootstock;salt stress;growth;physiological characteristics; subordinate function
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