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Fig.3 Relative water content of leaf of five wheat varieties under salt stress
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Fig.4 Electrolyte leakage value of leaf of five wheat varieties under salt stress
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STUDY ON MECHANISMS OF SALT RESISTANCE OF CROP
I.WATER RETENTION AND MEMBRANE PERMEABILITY OF FIVE
WHEAT VARIETIES

Yang Jing-song'*> Chen De-ming’  Shen Qi-rong'
(1 College of Natural Resources and Environmental Sciences, Nanjing Agricultrual University ,
Nanjing  210095)
(2 Institute of Soil Science , Chinese Academy of Sciences, Nanjing 210008)

Summary

Pot culture experiment was conducted to study salt resistance and mechanisms of five wheat va-
rieties. The mechanisms of salt resistance were set forth by means of determining and analyzing the
water retention indexes such as wax content of leaf(WC), succulence index(SI) and relative water
content of leaf (RWC), and membrane stability indexes such as electrolyte leakage value of leaf
(ELV) and relative electrolyte leakage percentage of leaf(RELP) . The results obtained showed that
the salt-resistant wheat varieties were of relatively higher wax content, succulence index and relative
water content while grown under saline condition, so they performed stronger ability to retent water
and fight against salt injury. The strong ability of salt resistance of “Lumai No. 19” and “Zhishen
No. 2”7 was relevant to their higher wax content in leaf, succulence index and relative water con-
tent. The situation was contrary for “Lumai No. 23”. The strong ability of salt resistance was also
relevant to the higher stability of membrane tissue. Salt-resistant wheat varieties “Lumai No. 197
and “Zhishen No. 2” were of lower electrolyte leakage value of leaf and relative electrolyte leakage
percentage and higher stability of membrane.
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