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Table 1 Ion components of tested soil
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Table 2 Treatments of the sak stress experiment
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Treatment code Kind of salt Salt cntent of soil (g kg ') Increasing salt per pot (g)

N 210 NaCl 210 3197

N 315 NaCl 315 7172

N 510 NaCl 510 11147

0 210 Na, (0, 210 3197

0 315 Na,(C0; 315 7172

0 510 Na, (O, 510 11147
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Table 3 Height, number of effective tillers, biomass of ground parts and yield of the crops in different salt treatments
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Plant height Number of effective Biomass of ground parts Yield
Treatment
(cm) tillers per pot (gpot ) (gpt™ 1)
K# N2o 597 1513 20160 7136
Barley N3ls5 557 1510 16154 6117
N3&0 5200 1117 12184 3196
020 6310 1610 22160 6104
b N20 13156 6180
Spinach N3s 6147 3119
N30 5194 2169
020 15121 6190
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Figl1 Effect of types and concentrations of sat on content of MDA in barley and spmach
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Table4 K and Na" contents and ditrbutions in crops in different treatments( ol g~ ')

SRS Kb B 2 Stem M Leaf T Seed
Treatment K Na* K* Na' K* Na*
K N20 0153 a 0093 b 0050 a 0187 b 01140 b 01037 ¢
Barley N3s 0160 a 1117 ab 005 a 0178 b 01152 ab 01058 ab
N 50 0152 a 1130 a 0054 a 0183 b 01175 a 01076 a
020 0114 b 1104 ab 0110 b 14a 01155 ab 01046 be
I3 N 20 0146 a 1189 a 0040 a 1182 b
Spimach N3s 0154 a 1162 a 041 a 1177 b
N 50 0150 a 1153 a 034 a 1178 b
020 0131 a 2109 a 043 a 2168 a

1) KM Duncan s 3§ £ 7 2 T ILEL, AR FRERRZ RS 5% WK ATE R — BA2 Py HOREE R 395 ) 3847 LL % Compared according
to Duncan. s multiple comparisonl a, b, ¢ are significantly different at the 5% levell Compared only within same column and same crop
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RESPONSES TO SALT STRESS OF CROPS DIFFERENT IN SALT TOLERANCE

Liu Chunging Yang Jingsong Chen Deming Liu Guangming
(Indtitute ¢ Soil Science, Chinese Academy ¢ Sciences, Nanjing 210008, China)

Abstract Pot experiments were conducted in greenhouse on effects of salts different in type and concentration on growth
and physiological indexes of crops to find out mechanisms of their adaptability and tolerance to saltlThe results showed that plant
heght, number of effective tillers, yield and biomass of the ground parts of barley dropped along with the increasing soil salt cor2
centration and the groath of spinach was inhibited even more significantlyl The content of malondialdehyde( MDA) in barley
leaves increased with the inareasing Na(l concentration and reached summit under Na,CO; stressl Compared with barley, more
Na" was transported through roots to the ground parts and accumulated in spinach leaves under salt stressl Barley has the capabil
ity of restraining transportation of salt ions to leaves and sustaining normal finction of leavesl Na,COj is more harmful to leaves of
the plantsl

Key words Sal2affected soil; Crop; Ionic uptake



