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7 200 mmol-L™" NaCl 4bH FiEEIE AR (£ 1),
5 0 mmol-L™" NaCl 4k # 4 [t , 300 mmol-L™
NaCl AbFR{F bk . FHfdr . FIREZN AR . 25 Rt AR
Yri th BRI BERRAG, b AR R A= 4 i
R, A 45.1% Fl1 52.2%; 1 FIfi =249

=1
Table 1

W MR ZE, N 24.8%., —#H4HM RWC 7£ 300
mmol-L™" NaCl b3~ & & FF . REL B ETH5,
HAp A RWC B FIK T 28.0%, il
M A REL 7+ T 125.3%, el 28 iR
Ko

NaCl X &1, B MFnRIER4) B £ B TR E M F 18X Sk EFMRHRSEENN

M. azedarach, U. pumila and R. pseudoacacia.

The Effects of NaCl on dry biomass, leaf relative water content and relative electrolytic leakage of

T i & Dry biomass/g

oy NaClik fZ/ AR B K FL AR VS 17 22
Species (' mmol-L™") i) =% I RWC/% REL/%
Root Shoot Leaf
0 2.51+0.15 bc 3.31:£008b 243 +0.08¢c 87.25+1.29 f 375250
- 100 222+025b 359+040bc  2.08+0.22abc  73.69+0.71d 494 +1.7f
Melia azedarach L. 200 2.86+0.03¢c 4.29+0.07 ¢ 2.37 £ 0.05 bc 63.33£1.90 b 555+ 15g
300 2.400.17 be 3.21£0.25b 1.75£0.10 a 57.29+0.59 a 595+ 1.4 h
0 8.72+0.38 f 1013+ 0471 102640429 88.68+0.61 f 263t13a
i 100 6.12+0.10 de 8.82+023e 7.04£0.27 ef 8163+1.82e 356+ 16¢
Ulmus pumila L. 200 6.59 £ 0.28 e 8.46 £ 0.59 e 7.73£047f 77.12+1.23d 426+17d
300 5.75+0.06 d 7.61+£0.23d 6471048 e 64.79+1.21b 454146
0 1.02£0.02 a 210+0.09a 3.64+017d 90.66 + 0.54 f 285+16b
_ 100 059+003a 1.63+0.07 a 1.87+0.18 a 7423 +1.39d 49.8+19f
Robinia pseudoacacia L. 200 0.57+0.05a 1.80+0.17 a 195+0.10ab  69.20+1.12¢ 60.1+1.8h
300 0.56+0.04 2 1.65+0.07 a 1.74£0.11a 65.24 +0.83 b 642+15i
P Value - "
SxT "

W AR NFIE £ AR (n=6), FFIAEFRHMAEERFEE(P < 0.05);* P< 0.05*: P < 0.01;**: P < 0.001;**: P < 0.0001.

NG

Notes: The data is the average + SE (n=6), different letters in the same column mean significant different in P < 0.05 level; **: P < 0.01;

***. P < 0.001; ***: P < 0.000 1. The same below

5 0 mmol-L™" NaCl kb HAH ., T8 A #i 4l
WA e R (e R a FintakE b) M
N2 & 57E 100 F1 200 mmol-L™" NaCl &b 3 2%
SONRE, ALY R R B R
(% 2). 7F 300 mmol-L™" NaCl &b FE T, 3 Fh4)
i AR B AL, o g
2% b WE TR T 59.4%, FEiRm A s
E kR a RIS N RS R T 48.0%
f151.0%, FERZ.

5 0 mmol-L™" NaCl 4348 ., 300 mmol-L™
NaCl kb B R4 W i 519 P,. Gs. Ci Fll E 43
BIFEAR T 52.7%. 80.1%. 38.9% #181.3%, 1l
i i LR iEbR B T T 71.1%. 83.7%.
33.8% 11 79.1%, {H FIRE L it Fr L iR F8 b5 43

T % T 68.8%. 76.9%. 21.8% F1 80.0%; ifij
3Fh 4l H M WUE 4y 3 T+ T 165.0%.,
37.8% F166.1%, Ls 73ifE107.4% . 70.6% F128.6%
(£3),
2.2 NaCl et & B RBRMAEER
RH S

TR, AR RTRIRAR R P i B e R 1
AR FEEMRE I (& 1), 7 300 mmol-L™
NaCl AbH T, R . F A FD AR AR Hh i 25 i 22 R
S W 0 mmol-L™" NaCl 4 B2 5 T 2.4,
11.0 F1 4.3 £, 0 v iife B Il 20 R 20 3 7 = T 65,
10 F1 16 % o = 3 &y ¥ AR v ml % Pk 2R i 7R
NaCl i T @&, 5 0 mmol-L™" NaCl &b B
AHEG, 300 mmol-L™" NaCl 4k B e i TAR v mf
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&2 NaCl ¥EHR BRMFRGERSERRZIENTMN
Table 2 The effects of NaCl on photosynthetic pigment content of M. azedarach,
U. pumila and R. pseudoacacia.

b NaCI¥ &/ 4k #a ET 0] K% bR
Species (mmol-L™) Chl a/(mg-g™") Chl b/(mg-g™") Car/(mg-g™")
0 9.47 +0.34 g 2.64+0.12 de 217 +0.06 fg
— 100 9.84+1.04¢g 3.09+0.28 e 2.02 £ 0.26 efg
Melia azedarach L. 200 8.66 + 0.96 efg 3.06+0.36 e 2.34+0.05 gh
300 6.07 + 0.25 abc 1.71£0.08 be 1.83 £ 0.07 de
0 8.03 + 0.38 def 2.71+0.08 de 1.69 £ 0.13 cd
e 100 7.66 +0.56 de 2.14 +0.38 cd 1.77 £ 0.06 de
i il L 200 7.20 0.1 cde 2.19 +0.26 cd 1.57 £ 0.04 bed
300 496+0.26a 110+ 0.06 a 1.37 £0.07 be
0 9.56 £ 0.80 fg 2.69+0.21 de 2.02+0.18 ef
i 100 6.69 + 0.19 bed 1.93 £ 0.07 be 1.28 £ 0.05 ab
Robinia pseudoacacia L. 200 5.15+0.16 ab 1.47 £ 0.03 ab 1.03£0.02a
300 497+0.33a 1.40£0.12 ab 0.99+0.04 a
P Value T
G . "

%3 NaCl &R BB ELSIERSHKSFIARERSFLR GBI IE

Table 3 The effects of NaCl on photosynthetic parameters, WUE and Ls of M. azedarach,
U. pumila and R. pseudoacacia.

P NaCRKkRE/  #JaEE%E ST i1 [] C Ok [ i icpr s K43 FI FH ek LR HIE
Species (mmol-L™") Py/(umol-m™2:s") G¢/ (mol-m2-s™") C;/ (umol -mol™") E/(mmol-m™2-s™") WUE/(umol-mmol™") L
0 11.2+01i 0211£0.009g 2702+52f  2.89+0.11] 40:02a 027:001a
-~ 100 85£02g 0.101+0.010e 228.1+13.1de 1.30£0.11fg 70£06cd  0.41+0.03bc
(N EEEURTERD = 200 69+03f 0.071+0.008d 209.1+143bcd 0.79+0.08 9.0£0.7ef  0.45+0.04 cde
300 53+02d 0042+0001c 1650+55a  054+004cd  106+03g  0.56+0.01f
0 97+0.1h 0.123+0004f 2512+17ef 215£0.10h 45+02a  0.34+0.00ab
i 100 60+03e 0060+0.003d 2053 +22.1bcd 1.15+0.06f 54+06ab 047 +0.05cde
Ulmus pumila L. 200 39£00c 0030+0001b 161.3+9.1a  0.61£0.01d 65£02bc  0.58 +0.02f
300 28+01a 0.020£0.001a 166.3£120a  0.45%0.02 bc 62+03bc  0.58+0.03 f
0 93£0.1h 0.104+0.003e 2275+7.3de 1.45£005g 6.6+02bc  0.42+0.01bc
i 100 41:£01c 0.042£0004c 2144:95cd  0.550.05cd 83+05de  0.44 +0.02 cd
Robinia pseudoacacia L. 5o 34+02b 0029+0001b 183.8+10.9abc 0.38+0.03b 93+04efg 051 +0.02 def
300 29+00ab 0.024+0.002ab 177.8+18.3ab 0.29+0.03a 10.3+1.0fg  0.54 +0.05ef
P Value —
S . ns . " ns

VE: nsiAE

Note: ns: not significant
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F1199.2%. 7F 300 mmol-L™" NaClI b3, =%
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AR i 4
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B 2 NaClxtEs. BRI SRt P E EXEEE (a, b) A MET ELWE (¢, d) HHENIIT
Fig. 2 The effects of NaCl on CAT (a, b) and APX (c, d) activities in roots and leaves of of
M. azedarach, U. pumila and R. pseudoacacia.

% 4 NaCl {EBR. BMARGSHRIMHFEFLEH0FMN
Table 4 The effects of NaCl on the ion contents in roots and leaves of M. azedarach,
U. pumila and R. pseudoacacia.

¥ Root " Foliar

B NaClik E/
Species (mmol-L™) Na*4&/ K&/ Ca¥&®  Mg»&&/ Na*& &/ K& &/ Ca*& |/ Mg¥& &/
(mg-g") (mg.g") (mgg’) (mgg’) (mg-g™) (mg-g™) (mg-g™) (mg-g™)

141+ 11.88+0.92 2.87+0.13 1.97 +0.39 0.08+£0.01 18.99+1.88 15.93+0.66 4.74 +0.19

Y 0.21a c a a a bcd b ef
100 273+ 12.04+0.44 3.06+0.38 2.10+0.18 0.57£0.28 2235+0.22 15.17+0.15 3.67 +0.08
R 0.12b c a ab (¢ fgh ab abc
Melia azedarach L. 200 271+ 11.49+0.05 2.86+0.15 1.80+0.11 457 +1.28 22.82+0.95 13.09+0.49 3.40%0.18
0.36 b c a a e gh ab a
281+ 890+0.77 2.86+0.30 1.76£+0.15 12.23+1.08 21.37+0.84 12.75+0.34 3.36+0.10
300
0.33b b a a f efg a a
0 171+ 7.57+04310.32+1.19 3.36+0.11 0.08+£0.01 13.00+0.19 23.23+0.52 5.26 +0.04
0.15 ab b d de a a bc f
100 850+ 4.46+0.28 8.26+0.17 3.16+£0.15 0.15+0.01 17.28+0.38 23.17+1.17 4.64+0.25
=i 0.46 c a ® de ab bc bc def
Ulmus pumila L. 9.02+ 4.46+0.15 8.05+0.44 2.99+0.07 0.29+0.03 16.72+0.41 22.01+0.71 4.52+0.23
200
0.35¢ a G cd bc b b de
300 1199+ 329+0.12 7.69+0.72 299+0.29 10.33+0.45 19.94+0.32 20.62+0.76 4.49+0.16
0.36 d a ® cd f def b de
0 199+ 16.52+0.09 4.69+0.12 2.59 +£0.08 0.21+0.03 24.44+1.09 21.89+0.25 4.05+0.25
0.16 ab e b bc b hi b bcd
9.11+ 14.69+0.07 442+0.11 3.36 £0.07 1.41+£0.32 . 2239+202 3.61+0.38
sl 100 095 ¢ d b de d 26.05+ 1.30j b ab
Robinia pseudoacacia L. 1123+ 12.24+0.22 428+0.09 3.59+0.29 0.43+0.05 27.89+0.25 27.38+1.37 4.09+0.20
200 -
0.06d c b e ® j d bed
300 13.81+ 8.80+0.74 5.03+0.05 3.11+0.09 1.71+0.22 3410+ 150 25.82+2.04 4.25+0.28
0.76 e b b cde d k cd cde

S *kkk *kkk *kkk *kkk *kkk Fkkk *kkk *kkk

Hkkk *xdk ok
ns

P Value T Hkkk Hkkk ns ns

SxT Fkkk *kk ns * *kkk *k *k *




162 Mool B o OBF 5 %37 &
%5 NaCl W¥&ER. ARMREL SR PEFE2LENNI N
Table 5 The effects of NaCl on the ion ratios in roots and leaves of M. azedarach,
U. pumila and R. pseudoacacia
WA NaClifk &/  Root i Foliar
Species (mmol-L™) e Ca*/Na* Mg?/Na* K*/Na* Ca*/Na* Mg?*/Na*
0 859+057g 209+020d 1.38+0.06e 196.83+1049h 196.26+3.40g 58.41:1.77g
- 100  4.44+031f 1.14+020c 078+0.10d  36.88+9.84c 24.90+645d 624+ 1.66¢
Melia azedarach L. 200 437+049f 1.08+008c 068+006cd  378+004ab 217+006b  0.56+0.00a
300 322:033e 1.04%015c 063+0.02c 1.7610.10 a 107+013a 028+0.02a
0  448+023f 6.02+018e 199+0.13f 161.41+10.17g 288.25+18.53h 65.35+4.11h
. 100  053+0.06ab 098+003c 037+001b 11364+6.55e 15258 +4.22f 29.57 +1.00 f
Ulmus pumila L. 200  050:0.04ab 090+0.06c 033+£002b  6072+642d 80.11+7.02e 1641+1.00e
300 027+000a 064+005b 025+0.02a 1.97+0.19a 202+0.16ab 0.4410.04a
0  847+075g 239+0.14d 1.34+002e 139.15+145f 138.00+£1.25f 27.11+0.76f
- 100  167£018d 051:007ab 0.38+0.03b  21.18+3.89bc 1674+298cd 2.87+0.38b
Robinia pseudoacacial.  5g 1.09£0.03c 0.38+001a 032+002b  6597+6.84d 6503+862e 9.59+0.69d
300 065+009b 0.38+007a 023+001a  2047+317bc 1467+107c 254+0.17b
PValue T

BRI RURIBR 4 e Ca® & T R
200 mmol-L™" NaCl &b Hi it 5 B 1 A 4y 4 1 - vp
Ca®* St , (HEEfIsE4h it Ca®* &
= ZF 5 300 mmol-L™" NaCl &b Hi {5 1245 4 i
mprp Ca® i mERRIL, MR Ca*
A ETE, X ARgh i Ca®t SR e
SO, PR L AR TR AR G B AR A R Ca*/Na”
Y48 % %) NaCl il it )5 & & P& 4%, 300 mmol-L™
NaCl &k 3 ffi & 1142 b Ca®*/Na* tt 0 mmol-L™’
NaCl 4t #5510 /> T 50.2% . 89.4% 1 84.1%,
fifi it Ca*/Na* 43 53k 2> T 99.5% . 99.3% FiI
89.4%,

NaCl i x5 B (A4 iR b Mg® & &k
A s, (AL AR b Mg® & T
(£ 4), 7EMh, NaCl 36 {5 54 R i 4 i
() Mg® & it i S5 BRAIG, (EXT IR A B WA B
M, SR, NaCl Ba il . A AR ST AR
FE ) Mg?/Na® & 2 %A%, #£ 300 mmol-L™
NaCl b3 T, B TARAI g Mg®*/Na* 435 T k&
754.3%.87.4% . 82.8% #199.5% . 99.3% . 90.6%.

B AT B F %38 R Sknas Scana
Smgna B NaCl vk B 34 fin iy & % 34 K, 78 300

mmol-L™" NaCl Zb ¥ F ik ) & KMH, 405K 0
mmol-L™" NaCl 4h ¥ 41 ¥y 39.3. 85.1 il 96.3 f%
(#£6), 100 mmol-L™" A1 200 mmol-L™" NaCl 4t
PR 1A ) 1 0 B T is R B ERRAIK, {3 300
mmol-L™" NaCl &b PR H i 2 Fh 5. AL i il s
T35 Z801F 100 mmol-L™" NaCl 238 F 7hes, 3
7£ 200 mmol-L™" NaCl ZMBE R, 1 300 mmol-L™
NaCl X ffi ScaNa 0 SMg,Na BET .

2.5 EBR.AERERSENTRESESER
251 FMk. iAol AL G At b S AR ] 69 A8
KA AR RBIERE T (E3), BRI
BVRAIAHOCHERIN, HARAE bR Z AL 25 AH O
KFR, XM EE A EES, BT
X BEFE bR AE AR P38 Ik B3 BT 4 A AN ]
FECE A LR FE PRI AR 2
it ER A TP S AR B K R 22, PR, TRk
— 25U T A R T HH 3 E A R R R A

252 EAk. G A kAR W a RS AR R 69 £
BT XFAN[E NaCl e BE R HeB . A AR
LI X B R AR AT oAb, SRR 7. R
ANLEETEMTERR (Cl) MY TTRRR Y 5N 42.8% .
25.6%. 15.6% #11 3.9%, Zitsi#k*R N 87.9%,
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% 6 NaCl X&E8R. BMminRIeRsh & SK, Na\SCa, Na n sMg, Na Al
Table 6 The effect of NaCl on Sk na, Sca, na @nd Syg na Of M. azedarach, U. pumila and R. pseudoacacia

W FhSpecies NaCli& fZ/ (mmol-L™") Sk, Na Sca,Na Swig, Na
0 0.047 + 0.003 ef 0.012 £ 0.000 b 0.024 +0.001 b
A 100 0.180 + 0.027 h 0.068 + 0.004 f 0.178 +0.012 g
Melia azedarach L. 200 1.156 + 0.133 i 0.497 +0.046 h 1.219+0.112i
300 1.8490.262 ] 1.021 £0.211 i 2.311£0.234 |
0 0.028 + 0.001 d 0.021 £ 0.002 cd 0.030 + 0.000 ¢
B 100 0.005 + 0.000 a 0.007 £ 0.000 a 0.013 £0.001 a
Ulmus pumila L. 200 0.009 + 0.000 b 0.011 £ 0.000 b 0.021 + 0.000 b
300 0.143 £0.016 h 0.318+0.021g 0.568 + 0.042 h
0 0.060 + 0.006 fg 0.017 £ 0.001 ¢ 0.046 + 0.008 d
il 100 0.077 £0.010 g 0.029 + 0.003 de 0.127 £ 0.011 f
Robinia pseudoacacia L. 200 0.017 £0.002 ¢ 0.006 + 0.001 a 0.033 £ 0.000 ¢
300 0.040 + 0.008 de 0.030 £ 0.004 e 0.093 £ 0.007 e
S Kkkk *kkk *kkk
P Value T
S x T Kkkk *kkk *kkk
L FRWC
& o TS FREL
QQ‘ RPro
FPro
Rprotein
Fprotein
RCAT
FCAT
Chla
Chlb
ﬂ. . Car
P ey *** RAPX —0.2
EAPX
SEEEe | P, i
PO s G, 0
O m c
< * E -02
< RCa
NS RK
O RMg -0.4
< RNa
FCa
FK -06
FMg
FNa
RDW 08
*P<0.05 *P<0.01 **P<0.001 SDw
FDW 10

#:/Notes: FRWC: I 5 #1%} 5 /K i, Foliar relative water content; FREL: M- H Hifift 57815 %, Foliar relative electrolytic leakage; RPro: HR{if 25 Iifi &
fiz, Root free proline; FPro: I-jji7 & fifi %R, Foliar free proline; Rprotein: # 1] #% ¥ 143, Root soluble protein; Fprotein: M-1] %M % 14 /5t Foliar
soluble protein; RCAT: # CAT #ifi 1, Root CAT activity; FCAT: - CAT i 1, Foliar CAT activity; Chla: -4 % a, Chlorophyll a; Chlb: M4t % b,
Chlorophyll b; Car: 288 N %, carotenoid; RAPX: # APX {4, Root APX activity; FAPX: Il APX i, Foliar APX activity; P,: ¥4 HK, Net
photosynthetic rate; Gg: S fL-5J¥, Stomatal Conductance; C;: fifii] CO, # ¥, Intercellular CO, concentration; E: 7%/i%# %, Evaporation rate; RCa:
#irh Ca?, Ca® in roots; RK: #i 1 K*, K* in roots; RMg: R #* Mg?*, Mg?" in roots; RNa: #2 Na*, Na* in roots; FCa: '+ Ca?*, Ca®" in leaves; FK:
- K, K* in leaves; FMg: 7 Mg?*, Mg?" in leaves; FNa: -# Na*, Na* in leaves; RDW: #2 T Jfi &, Dry weight of roots; SDW: 25T Jfi &, Dry
weight of stems; FDW: M- Jfif&, Dry weight of leaves; F[F],The same below

B3 EiR.emiRRSER 28 NMEFREIEX REER

Fig. 3 Correlation coefficient matrix and significance of variation of 28 indexes of
M. azedarach, U. pumila and R. pseudoacacia
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Table 7 The coefficients and contribution ratio of
comprehensive indicators of principal component of
M. azedarach, U. pumila and R. pseudoacacia

seedings

Ny cH CI2 CI3 Cl4
FREE 11.983 7477 4.360 1.096
TR ZE /% 42.800 25.632 15.572 3.913
ZI TR %% 42.800 68.427 83.999 87.912

REAE ) B

FRWC 0.256 0.112 -0.108 -0.109
FREL -0.241 -0.144 -0.083 0.206
RPro -0.205 -0.006 0.212 0.219
FPro -0.154 -0.232 0.182 0.099
Rprotein -0.267 0.086 0.089 0.003
Fprotein 0.094 -0.300 0.116 0.198
RCAT -0.202 -0.010 0.282 -0.181
FCAT -0.179 -0.122 0.187 -0.440
Chla 0.217 -0.156 0.082 -0.191
Chib 0.198 -0.156 0.088 -0.207
Car 0.159 -0.199 0.232 -0.120
RAPX -0.258 -0.101 0.045 0.216
FAPX -0.270 -0.051 0.010 0.050
P, 0.264 -0.128 0.048 0.088
G, 0.254 -0.118 0.004 0.286
C; 0.236 -0.088 -0.075 0.097
E 0.268 -0.039 0.038 0.279
RCa 0.052 0.338 0.114 -0.090
RK 0.076 -0.236 -0.292 -0.292
RMg -0.033 0.290 -0.219 -0.170
RNa -0.202 0.199 -0.158 0.091
FCa -0.024 0.274 -0.288 -0.016
FK -0.157 -0.113 -0.338 0.070
FMg 0.131 0.259 0.011 0.392
FNa -0.167 -0.071 0.256 0.080
RDW 0.090 0.238 0.325 0.027
SDW 0.077 0.249 0.317 -0.005
FDW 0.103 0.296 0.215 -0.079

CLAXTHM. PR ADEIRES) i 1 KR 2885 B4
T RS, ik, wK 28 ASwIiRI E bR
$each 4 A E S LR SRR, ol CI
Cl2. CI3 fil Cl4, ¥, X CIM BTEkEs K1)
FebnA i R AR E K AR R E R A T AR
e APX R . A R R ALR R R I
Hy Cl2 EZ MM rhal AR A . R h
Mg®* . W Ca® Filit iy T BT #H G ; £ CI3 i ot
kR 8 AR A A T CAT. ARFIIth K*, it rh
Ca® fl Na*'. MAZET Fifk; X Cl4 STk K
febr WAL T, ABHEE R K. i
Mg®* . [FIBTARYE 28 A~ ELHEEDN A 8 bR fE s Win T 1
FRIEALAE A5 25 A PR B RRAE ) i R A, THAR
R, ARSI 1 4 LR G HRPRE.

253 FEBIHSMHEAREGHE TR, A
FRIRR L 45 2 B FR bR R I8 PRE(E A L T 25X
T u= (XGXimin) /( Ximax—Ximin)o FeH, X A
PR RN R AR 4 VR SR AR
Ximin A Ximax 73501 2256 Fe b (B H 9 S5/ MEL R R
KAE . ARPEAACK B, I AR o A 257
HaPRsRIE R EUE (£ 8).

FIHZAI Wi= Pil Y, Pi, HRAESLGAAEIRTT
BRI RN A LR B HR PR AE TR0 DTRREE T A
&, i, WIiRRS i MR, Pk
ANTERR L RIS 15 | AR A TR bR 0 DTk
R, G, KIS 4 AN LEBTEFRIBEE S 3N 0.487
0.292. 0.177 F1 0.045, FIH AKX D=y, [pix
Wi THEER . U RARIRR ) 8 128 B SR AR
8 (D). &5HR &M, DA At (0.970),
HARA AR (0.148), F I M4 AR £ 7k
= R, RIS O Eh s (£ 8).

* 8 EHR.EMMARGNENEEIERENERERHEMESTENE
Table 8 The value of comprehensive index, index weight, subordinative function and comprehensive evaluation
of M. azedarach, U. pumila and R. pseudoacacia seedings

SEATRRRE Fm R BE o
i Species ZEAVNME D
ci Cl2 CI3 Cl4 1 p2 3 u4
i iMelia azedarach L. 0.553 -3.159 1.142 0.388 0.999 0.000 0.910 1.000 0.693
B4 Ulmus pumila L. 0.555 3.114 1.515 -0.067 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.359 0.970
Jil ¥ Robinia pseudoacacia L. -1.108 0.045 -2.657 -0.321 0.000 0.511 0.000 0.000 0.148
WE 0.487 0.292 0.177 0.045

i CLAZAHERE
Notes: Cl represents comprehensive index
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(R G OCHE AT IL e bR ke AR 4
B SCHEVE M ER AR AR . R 3 MR I ER LR & PR
H (D, £ 8) KZERRR 28 NMEIRE N —1
Rk Hoh, MERZR S IEIN EDN N ASE:, HAR A
HEALER R A . R F AR R TR E AL B
T DA AR B R 4% [ 728 o 2 ] Y S BB R R R G R
JEOL SR, AR AP Al R A AT A
i, ARAIE R CAT I APX G, MR Ca®* Al
A Na® & 5w AR AT i AR R G
WRRER (£9).

* 9 28 I EARAIKEXE
Table 9 The degree of association of 28 salt indexes

iz KRIRSE 358
Index Correlation degree Sequence
FRWC 0.549 24
FREL 0.685 9
RPro 0.859 2
FPro 0.626 15
Rprotein 0.761 6
Fprotein 0.564 22
RCAT 0.869 1
FCAT 0.784 3
Chla 0.612 18
Chlb 0.650 12
Car 0.613 17
RAPX 0.768 4
FAPX 0.738 7
(2 0.558 23
Gs 0.545 25
GC; 0.575 20
E 0.529 27
RCa 0.704 8
RK 0.612 19
RMg 0.567 21
RNa 0.617 16
FCa 0.537 26
FK 0.521 28
FMg 0.631 14
FNa 0.762 5
RDW 0.665 10
SDW 0.639 13
FDW 0.661 11

T E R S Y EF R R E
R, FEEEDA KIS . SCEEREE . BB
YU E A BGOSR T AR A
Yy B 13042022 A e VR A A ) T R R
NSRS 8 = Ty i< L L VRN S SR sk s
FER3 AT, NaCl 3] 73k . i AR R
WA, S ELU SRR 4 A P B
SR AR K R R A A ) K R O ) E
PRz —, e SRR YR 5w E K o
EES, ARHFSE &I NaCl il S 80E s . Fkil
SRR 4 1 I R B AR Rk S R AR, ELYE 300
mmol-L™" NaCl &b B T FEAR IR 5 A/ Ry 25 B > 3l
M > FIHiT . RIS i 30 R i e AR ) 2 R e P
M EZ AR —B, Ehbha & S EUEY T R R 5
T, HRIANE, MRS BRI, A
[l NaClYREEN , —FPalif it i B fif BB 3 6 T
R BE /NI > R > 5 TR A S ke T
B S R G Z 5| i SRR S MBI | e E il
T, B0 SR 6 R A Rz BB
PO 2 ARBETE R, TR, AR g A
)0 e NaCl Ab B R H PR [ B B R e,
YA ERZI . 6 SEREIL . AR
NaCl ¥k B~ P, B AR B2 K/ S R = A >
T, WUE F 1 FI6 & D SR 3 vy i 11,
Ls W1 NaCl e xif i i S L it AR BE T 1%
Ml o NaCl Ab B 5 . P4 A R0 R4 40 8 i A i)
WUE F1 Lg T+, W0 NaCl #2717 3 Fhahgnt
() WUE (BB T < FLYIRE

LA BB, FEAMNB B
2T R A o] VA R A SO A A A s
BRI EEAYT, GEUEH AR AR
NifE BN, AR, R PR S AR
At i S I R i, LA SR T R R
HIEZE] NaCl s JE3gm, bl vh i 2 &
m T AR RTRIRE, ZRIEEUR B BT B R T
FIRTFTRIRE o SR E i X A vt i e A, (i
YR NP A AL BTG PR 5 TS 2632381 0 )y i bt 20
M i AR AT R, PRI AR R AR, R
A BEARIEAG ) 1F 8 0 A2 BRAC I AR B, ARRFSE &
B, AL A R AR 4 AR R Rt CAT
APX 35 ME#EZ ) NaCl ihid 5 34 8 % e, JFH
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FE[R— NaCl¥REET™ , Htsh i CAT ik
S, TERRA T CAT 1 M T A FRIRE ; AR
o APX TGP R/ NHERY ik > SRR > s, itrh
APX IS PERR S5 HET 4 AT > R > iR, RETH
nia BRTGPESE AERRAN RIS 2 B RE T 9 T BRI
IR

W00 B T AEAE A o E a0 s A ke 5 AR
B 28 ARtgg s, NaCl Bhia S EGE B, H A
FIREL AR ANt rh Na® & i i E T, JIF Has
AR h Na® Fh F2 BE /N T A Al AR, (B
Na® A4k ; RUIFEEE R EE R NaCl JiHE T, 1
o AR B ] T4 Na® BEAEFEAR A, T A )
[ A \E= 2 221y s S i = 4) e o e
B TP i R Sk, Nav Sca, Na M1 Swg, Na TE
5% % NaCl B3 5 & & 1, %8 K. Ca*
Mg ] i R ) e B PEI2 S s o 5 7 A AT R 4
BB Pk R BUE B RS R IR A—E
XRWT, 3 Fh&h T Al AR SR I T AN [l Tt 6T NaCl
JUSIERS

FE P 0 Tt R VA2 52 AR ZFR AR il I 25 G IR
M TEPRRIBAEEE M B R, Hit, Eidp—
BVREEAE SR PR, ASBEA R P AS [RIAE 0 0 i
P, MERAAERK . A SR TEhR T DIER
F1%) 7 355 it 5 P AR A 10 %00 AR 53 3 A DG Ay
Br. FRGr . SR sREE: SR A S AT 45 7
POREE R L U AURIBE 4 T R Ve AT 2R 51T
i, IR OCEE T R PSS e ahn , R BN
T ER M, RIRR A A ER I A 25 . SR, AH
YITEAE R LI DL AR AR BB B, Hiif
ERVERAEL o A SCAERDT 1Bl . A AR AR
#iia N NaCl iia iy A . A3 Bk ds b
b, WA R R AR EAHE 58 ER 73 PR 5 b iy g
D225

4 i

ARPFFERER . AP AR ARAR PR PPN Y
B AR A AR ERRE T, AT HEE T =R
TEAN A NaCl ¥ BE R I AR L AR B A= A i 17 22
5, IFEALEE Y, PIEHE T, F AR
PRI B B TES 5 BE 0 95 55 08 R > R > . T
W, AR R Il R A AT R A TS . AR
Famr CAT Fl APX %2 MR Ca®* Fii-rt Na*
FEG R, AR AN v B i R SR R A

iR, KSR bR S T B L AR AR 40
NaCl il}id N i B 1R T . Bra AL aE S Axt s
TR ERE ST, AT LU B e
AR AT B ER 0 438 1 fiE

S 30k -
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Comprehensive Evaluation and Index Screening of Salt
Tolerance for Three Afforestation Specie Seedlings in China

GAN Hong-hao', GONG Shuai', LIU Hao', CHU Jian-min"?

(1. Coastal Forestry Research Center, National Forestry and Grassland Administration; Research Institute of Forestry, Chinese
Academy of Forestry; Key Laboratory of Tree Breeding and Cultivation, National Forestry and
Grassland Administration, Beijing 100091, China; 2. Experimental Center of Desert Forestry, Chinese Academy of Forestry,
Dengkou 015200, Inner Mongolia, China)

Abstract: [Objective] To study the differences in salt tolerance among the Melia azedarach, Ulimus pumila
and Robinia pseudoacacia seedlings and to select the evaluation indexes of salt tolerance. [Method]
Based on the one-year-old seedlings of M. azedarach, U. pumila and R. pseudoacacia, the effects of differ-
ent NaCl concentrations (0, 100, 200 and 300 mmol-L™") on the seedling biomass, physiological and bio-
chemical indexes were analyzed. [Result] (1) NaCl stress inhibited the biomass of M. azedarach, U. pum-
ila and R. pseudoacacia seedlings, decreased the relative water content of leaves and increased the elec-
trolyte permeability. (2) The contents of chlorophyll a and b in R. pseudoacacia decreased significantly with
the increase in NaCl concentration. But the chlorophyll content in M. azedarach and U. pumila seedlings
only decreased significantly under 300 mmol-L™" NaCl treatment. The photosynthetic parameters Pn, Gs,
Ci and E decreased under NaCl stress in the 3 tree seedlings, but the stomatal limitation and water use ef-
ficiency increased. Meanwhile, the concentrations of free proline and soluble protein, as well as the activit-
ies of CAT and APX in roots and leaves also increased. (3) NaCl stress changed the ion balance in
the roots and leaves of the 3 tree seedlings. The Na* concentration in roots and leaves and K* concentra-
tion in leaves of the 3 tree seedlings significantly increased under NaCl stress, but the concentration of K*
in roots, as well as the concentrations of Mg®* and Ca?" in roots and leaves had differential changes.
[Conclusion] The seedlings of U. pumila have the strongest salt tolerance, followed by M. azedarach, R.
pseudoacacia. The concentrations of free proline and soluble protein in roots, CAT and APX activities in
roots and leaves, Ca* in roots and Na* in leaves are highly correlated with salt tolerance of the 3 tree
seedlings, which can be used as the evaluation indexes of salt tolerance.

Keywords: salinization; salt tolerance; adaptability evaluation; salt tolerance index
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