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Table 1 Effect of salt treatments on plant growth rates of three wheat varieties (mg dry weight/day)

thELE ERjB6-33-25 F26 BE105
Treatment Dexi j86—-33-25 Ke 26 Lumai No.10
(mmol /L)

0 44.75 54.00 52.50

50 43.50 33.75 46.00

150 23.00 20.75 25.00
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Table 2 Effect of salt treatments on potassium and sodium contents in different organs

of wheat plants (mmol / g dry weight)

AN B HELE 2Ent # B
Variety Treatment Stem and Leaf . Root Plant
(mmol/L) K" Na” K Na” K Na*
0 1.08 0.05 0.25 0.57 0.85 0.20
EHRj86-33-25 50 0.99 0.22 0.21 1.06 0.78 0.44
150 091 0.41 0.17 1.21 0.76 0.58
0 1.12 0.08 0.17 0.48 0.89 0.18
f26 50 0.89 0.51 0.16 0.94 0.73 0.61
150 0.74 0.78 0.13 1.33 0.61 0.90
0 1.13 0.07 0.16 0.50 0.86 0.19
#1005 50 0.99 0.30 0.16 1.04 0.83 0.45
150 0.88 0.56 0.13 1.21 0.70 0.71
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Table 3 Effect of sall treatments on K/ Na ratios in different organs of wheat plants

INFE i T HELE K/Na
Variety Treatment *nt i3 2k
(mmol /L) Stem and Leaf Root Plant

0 21.13 0.46 436

MHRi86-33-25 50 4.51 0.20 1.77
150 2.23 0.14 1.32

0 13.46 0.36 4.94

#l26 50 1.72 0.17 1.20
150 0.95 0.09 0.68

0 15.25 0.31 4.54

B#F105 50 3.31 0.15 1.86
150 1.57 0.11 0.98
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Fig.1 Effect of salt levels on the K~Na selectivity ratios of wheat plants
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SALT-RESISTANCE AND IONIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THREE
WHEAT VARIETIES UNDER SALT STRESS

Chen De—ming Yu Ren—pei

(Institute of Soil Science, Academia Sinica, Nanjing, 210008)
Summary

Three wheat (Triticum aestivum) varieties, 'Dexi j86-33-25", 'Ke 26’ and 'Lumai
No.10', were exposed to different concentrations of NaCl-Na,SO, (0-50—150mmol / L)
in a controlled pot culture system for 40 days. Fresh weights of roots, dry weights
and the sodium and potassium contents of stems, leaves and roots were measured to
determine growth rates of wheat plants, K/ Na ratios, Na uptake rates, Na transport
rates and K-Na selectivity ratios (Sy )

Growth reduction by salt treatment was significantly greater in ‘Ke 26’ than in
‘Dexi j86-33-25’and ‘Lumai No.10’. ‘Dexi j86-33-25" and ‘Lumai No.10’ showed a
higher salt-resistance than ‘Ke 26°. ‘Dexi j86-33-25" and ‘Lumai No.10’ had a higher
potassium content but a lower sodium content in stems and leaves than ‘Ke 26’ under
salt stress. So ‘Dexi j86-33-25° and ‘Lumai No. 10’ had a higher K/ Na ratio in
stems and leaves than ‘Ke 26’ under salt stress. ‘Dexi j86—33-25°, ‘Lumai No.10’ and
‘Ke 26’ had a similar Na uptake rate in the control treatment, but the Na uptake rate,
especially Na transport rate of three wheat varieties varied greatly with salt levels in
media. ‘Ke 26> had a higher Na uptake rate and Na transport rate than ‘Dexi j86-33
—25" and ‘Lumai No.10’. Furthermore, ‘Dexi j86—33-25" and ‘Lumai No.10’ exhibited
a higher K-Na selectivity than ‘Ke 26 at both whole plant level and shoot system
level. Resistance mechanism of ‘Dexi j86-33-25° and ‘Lumai No.10° was probably
related to Na exclusion by roots and to the ability to maintain an appropriate K/ Na
ratio in stems and leaves.
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