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Table 1 Number and name of alfalfa varieties

55 e 55 e

No. Varieties No. Varieties
94 ‘W1.343° 115 “BJ5 2000”‘ Empress 2000°
32 “ZR117°Za 117 113 EfFE 7 Domestic alfalfa
11 “FIH” ¢ Hetian’ 17 “PIRRIE” € Agengting”
58  “FEHIK KT Pulicluofuwn’ 130 “EfE” Juneng’
56 “¥F—5” ¢ Yinguoyihao’ 118 “HETEAR” ¢ Jiekelin’
28 “ELHE” ¢ Hansheng’ 109 “HE 3 B”°‘Zhongmu No. 3°
95 “B 1 2”“Qishi No. 2° 114 “BEA&ETE” Longdongmuxu’
89 “HE” ¢ Peru’ 108 “Bi+ 37 Qishi No. 3°
25 ¢Synb’ 119 “P/RX4:” ¢ Aergangjin’

6 “1897 #1£”¢1897 Zihua’ 101 “HR 7 5”*Gannong No. 7’
97 “BEAL” ¢ Zhaodong’ 116 “FL” ¢ Aohan’

30 “Zm 237¢7a 237 66 I ¢ Xingping”
87 £80-69” 36 “Br.E 15” ‘Kanghan 15
54 “P2”*Bolan’ 83 “VHE” ¢ Weinan’

60 “224E7*Lanhua’ 16 ‘Gymm’

5 “Bledt 7 € Shanbeizizhou’ 21 “BR MR 8”7 ¢ Stalingrad’
59 “HZA” Japan’ 69 “Fr22m A" Helanxiangyang’
31 “HFER” ¢ Yimeng’ 20 €80-70’
92 “g5+ T”°QishiT’? 68 “% 0, )¢ " Luomaniya’

105 “&43” ¢ Yanshi’ 91 “EJH 2 8”*Caoyuan No. 2°

61 ‘2X1° 112 “T4¢—%5”“Gongnong No. 1’
27 ¢75-43° 99 “B+”*Yongshi’
29 “Zm 207¢Za 207 37 “2ZPIEBEME” Lanrelaiende’
55 “140 WHRMI” ‘140 Austrilia’ 65 “2X6”’
10 “BRA T Austrilia’ 18 “1209 FHE” 1209 Sulian’
24 “TEHMZRIR” ¢ Arizona’ 38 “fE A7 ¢ Lierenhe’
90  “HLIJH 3 5”‘Caoyuan No. 3> 73 “BrLE 17”“Kanghan 17’

4 “#AE” ¢ Dongde’ 67 ‘Natawakaba’
96 “PIHE” ¢ Adina’ 23 ‘Asi’

129  “EfE7 57 Juneng No. 77 106 “HK 8 5”*Gannong No. 8’

1.2 KEH*E

BEHL PRI B0 B 1 S PP 20 7, B4t
AP F WSS UE 30 s, 30 0. 1% HgCl %
YRIHF 8 min, BUH 5 FIRZE K /e 4~5 K, 4
JE ¥ RS A S SE UG T H A IR AR 5 57
M As A, A e TR ILE

FATRMBEEN OLR#EE LRH-250-GSLL,
25 °CYEHE 12 h 2R 12 h BB 85%.CO, W
0% 53 7 d. 7 dJERENLIER 5 MR A
1/2 Hoagland FJFEIRE T (13 em X5 cm) 21
3d.EZH 4 RSB RWBOKK 8% 1 AE Kk
—KERW. FHWAERE 20 d FitfriimE
AbER . WM EEFR 150 mmol « L' NaCl 4b¥8 4 d,
PRI & 2 07 %k iR A4 kL, A 300 mmol « LT
NaCl 4b3E 4 d, HR4EF BT T Eh A1k}
1.3 mMENZE

M4 & A SPAD-520 U E 4R
AT DT AR A Py AL B (SOD) T MR FH &
B (NBT) 2 a5 5 ; 77 B (MDA) &
R M R (TBA) B AN g™ 3 E s
B (CAT) 15k R SR AR s il s 127 5 o S AL 9
B (POD) 75 2R FH AL B A B vk U 520 i 48
N 3 KBS, BOEHIME.

MR FIAR K ZE A NaCl BT &4k 0 d, il
A NaCl 545 4 K&, 5= REHLE 3 ¥k, A
Z 8 RO B A R T AR R AR R I B .
13,1 #R& ARK AT 2 (R) 5

R=(T—Ty)/To- (1), . T HEEE
Sl T AR T, To 0 B T %8 1 F
HER
1.3.2 BAIURIRHNER T RE(STOHE

MiEh i B2 H2 (STO = (REI RSB T W
SESA I AL/ BRI E (B < 100-+(2)
1.3.3 ZEAMminmSEmEuE

u(X;) = (X;— Xoiw )/ Kix — Xeuw o 1= 15
2500,nee (D), L, X RRE | MEAHERS» Xain
FARE | MER AR IB/IME X BN | NG
BRI RAE
1.3.4 REEESHEIAE

W,=P,/i=In P;, j=1,2,+,n--(4), 2,
W ERE | NG AR ER A A e P E S
Tl BIACE , PR A T R R SRR |
MF AR ST R,
1.3.5 5B LR A TERRE 1 K/

D=j=In[u(Xj) Xwjl, j=1,2,«,ne+
(5), 3, DE A SR Il &0 T %A
ARV 1S A TR S PR A PR B
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1.4 HESH

IR A A Microsoft Excel 2003 #44:, Sk
IBM SPSS Statistics 19 #4%f $dm i 4b 38 ,

2 HBRESH

2.1 #HHREMEHESEETR
WERMR % 150 mmol « LA, 60 4278
EHE WA 300 MR PAE S A AP BT

FEE ERERHRE, HRAMEWER, I
BPAEIX 8 A~ 0 BT RE D SR ATRE. HERUREE N
300 mmol « L1, 28 K S HMR H BLM A 5
WHREENIS. A 7R IERE ALK, lat
B 7 AR E NI ERAORE . EARTE M AR
AN R HR G AR AR BE AR, I IR e B AR
FIEH 5 AR AT T — B A B AR ISR A S
(E1~3).

1 150 mmol « L' NaCl B8 THEk# B a5 1%

Fig.1 Screening of sensitive materials under 150 mmol » L™! NaCl stress

B 2 300 mmol + L™! NaCl BME T & 41 #1975 1

Fig. 2 Screening of salt tolerant materials under 300 mmol » L™ NaCl stress

3 USRS H AR

Fig. 3 Salt tolerant and salt sensitive materials
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2.2 HEMEXNSEKRSRIRKEFIE

R AR (DI R K ARSI,
32 8 H, 4 150 mmol » L7! NaCl 87T, 5
METE SRS AR K AR Z 2 TMmE . K
o 17 R v TR R X 41 0 2 P %o (R
KAFHIH 0.099 F10. 278, HE 4 AP IR E

AR AT R ENTFEEETE.

M 3 BT IFE 5, 7F 300 mmol » L' NaCl
AT 5 N E T WA R R AR K AE K2 B
THG A CERR 7 57 AR AT A A 4 %)
B8 /NAg 0. 027, “ Al e 498 ke v Py 46 o8 410 o) 28 1y
A XHE /N A 0. 031,

*2 150 mmol « L™ NaCl BB 3T & S E 4R RS H 33 H0 % 2= pY =2 0
Table 2 Effect of 150 mmol « L™ NaCl stress on the inhibition rate of

plant height and root length of different alfalfa cultivars

=8 #14& Root length FiboE IETIE ¥R Plant height FiboE IETIE
Varieties T To Inhibition rate T To Inhibition rate
Er=g 7§ Domestic alfalfa 7.3 8.1 —0. 099 4.4 6.1 —0. 278
“FE” ‘Peru’ 6.8 7.2 —0. 055 5.7 6.7 —0. 149
“EJH 35" ‘Caoyuan No. 3° 5.9 6.2 —0. 048 4.7 5.9 —0. 203
“MF” ¢Xingping’ 6.7 7.4 —0.095 5.3 5.7 —0.070
¢ Asi’ 6.5 7.1 —0. 085 4.3 5.8 —0. 258
3 300 mmol » L™ NaCl il 3 & S ff B4k 55 4R 1< A0 X #0161 2= A9 24 M
Table 3 Effect of 300 mmol « L~ NaCl stress on the inhibition rate of
plant height and root length of different alfalfa cultivars
=¥ #K Root length FaRH R #7Er Plant height FaRH R
Varieties T To Inhibition rate T To Inhibition rate
“Bl A ¢ Adina’ 7.8 8.1 —0.037 6.3 6.5 —0.031
“EfE 75 ‘Juneng No. 7’ 7.2 7.4 —0.027 5.2 5.9 —0.119
“EfE” ‘Junneng’ 6.3 6.9 —0. 086 5.8 6.6 —0.121
“BrF 15” ‘Kanghan 15” 6.9 7.6 —0.092 6.1 6.9 —0.116
“B+ T” “Qishi T? 8.1 9.1 —1.110 6.9 7.5 —0. 080

2.3 JATUERMTEERBEBEXSH

FE AT AR X 16 TT LAY Bk b b 22 B B A 22
S A XHEAH Lb 3 R0 Y 52 B L A ) T £ R
TR/, B3R (2 75 & MR FE B B i 2
PERE. WE 4.5 FTLLFE M, 7F 150 mmol « L
NaCl il T 8 41 BHF 300 mmol « L™! NaCl
H 38 T i R AR 4 R B 0 SODLPOD i 1
55 B (CK) A ¥ Fr R AR (STC<<1), T
CAT.MDA 5%t B (CK) # ¥ A& Fr £ 7
(STC>1), B& 5 FhiE] i & BT 48 45 A5 1k 1R
ARAE . BB H A B ) 4 4 BRITUFE A PR T
EEVE R BURREMEA A S B BT B B R

A i TEAS AR B AE AR AR ] AR R MR A A P 48R
B B8 AR T AR AR AR JC 2R MM SR SR R W U )
LRREEE . R 6.7 ITLAE I, K HAr Z RIfFTE

AERREE AR S, LB AT Z A Fr 4 i 15 8
FAMERES, ARAAIEEIR T A
RSy aallide il ki o 1| S E v A A RS
BEAT T
x4 150 mmol « L7 NaCl fiE T
b bR IR R AR R T R M R
Table 4 Salt tolerance coefficient (STC) of

physiological indexes of sensitive materials under

150 mmol + L ™! NaC(l stress

El iR POD SOD CAT MDA

Varieties Chlorophyll
“HE” ‘Peru’ 0. 839 0.885 0.929 1.382 1.179
E= 57 Domestic alfalfa 0. 822 0.883 0.892 1.133 1.155
“HJE 3 5” ‘Caoyuan No. 3°  0.712 0.886 0.928 1.185 1.151
“YF? Xingping’ 0.727  0.913 0.922 1.258 1.145
¢ Asi’ 0. 683 0.947 0.926 1.405 1.239
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%5 300 mmol + L™ NaCl j8 T FIBTRRZR 4 9 A 44. 382%.,25. 556 %.,20. 178 %,
5 A SR BT BRI B
b TR e R ST SR A 00. 125 %, HA A AW R i,
Tabl It tol ffici T f
able 5 Salt tolerance coefficient (STC) o E’JE[ET]’“QT@%E9#’fﬁ%TEﬁé%ﬁ‘%'ﬂ?%gﬁﬁ
physiological indexes of tolerant materials under 5 e
_ . %Bé},fﬁ JE\ °
300 mmol « L™ Na(l stress
A MRz POD  SOD  CAT MDA %8 150 mmol « L™ NaCl BB T
Varieti Chl hyll
arieties oToPny FHAB RS R R THE
“Bfe785” ¢ No. 7’ 0. 877 0.933 0.923 1.129 1.186
ﬁgmgwﬂhjx:;g ,O 0.842  0.887 0.955 1241 1255 Table 8 Comprehensive indexes(CI) coefficient and
ma . . N . .
“Ef” Junneng’ 0.924  0.906 0.957 1.229 1.216 contribution rate of salt sensitive materials under
“PrE 15” ‘Kanghan 15° 0.873  0.947 0.893 1.109 1.313 150 mmol « L™ NaCl stress
“IH+ T” “Qishi T’ 0. 885 0.873 0.882 1.152 1.205 557 Index CL
HFEM Eigen values 3.081
i% 6 150 mmol « L7 NaCl BHET FEk# Contributive ratio/ % 61.613
ﬁiﬁ*ﬂ-ﬂﬂifg*gﬁ E"J*H*gﬁﬁﬁﬁ i EEk® Cumulative contributive ratio/ % 61.613
N . . . . 4% 0.661
Table 6 Correlation coefficient matrix of POD 0. 885
physiological indexes of sensitive materials under %ﬁﬂ'ﬂ% SOD 0. 660
150 mmol + L ™! NaC(l stress Eigenvector CAT 0. 839
% THRE MDA 0. 842
POD SOD CAT MDA
Index Chlorophyll
M43 Chlorophyll 1. 000 ®9 300 mmol « L™ NaCl g8
POD —0.725  1.000 e EE R R R R E
SOD —0.450 0-518  1.000 Table 9 Comprehensive indexes(CI) coefficient and
CAT —0.166  0.607 0.668 1.000 o _
MDA 0. 347 0.761  0.301 0.772 1000 contribution rate of salt tolerant material under
300 mmol * L 7! NaC(l stress
%7 300 mmol « L~ NaCl B8 T J5¥7 Index Ch L Cl
mﬁ*ﬁﬂﬂi}g*gﬁm*ﬁ*gﬁ*ﬁﬁ %ﬁ*ﬁ Eigen values 2.219 1.278 1. 009
Table 7 Correlation coefficient matrix of LSS 44,382 25,556 20.178
Contributive ratio/ %

physiological indexes of salt tolerant material under

300 mmol + L 7! Na(l stress

Eit7n HHERER
POD SOD CAT MDA

Index Chlorophyll
H4%% Chlorophyll 1. 000

POD 0. 053 1. 000

SOD 0. 076 —0. 105 1. 000

CAT 0. 048 —0.691 0.834 1.000

MDA —0. 361 —0.403 —0.162 —0.156 1.000
2.4 EHSHH

FRS TRl R B AME EETR T,
BE MM FE bR 8 D B ER G 1R , BB
B FNTRIALAE AR  LADR AN TSR HR i 55 VR Y
AR, St 5 ANBRIRFE AR I ik i 2R B AT
430, BF2 8 B4, 7E 150 mmol « L™ NaCl i
1T EER AR S — AN 4845 CL STk A B
61.613%; A3 9 AT LIFE H, 7 300 mmol « L
NaCl 8 T EA BHET 3 4845 CLL . CL, .Cly

Rt mEkAE
44.382  69.938 90.125

Cumulative contributive ratio/ %

MR 0.205 —0.754  0.499

A POD  —0.676  0.064 0.683

T SOD 0.774  0.328  0.494
Eigenvector .

CAT 0.930  0.322 0.085

MDA  —0.506  0.702 0.204

2.5 mAPEaSIT

2.5.1 RBREGT
BIEAR O IHEE MGG IR RS
B u(Xp), B3R 10 7L TR— MRS
CI, W[ H17E 150 mmol « L™ NaCl i T &b #1
B EPE R B u(X) /MR 0, UL L & R FE
CL "R A EE 55, Bk 11 EI%H,XGL:FIEJ
—NEEEFERR CL 7E 300 mmol » L7 NaCl fift
TR ER A A P BT B u(Xj)Eijth L, BEH L
i AN TE Clp R B Eh i i
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2.5.2 MEHE

R A (DO IR AL 78 150 mmol « L7
NaCl Jpi8 TR HERPINE (w) R 1, #
300 mmol « L™! NaCl [ 38 F & 4 18 55 P AL &
(w)AFB1H 0. 492.0. 284.0. 224(F 10.11),

2.5.3 DERTE

M2 (5) HHE B AL, #F 150 mmol « L7
NaCl 8 T, BEM B E = HTE 1 D E &N
4 0, 7E 300 mmol « L™" NaCl B8 T , it #hit
“Br i g8 D (B AR 0. 834(£ 10,11),

Fz 10 150 mmol « L' NaCl 8 TH#E# R RMESERENEW(X).DE
Table 10 Value of esch variety’s comperehensive index(CL) ,index weight,u(X;),D value of

salt sensitive materials under 150 mmol « L1 NaCl stress

fFh Varieties Ch u(X1) D1l D value
“FhE” ¢ Peru’ —0.033 0. 503 0. 503
Er=E7E Domestic alfalfa —2.810 0. 000 0. 000
“EiJH 3 5”*Caoyuan No. 3° —0. 489 0. 421 0. 421
“MIE” ¢ Xingping” —0. 006 0.508 0. 508
‘Asi’ 2. 707 1. 000 1. 000
HE Weight(w;) 1. 000
=1 300 mmol « L™" NaCl B8 Tt EEF H4 R ESERENE (X ) .DE
Table 11 Value of esch variety’s comperehensive index(CL) ,index weight,u(X;),D value of
salt tolerant materials under 300 mmol » L1 NaCl stress
fiFh Ch Clz Cls u(X1) u(Xz) u(X3) D
Varieties D value
“BEfE 7 5”Juneng No. 77 —0. 459 —0. 681 0. 220 0.472 0. 109 0. 636 0. 405
“FRI R ¢ Adina’ 1. 228 1. 685 —0. 499 0. 926 1. 000 0. 420 0. 834
“E fg”*Juneng’ 1. 502 —0.676 1.177 1. 000 0.111 1. 000 0.748
“PrE 15”‘Kanghan 15° —2.213 0.642 0.527 0. 000 0. 607 0.752 0. 340
“IE+ T”*QishiT’? —0. 057 —0. 970 —1.449 0. 580 0. 000 0. 000 0. 285
L E Weight(wi) 0. 492 0. 284 0.224

2.5.4 HAHMLEETEN

2 F 5T KRS iR, AR G B
. #£ 150 mmol » L 'NaCl 38 F , Sk
E=E®EM D E & /NN 0.000, 3] 7
150 mmol » L™" NaCl 8T “Fb&” (¥ &b M
185 /™ 50 B T 3R PR 5 55 O € Asi? > %7 >
“ME”>BHR 3 S">EHEHE. T
300 mmol « L' NaCl 38 F ifif 544 ) o« il ik
8”8 DB KRR 0. 834, BABAZE 300 mmol » L1
NaCl Jiipi8 T “ B e 495 o i k1 H5 15 » 5 N A
Tt £ P 5 55 O “ PRI A > “ B R >“ERE 7 57>
“PLE 157 >“B+ T”,

3 it
B FETE BT A B EA , B R

REVETEXT 60 A [R] i T i AT RLHEAT 4 25
ik, FH 150 mmol « L7 NaCl &b ¥ 5 1% 1 8k

18k F 300 mmol » L™ NaCl 4b B ok H i £
R R IRB MR AT T S WiIAE. &
WFoTgs R s, 2R A BUS BT A B Bt A Rk &
WA K AR B A K 352 30 T KN [RRR BE (R4 i, i
FER5E,SOD.POD fE M B T AR E M
TR, CAT &4 MDA & #¥H RFHRIE K
EF. BT b R B8 A e 8 AR R ] AR
P AT — A~ BRI RS AR A BB R 08 b T4 E T
b, WOl B AT £ 46 bn 45 A R L R
EEEC I

IR E R PR 5 NIRRT R R
BAE S AT . 7F 150 mmol « L™' NaCl 8T,
HERAPRL A 5 BRI ERE REUE LR 1
M EHEARE; 7E 300 mmol « L™ NaCl e+
fifEE A4 LR H 5 A FRPR RN Eh M R BUE R R 3
MFATRE. 518 FR)E R Bk h 48
R ERPEER BV EL (D D , B DB ] LIMERR R
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B H AR R S AR A i Eh MR 55 . 7E 150 mmol « L
NaCl 8T, EF=E 451 D i/ A 0. 000, 5]
7£ 150 mmol « L7t NaCl 8T B = 18 B i
K 7F 300 mmol « L™! NaCl #ipi8 T . & F
“BT ol BR” R D {H & KR 0.834, ¥ B fE
300 mmol « L™ NaCl 180 T “ BT it 3887 i i £ 74
5=

AR EIRE TE R TEA R A K B BOEC i b
AW, Bl TRy E— N 2 EEHE
A ECE PR RTS BRI 5 3 e A X BRI 45 Ao
ATHFGE N BE 48 75 R0 R B b 97 ¢ HE EL T T
ST S b I ARk A e 2 R O B R 55 1Y
HESZ R B R EIRE B8 A F LA 1
it £k R IO T B hn 8 3 R H AR 7= 1 S o H )
PEATIRES . ANBE S — B VA B T R, TR
AT ENE EEE RS N E KB, 28
TRV LG SR GV T A S SR I ERA I T ik
TR R AT R

S % 3Lk
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Identification of Salt Tolerance of Alfalfa in Seedling Stage

ZHANG Xibin' , QIN Chu! , MA Dongmei? , XU Xing?
(1. School of Life Science, Ningxia University, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750021; 2. School of Agriculture, Ningxia University,

Yinchuan, Ningxia 750021)

Abstract; 60 domestic and foreign alfalfa varieties were used as test materials, screening of salt tolerant

and salt sensitive varieties by means of phenotypic identification, and using principal component

analysis and the method of membership function of screened varieties of chlorophyll content,
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comprehensive evaluation. According to the comprehensive evaluation value (D value) of salt tolerance

in order to laid the foundation for the construction of the genetic groups and the related genes of salt
tolerance. The results showed that in 150 mmol « 1! under the stress of NaCl, ¢ Asi’ > ‘Xingping’ >
‘Peru’ > “ Caoyuan No. 3’ >> domestic alfalfa; in 300 mmol » L™' under NaCl stress, ‘ Adina’ >
‘Juneng’>>‘Juneng No. 7" > ‘Kanghan 15’ > ‘Qishi T’. The germplasm resources of salt tolerance

and salt tolerance were screened.

Keywords: alfalfa; hydroponics; seedling stage;salt tolerance



