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Abstract

10 cucumber varieties were treated with 150 mmol/L NaCl salt solution at seed germination stage,
and 9 physiological indexes were investigated. The salt tolerance ability of different cucumber va-
rieties was evaluated by membership function method. The results showed that different physio-
logical indexes of different cucumber varieties had different responses to NaCl salt stress. The salt
tolerance ability of 10 different cucumber varieties was evaluated as follows: xiulihan > Jinyun >
Yubao, local yellow > spring Baowangzhongwang > local king, chunqiuhan > lvfeicui > Ruyu >
hnayan Yinfeng.
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1. 518

2%/ (Cucumissativus L.) X # 5K, K, J&#iF FH(Cucurbitaceae) s /I J& (Cucumis), — -4 & 4 B2k
EEAMEY) . ENERE RS CA 2000 24K 8, HArEREEICIXSG ) 288, 2RE 26 F
KRR Z —, IR BRI Z 1R, (33N A P AL T EHE N,

IEAESR, WA R R . (H B T A AR E R SR Erm UK ARE R, [H
B Z R ZKIBE S RE i, SRS 2 ) = 2R, Ly SR I 1) B IR B[] BETAE R
WHEAR BT E RS2 —[2], X BB [3] . #h W iE i ket 35 I ) A= 3AR e i [4] [5], i Rgm
Ak, PRSI BTABERRIL, TEYIIAS ] SRR Sh AT R, DR R AR SR A — 2%
AR UEANE R IFIR AR . X 24 SRR 36 1 25 & % 8 AT 3 R B I 77 195 Ik Z AR 25 1) 255 VPAN
(6] EhFFREL[7I DA LGR)R RAGE8]55 . AW T2 3% AL X 324k 10 ANFUR AR, KA 150
mmol/L NaCl BT 2 AME, R FIEREGEATSAE VY, B 7R IE 3R 2 SR st I, NiES
B AR Y A 7= DL R i &6 o ik — 20 1 B 3R (R BRI I 4

2. MR5H%E
2.1. SEERMR

FHRTI A AT 10 A, 2R A EFN, EHHMREFN, s, FKEHEN, WE, £%, K&
WK, FWERN, FREPEMSIRGEE D), WEHRIOTHESEM T17%; NaCl, 7244k,

22. SEWFE

2.2.1. TR

P JIURR 7~ 25 390 36 ol TS 56 3% FH 1) NaCl ¥ 30k % v 100 mmol/L, 150 mmol/L, 200 mmol/L. &I
200 mmol/L "~ B3 IR & S 201K, AN T-3047 28 W4 v (1 AR B A AL AR I I € « 100 mmol/L T~ Y 3%
IR TR R, ST B A BN B R, B 0 T SF A 2 0 36 1) NaCl ¥ VR 2l 150
mmol/L LGS HE .

22.2. REH*E
B 10 ANAS[E] S Ab B B TCRR 723 BN 55°CAK AR TR R 15 min, M ki HOFFRE 52 38, K/
BIA— BT B T A SUZ IR AR B R m A, 50 ki/IL, SO 10 ml 150 mmol/L NaCl A%, [Elit
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Table 1. The source and characteristics of cucumber varieties tested

= 1 R iR R

AR 4 el
A T, EHA, TR, TS, e, e
ALFIN o pmr foksr, Wintn, SUBET, OB EAPIIANS. B A LT
BBRA: KIS, 3, At s, TREH & I
BORRESN gl W e, i B (P A R B KA R BHER D
. B KR, ORI, NS, T R, "
RRIUR S, m, TR, B 4 & Mg B MR ISl
. B KR, i B3, TUEHL, R4, o
G s R e e ey LA AR
WE R, EEEKEER. R, M6, AR ST B AT
L HHEERE, KB SRR, e a6, o
FE O Rshm, whe. @R R R R, HLIH R
KMEEUR W, PR, . PR AR NG, RATIR. EREKERRE.  TRAFAT
FUSEUN bR, KB, oW, i, Ec. UESATOVE, TGN EEE. B, K. TAFAT
BREHT R BOR, m. UGH, BTN, SR . 6 R . ST AT
g P EMATUSY, MR B, f. UEHL, N

JEORIMIM, BOREkE. &R .

FAEIN 10 ml ZBU/KERTIR, EE 4 k. BT 25°CHIEEI:46 &

AHIE 10 ml 150 mmol/L NaCl ¥4 i B 2E 18K

2.2.3. thimBHEIRHMNIE
1) Geit R i R AR bR
B RS KRR RAFTREORNE 11851
R =
REZFR=RT 8 d WK IR LR T4 x 100%:;
REHRE = X (GUDY)
K Gt N
R ZE ) 8K 3]
2) FIASH L K fabR

KEF8d I, MEEANEE RN 15 #RaiE, Foit BERK. FR A

3) FHALIHI I EA IR RR
I 22 R 2 £ 1) 5 AN — 1 (MDA) &

2.2.4. BEGH D

tRACF IR T4, Dt RE R R 2 R

SRR 8do RERIIELR, AN ALEE

, HEAR:
BT 4 d PRCZFRIRRF2U AR B Rl T4 x 100%;

WHRE = KRR x s, U s gl

FMHREL

AR 5E 73 9] FH B = B ek [OTAIRAR 2 L 22 R (TBA)Z[9] -

R HI Excel2003 3EAT 44 B RHEE 3, DPS200 #EAT SE it 4347«

(SRS agC SN WE

IEFE = (A TR — X BRI 52 () BRI E (. x 100%:

ik 5 55 Jk o KA F) T35 2 SN S R[] -
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3. HRMGEHh
3.1. NaCl ZfE X R EIR MR FH L FRHE

PGS IR S5 R SR AR UL R BE T I, R4 R A 1A P B e T AR bn . R 2F 3
FAR PR REE R, MRS REEREFRAE AN T2, AR R, Bk, RS
FERRATHRSHMERNHE. W2 P&, 76 150 mmol/L NaCl #hbhie &, A [F) # KA i & 2 35
AR ZE RS2 IR o SXIARLE, 3SR R BN, Wi A B i TR 755 572 58I AR A 2 9
R B R S e, SRR AR A AR, FE RN, AT IR SN A 2 R 15
B E SR P, TN HR BT R R K A 2F R M AN I

3.2. NaCl ZfE X A F RN amfh & e BAE e BaI RN

FH 3 A A1, 150 mmol/L NaCl #: i, A [R5 JI b ol (1) 2 i 2052 5 (1) SR AN (] o L5 565 HEAR L
Z R I FI R SR B 3 B B R AIG, Fod, B IR AR 3 U % 1 31.53%, FhiHR T8N
B 7 27.95%; WAEMFEKREERNPRFREE SRR EE. HWEERLES THERES
FRBOZ AR B 3 a4, SxFIEAMEL, 150 mmol/L NaCl & e {3 fr A 2 ISR S 096 5okl
BE T

3.3. NaCl ZFniB X A R 3 I dn FhZF AR 4 d 4 KR S

HH%¢ 4 W%, 150 mmol/L NaCl £k ie 35 2 2 4kl B A 2 JICR b 28 A B I ARG . o, B R
T EMAERKZ MBI E R, B IR EMR KA 58.78%, A2 HIRE A X fe /N (1) 3 I R ks 251K,
H MK M 36.84%; 2K AR K A2 2R M8 FEMA 5 K IR AR 52 3 T M 2 B0 IR 28.44%, A0 F
FMAFE T EAFERREAD, TBT 10%A 40 —ZHR KAz 52 2R s i R oI i A Ak R 3
JI, BT HRMAR R R BE T 71.87%, AHLEE T TG E RN, TR T 25.79%.

Table 2. The effects of NaCl stress on germination potential and germination rate of different cucumber varieties

% 2. NaCl B ARIRNEM LS. KFRNTM

. REFH REF
CK (%) T (%) 15555 2(%) CK (%) T (%) 13 #(%)
ENCLES -y 90.84 90.00 -0.92 90.84 90.00 -0.92
TR N 96.67 97.50 0.86 96.67 97.50 0.86
HFE R 98.34 97.50 -0.85 98.34 97.50 -0.85
BRI 55.84 64.17 14,92 61.67 65.00 5.40"
mE 82.50 90.00 9.09" 85.00 90.00 5.88
TE 96.67 94.17 -2.59 96.67 95.83 -0.86
A BB 75.00 79.17 5.56" 76.67 79.17 3.26
LRS-V 72.50 80.00 10.34™ 72.50 80.00 10.34™
FEEIPE 81.67 80.83 -1.02 81.67 81.67 0.00
SRS 95.00 92.50 —-2.64 95.00 92.50 -2.64

TE: CKOAXITR, TR, "RREFHREE(P<001), "FREFEEP<0.05).
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Table 3. The effects of NaCl stress on germination index and vigor index of different cucumber varieties
= 3. NaCl B A E =N mfh & FHa. 7EHiHasm

R WAL RS
il Tl
CK T B3 (%) CK T 159222 (%)

ENCLES -y 45,14 40.96 -9.26" 555.66 292,57 -47.35™
MR 69.57 50.13 -27.95" 912.05 413.13 -54.70"
HFREN 78.68 53.88 -31.53" 1053.67 509.46 -51.65™
BRI 27.48 29.05 5.73" 404.15 230.56 —42.95™
mE 37.74 35.26 -6.58" 493.30 24321 -50.70™
ENE 49.57 47.21 -4.76 681.20 419.29 —-38.45™
A BB 38.35 36.05 -5.99" 692.35 392.50 -43.31"
5N R HN 36.86 37.52 1.79 680.64 379.43 —44.25™
EEEHE 41.12 40.07 -2.57 716.28 405.53 —43.38"
gl 50.34 47.25 -6.12" 875.17 471.08 -46.17"

T CKONMHIR, TR, "HRzERWMEE(p<0.01), FREREE@p<0.05).

Table 4. The effects of NaCl stress on seedling growth of different cucumber varieties at germination stage

7= 4. NaCl B8 3t TR & I Zr A a £ K EV ST

. FHK FK I

o CK(em/#) T (em/tk) 1iFEH(%) CK(cm/kk) T(emitk) iFE#(%) CKEYK) TE/M)  1EE(%)
AHh T HE R 8.45 3.60 -57.40™ 3.89 350 -10.03" 12.50 5.03 -59.76"
BRI R 8.53 4.86 -43,02" 4.60 3.38 -26.52" 10.75 6.30 -41.40™
AT 9.23 5.83 -36.84" 4.16 3.63 -12.74" 12.78 6.55 —-48.75™
BRI 8.60 391 —54.53" 5.59 4.00 —28.44" 14.15 3.98 -71.87"

=+ 8.49 350 -58.78" 459 3.39 —26.14" 11.20 5.05 -54.91"

% 8.71 463 -46.84™ 5.03 425 -1551" 12.83 6.58 -48.71"
A Hh T 1251 6.03 -51.80" 5.56 4.84 -12.95 13.65 10.13 -25.79"
LRSI 12.49 5.35 -57.17" 5.94 476 -19.87" 15.78 8.30 —47.40™
BEEPE 11.51 478 -58.47" 5.91 5.28 -10.66" 14.95 7.33 -50.97"
SRS 11.55 4.80 -58.44" 5.84 5.18 -11.30° 12.05 7.28 -39.59™

T CKONMHR, T#Rpks, "HRzERWMEE(p<0.01), FREREE@p<0.05).
3.4. NaCl #FHEXN P EI R NGRS B M RBRMA _ B S 2N

JHERRNE NS Z IR L —, IR TR AN SRR, 1) 52 200 5 K P 1
AR S B BRI . 3% 5 WA, RS, MR 10 BN R AT 8 /SR 2 14 v il &
Mo B EIA R & . b, BN AEAE NI A 97.5%, AL 3¢ UM &3 35 22 B I Fdie
i 50% % . R A TS AN S5 N 52 TR Ao STt b S a3 . T R R T S8 4
SR Z DIARBERGREER R N & 5 (SRR, EHRMNET, Frd SN R EE g i g
SO N A AN [FIRE P O e o AR M B 4 P I 35 2 X B Y 2 %, T A b o BTV R BB v 7.69%
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3.5. FERNEFHTE T RER SRS TEN

N T WA A [R5 Fons S BB RO SE,  PAGE T 9 4R AR AOAHHE K, R A SRk #xt 10
AN AT B AR P ER VR AT ZR G VPO, SRR 6. AR 6 FIEH, 10 M A BT 2R 5 VP
MEZER K, ST 0.31~0.55 Z [ A, DAFENF RS Er e IFME R K, O 0.55, Tkl R-F
JRELERER S VP E IR D, 09 0.31. LEETPOIMEBUR, FoRHPishe iR, Fik, 10 D3It
EHhAE IR IO RN > R E N > £5. AMEEK > FEEPE > A ERN, FKE
FN > i > Wk > MR RUN. Horb, FHI R NPt ee /1 iom, BRI, EpHR+
NI PLERL E I e 55 -

Table 5. The effects of NaCl stress on Proline and malondialdehyde content in seedlings of Different Cucumber Varieties
= 5. NaCl e A E RN F Py E R aiR . A_Ba SN0

I 2R [t
il Tl
CK T 155 Z % CK T 15 E %
A F R 3.14 4.79 52.55" 0.78 0.84 7.69
MR 5.30 6.16 16.23" 0.42 0.62 47.62"
IES TNy 4.80 9.48 97.50" 0.42 0.66 57.14"
BRI 477 478 0.21 0.38 0.68 78.95™
mE 4.96 5.40 8.87 0.41 0.60 46.34"
ENE 3.79 4.84 27.70" 0.40 0.56 40.00"
A H BB 5.12 3.68 -28.13" 0.53 1.08 103.77"
R HN 4,92 4.82 -2.03 0.63 0.92 46.03”
EREEHE 5.37 7.52 40.04" 0.32 0.48 50.00”
SR 5.06 7.78 53.75" 0.38 0.62 63.16™

VE: CKOWRME, TR, “R7%ERRDH(<00L), FFERLEp<0.05).

Table 6. The subordination function values and comprehensive evaluation values of Different Cucumber Varieties under

NaCl stress
7 6. NaCl BB TR RN EMEIERRE R R EREETENE
s R BUE
HE o P
ikl LIV ST eV U 1P Ejj; LI M P U P H%E%& %Eﬁ%% A%
RS REECRIFRMC el BRI mK Wi TSRS T TEE WUE
A 3T 0.10 0.13 0.60 0.45 0.06 1.00 0.26 0.64 069 044 5
EHREEK 0.20 0.27 0.10 0.00 0.72 0.10 0.66 0.35 040 031 8
HE 0.10 0.14 0.00 0.19 1.00 0.85 0.50 1.00 1.00 053 2
HR N 1.00 0.62 1.00 0.72 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.23 018 044 5
% 0.67 0.66 0.67 0.25 0.00 0.12 0.37 0.29 041 038 7
EE 0.00 0.14 0.72 1.00 0.54 0.70 0.50 0.44 0.46 05 3
A 4 2 2 0.47 0.45 0.69 0.70 0.32 0.84 1.00 0.00 0.00 05 3
75 W 2 35 K 0.74 1.00 0.89 0.64 0.07 047 053 021 041 055 1
HFREPE 0.09 0.20 0.78 0.70 0.01 0.97 0.45 0.54 038 046 4
SR 0.00 0.00 0.68 0.52 0.02 0.93 0.70 0.65 0.29 0.42 6
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4. &iL511ie

shFE LMY LR, FAREY) T B0 T ZE S 3R 2 o AR T AR A Akt s 1 A

AR i LK 52 ER A8 R IR ST 100 A1 A 32 A0 e S BRI = Rh RN, RGOS A N
DA 564 BHAMAUN[11] o K 2 B S0 45 AR BIBEE NaCl IR EERIF &1, NaCl XA Fh 84 & i i F2 B A
WrnE, ER5EAEMEI12]; WA LI UEMIRIR I #70 o7 DR — LS d 5 K [18]. A0TSR,

150

mmol/L NaCl #EHria 32wy 1 #8 7 s B TS AP IR A 2 SRR 2E 35, ITE Pl s sk B, F 200

mmol/L NaCl 44~ [Fl R £ FEAR Bt ul i A s Il A K A 28 SRR 28 95, TR, T v iR B NaCl il 1 41 il
THRTEAR, ARIREER BT HIH A, 5 G,

WL KDL, NaCl Bt 27 840 i A Fia bR UL A B AR (52 W AR AR 5 i R ) A R T AS [,

X 5T AE[14] BL K T AR [B1E SN A AT FU 45 R — B0 WA [RS8 Al A Lk PR REAS 7] o ARG s
KRR R ECE LA VPO, T PR VE BE SR A 5 TR AR T 2 BT, SRR B TR
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