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Abstract

In this study, we took oats (A. sative L.) seedlings as plant material. NaHCO; and Na;CO3; were
treated with different concentration gradients under alkaline salt stress. Five salt concentration
gradients were set for each group, and the total salt concentration was covered by salt concentra-
tion 48 - 144 mmol-L-1, 10 base conditions with varying alkalinity (pH) of 8.03, 8.12, 8.18, 8.22,
8.26,9.91,10.22, 10.82, 11.11, and 11.27, respectively. Oat seedlings were stressed for 9 days; we
measured the growth and physiological index of oat seedlings. The results showed that the num-
ber of tillers, plant height, biomass, chlorophyll content and water content decreased with the in-
crease of saline-alkali strength, and the difference was significant (P < 0.05). Proline content and
membrane permeability with saline-alkali strength increase with significant difference (P < 0.05);
Na* and Ca?* content increased and K* decreased. As the ratio of Na*/K* increased, so did the or-
ganic acid. The pH value in the shoot tissue fluid was relatively balanced due to the increase of ac-
id. The pH value of the tissue fluid in the root increased, leading to root metabolism disorder and
death. In terms of survival rate, the tolerance limit of oat to Na;COs solution was 96 mmol-L-1; the
NaHCOs3 tolerance limit was 144 mmol-L-1, and the tolerance limit of oat to alkaline salt decreased
with the increase of pH value. Additionally, while both stresses reduced root dry weight, they did
not significantly affect root extension growth. This indicates that oat adopts an opportunistic
guerrilla strategy by which it avoids resource-poor patches of soil (e.g. high alkali) while prefe-
rentially exploiting more favorable habitats by maintaining root extension.
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AT I AT (A. sative LY RARFFEXT R, Bt AR B R B INaHCO35 Na, COs B A i i 2k i 38 Ak 22,
FAMANKE TSN HRREMNE, tIRELES T &R E ~48~144 mmol-L-1, pH{E 4 5)48.03.8.12.
8.18. 8.22. 8.26. 9.91. 10.22. 10.82. 11.11. 11.27IHSE (pHIE) & A AHE I 10FFRFEA: . X3k
FZHHEFITHHALEIRE, WEREYHERKBRNEEZBRNZL. ERRE: BELBEER
WX, 2B KE. £YE. HERSE. SKETHRAEREE(P<0.05); HERSE. HENHHE
LRI KT K EEREE(P<0.05); Na+. CazFEHK, K [, Nav/KIEHK, FHER
WK, HEMSARBE PRI pHEMENFPE. #TFHESHABRMpHEE X, FERABWRATEIE. M
FIERE, MENNNaCO: B T 2R A96 mmol-L-1; XFNaHCOsMIH 4% R 144 mmol-L-1, #
S0 £ O i 32 A% PR BE p HAE A3 KTo /DN . BhAh, BARXFFEHRE TIRTE, BEfHEEE
ZMBRY BRAK. XRY, #HERA T —MlSE LSRR, B8aTRERSH RS
W), TR, AT AERRIKHE .

K
#E (Avena sative), B, NaHCO3:FINa.CO:fi}i, pH{H, AEFEMHM
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PUEL 7 AW I FOEIRN o fEIXLEHTFerh P R S0 3, Wi e AN, SRTIAE [ ZR AL H 24
R A e SR B, ARK— 42 A NayCOs LR 754T it . 78 L3 rh— B84 HCO; fl CO;
B S pH BT, WY AN EZ 23, 1w HIE 5225 pH KIssa, 7 orseeor @, et
G A B[], B H YR, BRI T S RE R, A AR TR pH SR (2]
[3]% Bd[4]. BRPEERAA[S] [6]. T PERIGRYE EE TR A MG AR T 48 s Y T B A R F S 7], X
R R SRR £ (0 B, DLAE R e, 1) H BSOS R I SRR (405 3 KT
FPEER[S] [9]1. MAHTIT NaCl A NayCOs X T RSB (A48, 45 LW, Bk o A il e R 3R
B 7 AN ERIAT I B T R E L IBIE MBS, AT R pH B R BEARAT 5 T ER (R R A S DT T [10]
i HAEIX S R, pH A EZI, B TEFRL, BIEMNER/NI11]. Na,COs XHEMKIE,
AR BT AEtEm S B UUEMER . FUBENE. Jea s tESE ) m#A R T NaCl, NaCOs
XY EAE R KT NaCle HSUEN], B0 L EA B SRR AE SR I 117, Bl S o A
JRE R TN T AR AR, {H NayCOs SEB M o0 i 045 S5 HLER I A 1k T, BT BUASHE 78 AAS [F)
OB ER R AT B AR, 5 FEE TUREON S A RE I

A ARAR AR AR S8 — R AN, W R LR EORAN i, e M B,
FEERBR IR LA N AR R, TR, FTREBRBBXAESER, b e aBmEKstahm
REJT, H AT 2 Ay S it e R B B AR o (H S0 T SR8 AR 7T 2 4 b TR /N 22 [12] . 1)
HZ. MRAE[131A AR 14], XX ESARYIAE ERBINE T IAE KR T, BE R ET7 H# S 1 — € it
o B, XA AR ERRYIE T A SN B R e S (AT SR AL BRI T D, AT FURRALL B AR TR 30 st A
ahv H R DIRTUHEPUBRML]; 2) TR Blatie 52 i o A i e 38 (1t — 2 O BRI -

2. R EE
2.1. EIMRREIESF

2.1.1. Y
ARSI TR FH B A2 75 PR 38T AL R 2 B8 51 HE F N2 K Fy AR A8 Ja AR Rl Fhisk 3 i A atle 22
M, EEAESFHREERBX SRELTRMXME. FEHNF “AE2 5”7 §Hlg5 N B07046-2-4-1-6

2.1.2. g%

WGP — I R 3R AR T EAR 20 em BEVRISR NP RIIE RN . BT =4, N TIER CART LT
. HEERKH Hoagland 2B #E IR, BRI H WA EH 20 tk. BALET 5~6 HERILI
TR A I X AT, PR 22.5°C, PR 51.5%.

2.2. WAMBALTE

2.2.1. EMEEHRIT

O B PR £ NaHCO3. Na,COs 708 2 4, AL E 5 MRERRE, MHEptER 7R
PN 48 72, 96+ 120, 144 mmol- L™ FIALFRR, BRI ILAFILH 10 F 2L B0 2E (pH {H 8.03~11.27)%%
A IE BRI ACAF, FZRMRK L B R R, IR pH THIUH pH UL 1).

2.2.2. BB

YT 4 A AT B AL B, RIS S R AT 48 FERENL A 12 4, o 2 %R, 1
HATARBEATRFE, 5 1 A Te A8 G e, HRp 10 28 Tibaa s, 4 sh 44
HE ., FRT 16:00~18:00 4LBEL—¥k, HE7H 500 mL AHN AR, 4> 3 YRGB, X841 X Hoagland
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Table 1. Main stress factors for different treatments

= 1. TRIEWIE FE &

Main stress factors

Treatﬁfféﬁgmp pH EIREE Salinity  WVEST[Nal  BRREM[HCO;| MR COT | Perﬁifﬁty
Value (mM) (mM) (mM) (mM)
A, 8.03 48 48 48 0 85.03
Ay 8.12 72 72 72 0 153.87
As 8.18 96 96 96 0 193.97
Ay 8.22 120 120 120 0 217
As 8.26 144 144 144 0 242
B, 9.91 48 96 0 48 76.1
B, 10.22 72 144 0 72 114.27
B; 10.82 96 192 0 96 143.33
B, 11.11 120 240 0 120 175.1
Bs 11.27 144 288 0 144 211

EIRIBRE, EEAF 9 d.
2.3. BhIRFRATNIE
23.1. HSRESE

PRECERS 5 REGET I 0.1~0.15 g, BIREJS N 048 o BEJRHC 10 ml 2R SR UBUIMA B L. &
FALTICE 2~4 R, HAEM SRR TES. R0 A7E 663 nm, 645 nm JE OD 1A, ARG T i 24 2RIFE

TR R RS
H4E2 a (ug/ml) = 12.7 x OD663 — 2.69 x OD645
H4E K b (ug/ml) = 22.9 x OD645 — 4.86 x OD663
2.3.2. £¥E

JE — OB S R 7:00 HURE, NGO BCE REEL AT A R, ARG abk, IF FIROK 4R
IR FI7K 7, BEARREHLA 10 PRIERAR 53 B A7 50T, 20 BRI IO EEAN B 3, 2 R Tl
710 PRE T 105°CHAH A /T 15 min, 7EE T 80°CHMI BIHE NIk, HIRETE, HRMEHT)S ft
W ERR.

FEE =0/N, n FEFEREE, N OGBS HRE
HKE = HEE - THIE

2.3.3. BT

K FH BT 43 96 6 B H(TAS-990, Purkinje General, db50)Z0HI3II5E Na™s K A1 B Ca* = FhFH 5
To KH DX-300 T 2 45(DIONEX, Sunnyvale, USA)%r5Il5%E NO; . Cl”+ SO =FBAE T, Ml
SERM N ASAA-SC & T2kt , CDM-II HL A 4%, #2344 : Na,CO3/NaHCO; = 1.7/1.8 mM. H,PO,
K FHAR e (432500 52 (Bao, 1981).

2.3.4. BYAERNE
K H DX-300 B! 574 1% 22 45 (DIONEX, Sunnyvale, USA)5E A HLER, M 5E 214+ N : ICE-AS6 73 Bk,

DOI: 10.12677/br.2018.76076 614 JERZIEERTI


https://doi.org/10.12677/br.2018.76076

R 5

CDM-II 54525, AMMS-ICE I T-#U#0H12%, B3N 0.4 mM 45 T R, HEA 1.0 ml/min, #iE
N 20°C, BEFEEAN 50 ul. ASZIGA HLER & & N AT eI 2] A MR 4y B A, SAFIAFERR. SFERIR. H
2. AR, L. BRIMRAIER .

235 BEERAE

B 1 ml 3EHUA, AN 1 ml ) 3% KAAIR . 1 ml VKESER . 2 ml 2.5%R M B —FRIE v, WK
¥ 60 min, AAEFIREMA 4 ml B, JERiRgZERA O, #ikER EAE, T 520 nm 20E OD
B, ARAEARAE 2R SR BT R A 2.

2.3.6. HRBESF

L MFEIRS, AERSMN, BTWEMIEEEY. A ERKBERM ), BRI
Y, FEREBEFRME 1~2 Ik, AT SR RRT R RIEK S, RERAEERDAT, Pk
Ky HATIRVIT em KB H .

FRECRE S, R AR OFd, MHE 3 AELE, 84 1 g IR NEN, HH 7k
NSRS AT RE, HERAIN 20 ml BE 7818 288 1K, IREFEM .

YRR RBONE B TR, HEZSRERERBUR 3~4 W, BRF37K5 3K 1 2 () R4 i fa) B ) 2=
S, FHHSIUN R 5B, ORS8RI AN EAE IR, B 3R HITE 400~500 mm
Ko WEIBIE 30 min JGAREE K, 7E 20~30°CIR ALK T REG IR 2~3 h MlE M S 8(S): <4
P B WA IR 10~15 min, ZRFELLY, {857 I 58 PRI & 1 L 5 R 8 (S,)

VW SR I LIMNS I TN 5 /N BB AR, 7E 25°C T, A SOOI B E%
N ELR.

ELR=S,/S,

2.3.7. A43i% pH &
IS g i 2Emy, FHZRB/KFR e 3 Ik, FHIEARIR TSR TH /K 7 2 J5 P FHVE S 28 57 tH 80, o7
R %7 pH 1+ (PHSI-4A I 5 1 pH {4 .

2.4. BRSO

RIGETH AT A SPSS17.0 ) Two-wayANOVA BEAT AN[F] SE I FEAR EEAN pH fELX e 22 (11 25 FHR BRI
X REERRY . pH EENASL Wt A RS2 HEGH AL B WARK —FMIpER R, D —a4BA
(1 i BRI S B AR L b B A i 5, o 5 P 9 B2 (1 18 K pH B K. SR8 A K SSPS17.0 4t 7)
WS AE AT ER AR A XU R 207 220, 5 R P S B bn e iR, B27KF 8 0.05. B KT 0.01.

3. SCIGZER
3.1. NaHCO;, Na,CO;jmBxtiZE%afin

3.1.1.NaHCO;, Na,CO; BB 7 ER T

FEAF SR RGN, 2R A 48 mmol- L™ I, AL B PI4LINT B AT RN 100%, HAR pH H
AARIREAR K, (B IFRE 1A B I BUEN IR . NaHCO; WK /N 120 mmol-L ™' I, #EELNH HI1EE R
AR 100%; 1M Na,COs IR EEH K, F73G 3R —HEAE PP < 0.01), KN 72 mmol-L™" i T &%}
[¥1 60%, ¥KEE 96 mmol-L ™" i NP FF IR 21%. HEKH] 120 mmol-L ™' ¥, 7534 0. IAFI5E 4 BBEM
R 1(A)).
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3.1.2. NaHCO;, Na,CO; B344SR

E NaHCO; ¥ & 48~96 mmol-L™" i, 4 BER i TR, i IR P 6t e 22 40 BE AT (R HEVE I (P < 0.01)
W ol TP A 0 Ak 50 K ) BEROGR T PR A, WRIE N 144 mmol- L' EEXHB I T 41%. £ Na,CO; fEH T2
BERAC T X, e (04 BE A IR SR A MHIVEH o 17 NayCOs h¥ KT 96 mmol- L™ i, 43 BEXCH 0 (L
Kl 1(B))-

3.1.3.NaHCOs, Na,CO; BB IR E FitEtk s B £ KR

NaHCO; W FEE 48~72 mmol- L' Z [AIi, MRAGKEMKEFX, HERREZEP > 0.05)HAKIK
JESRT X AHFIRERT, Na,COs SHIAE A s BEVREIG R, AUk m SR T 0 R . B VR 3
K, AR s B AR AE KA HHIER L 1(C). B 1(D)).
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Figure 1. Effects of NaHCO; and Na,CO; stress on (A) survival rate, (B) number of tillers per plant, (C) root length, (D) plant
height, (E) shoot dry weight, (F) root dry weight in oat. Oat seedlings were treated group: NaHCO;, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM,
pH=18.03, 8.12, 8.18, 8.22, 8.26. Na,CO3, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH =9.91, 10.32, 10.92, 11.11, 11.27. mM = mmol-L™"'
1. 7£ NaHCO; #1 Na,CO; B R34 KIBRMIR (A FEER . B)DEH. (ORKE. DS, E)EWE. (F)
#RFE) NaHCO;, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH = 8.03, 8.12, 8.18, 8.22, 8.26; Na,COs;, 48, 72, 96, 120,
144mM, pH=9.91, 1032, 10.92, 11.11, 11.27, mM =mmol-L™"
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3.1.4. NaHCO;, Na,CO; B3}ttt T4 HFm

TEAN RIS R, 6 AR i B I E P o AR R R, Bl st b 2R 47 5K NaHCO;
WRPELE 48~72 mmol-L ™' if, i FAEYE KT X, KT 72 mmol-L ™' Z 5 /NFXH IR, XHRAK 16 F
TER . NayCOy iR FE e T F AR IR T XTI, JEH NayCOs AR [ A & g 4 il £ FH BH 2 KT
NaHCO; i fE LI 1(E)s B 1(F)).

3.2. NaHCO;, Na,CO,BBX#EEZS/KE. HERSENRN

3.2.1. NaHCO;, Na,CO;HEXHEHRKE

FERRAR 27K B AE NaHCO; WK N 48~72 mmol-L ™ i, &K & -6 i, e 9 B B T X B - Na,CO,
i EK R VR, I IR R EKE NG RO, Bbha TR i EKE, AT
B BEBRGEFESE K B /KE NRE, BBk S /K EEA, UEHIOHEYBOKA FHIE LA 2(A). B 2(B)).

3.2.2.NaHCOs3, Na,CO; jimE} SRS SRS

£ NaHCOs, Na,CO; A T, iz BRAR R 248 Bt m T I, BER S i B HZE R B3P <
0.01), #ZLIAIBEHE AT pH E KT, M4 i AR & R 28N A& S, BE% pH (HZH#TH
e, AL R 35, IR RE R, RN R T, U AE IE T e
HUBGE, WA RIASEIRPT I 0. e DU v 2 R 15 AR AR IE N ER B A B (LA 2(C)).

16.0 6.00
5 A OA mC ®
£ b ¢ )
g2 120 T b » I b =1
3 RER ® T = 400
o L T T 3
= b a be ab [
g 80 - ab a a =
£ ab a %
1§ ® a 2 200 E
5 40 a §
.qc) a
) 10

0o L - - - L L L - 0.00

200 [&]
§ c
)
2 [
3 150 I
§ b b
g 100 |
ac) b
5 50 - . . @

o [ []
0 Iji\I_-_LIi\ L I L
0 48 72 96 120 144

Salinity(mM)

Figure 2. Under the stress of NaHCO; and Na,CO3, proline content, aboveground water content and root water content were
affected. NaHCO3, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH = 8.03, 8.12, 8.18, 8.22, 8.26; Na,COs3, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH =9.91,
10.32,10.92, 11.11, 11.27. mM = mmol-L™!

[ 2. 7£ NaHCO; #1 Na,CO; BB T RS 2. #h E&/KkE. REKEFM. NaHCO;, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM,
pH=18.03, 8.12, 8.18, 8.22, 8.26; Na,CO,, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH=9091, 10.32, 10.92, 11.11, 11.27,
mM = mmol-L™!
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3.3.NaHCO;, Na,CO;fHExHEESENN

BEWR BRI R, M R HaRER av b SR R, S FERER pH ET SR a b
PR E R . NaHCO; X H4EE av b SEMAH/N, Nay,COs #KJE 96 mmol- L™ if, M HH4E&K a. b T
BRIERE IR, 4R E KT 96 mmol- L™ i, HAKRIET A MM SRR, thot, MW pH {HH T 10.00
i, HYMSE a b S EHEETXEEP < 0.05). FEEGEER K, WK a. b &= MRHEEE R,

T REE SRR S B WK, MRS ELHEHFR THERE a. by HERER A/B &AL & TXHEOLE
3(A)~(C))-
= [Al OA =mC (B] 80T
- 20.0 b e b ¢ -
: | - I :
£ ab @ £
= 15.0 T e T T a a a 6.0 =
] ]
8 et 8
o ab 40 o
< 10.0 a m
> >
g g
o 50 2.0 o
kel kel
e e
O O
0.0 - 0.0
40.0 [
4
g, 30.0 b o
:g ab ab ab
% 20.0 | b b b
S ab
E‘ a
< 10.0
9]
S
e
O 00 ‘ ‘ - ‘

0 48 72 96 120 144
Salinity(mM)

Figure 3. Effects of NaHCO; and Na,CO; on content of chlorophyll a and b under stress. NaHCOs, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144
mM, pH = 8.03, 8.12, 8.18, 8.22, 8.26; Na,COs, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH = 9.91, 10.32, 10.92, 11.11, 11.27. mM =
mmol-L™!

3. 7£ NaHCO; 1 Na,CO; fB8 T4 % a. b S 2RI, NaHCO,, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH =8.03,
8.12, 8.18, 8.22, 8.26; Na,CO;, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH=9.91, 10.32, 1092, 11.11, 11.27, mM = mmol-L™

3.4.NaHCO;, Na,CO; fHBEx T4l ELE FrIR I

BEAE i SRR R, A B A ZErt Na™ B IN(P < 0.05, UL 4(A)), TERMME T, K&
N2 T REEFWP<0.05, WL 4(B)). NaHCO; 5= M R, Na 852X 11.3 5. Na,CO;,
JilriE Na 3 28 2 X B 45 £%. 144 mM f#) Na,COs & NaHCO; A &1 3.93 fi5(P < 0.05, LK 4(0)).
JuHIE Na,COs il FHIARAL T K, ik ¥ Na,CO; il Na/K 52 NaHCO; 1 6.2 (LI 4(D)). £
FhAFEY) Na™/K B B 38 56 B2 (1 3 i 8 &, M2 2y i 25 b Na /K iy pH H 235 1 (P < 0.05).

BRI, CT & RfE NaHCO; il R (P < 0.01), {5 mi/IIEHER, XA 6.5 4 1 Na,CO,
H1 NaHCO; Y& bl XTI 1.8 £%55 Na,COs il T XTI 1.4 5 5(A)). SOT FERRHME N B3,
b8 pH B3 R BB R(LE 5(B). NO; « H,PO, & EAEmME T TP <0.05, WE5(C). Bl 5(D)).
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Figure 4. Influence of NaHCO; and Na,COj3 on cationic content. Group NaHCOs, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH = 8.03, 8.12,
8.18, 8.22, 8.26; Na,COs, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH=9.91, 10.32, 10.92, 11.11, 11.27. mM = mmol-L™"'

4. ?’:ENaHCO;*EI Naz(:o;Hd]‘J\E_F;F“}H%%g% ‘%ﬂrﬂ]o NaHCOy 48’ 72’ 96’ 120’ 144mM’ pH:803! 812;
8.18, 8.22, 8.26; Na,CO;, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH=9.91, 10.32, 10.92, 11.11, 11.27, mM = mmol-L™"

f
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Figure 5. Effects of NaHCO; and Na,CO3 on contents of several anions and organic acids.NaHCOs, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM,
pH=28.03, 8.12, 8.18, 8.22, 8.26; Na,CO;, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH =9.91, 10.32,10.92, 11.11, 11.27. mM = mmol-L""

[& 5. £ NaHCO; A Na,CO; M8 T3 /LM E F R BN S = /IS0 . NaHCOs, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH = 8.03,
8.12, 8.18, 8.22, 8.26; Na,CO,;, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH=9.91, 10.32, 1092, 11.11, 11.27, mM = mmol-L™

3.5.NaHCOs, Na,CO;fBaxt4ipasrEE kA pH ERISAT

TERIE N, SABEMRa SRR K, RTINS IZHE N, Ui REVR G OR, R ABAAR BRI,
ANRIZH R BE pH B3 R OE ARG O, AR 38 A A S b0 ), 1 B[Rl — R R pH K4 55t ™
H, BEGMHAR, WRERERNE, AWPEEITS pH EMNR 7 EREE. E£H5ET, 40P E
o2 BRI W 2 BT, AR, AT N SR EINS, SN TSR E
AN, T Az 2453 (LE 6(0)).

[A] [B]
8.0 ONaHCO, ®Na,CO, 8.0

ab
60 'mmm W e e — 1 6.0
I
o
40 40§
20 | 120
oo L IM.l] L1 L. ] 0.0

o

o
o
o
o

Tissue pH

0 48 72 96 120 144 (0] 48 72 96 120 144
Salinity (mM) Salinity(mM)

Electric conductivity (%)

0 48 72 96 120 144
Salinity(mM)

Figure 6. The effects of NaHCO; and Na,CO; on tissue pH and electrical conductivity. Group NaHCOs, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144
mM, pH =8.03, 8.12, 8.18, 8.22, 8.26; Na,COs, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH=9.91, 10.32, 10.92, 11.11, 11.27. mM = mmol-L""
& 6. £ NaHCO; FA Na,CO; 8 Txt2H4%% pH B, BSFEMFNN. NaHCO;, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH =8.03,
8.12, 8.18, 8.22, 8.26; Na,CO;, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 mM, pH=9.91, 10.32, 10.92, 11.11, 11.27. mM = mmol-L™"
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ERRNE N, o BRI IRES pH F25E (P > 0.05), ABEANAIRES pH H A2 A4k (L1
6(A)), R pH, HPFIASE pH EId &, it 10.11 5, ALRNIAEER pH EA A m L E 6(B)).

ARSI Bt ER A SRR M E R R, DL AR AL B B (BD pH ()RR ST —Fh I 3R . e %L
YK H SPSS17.0 et B At o0 #r, #- W E 48 bR LA 3 IR E R HI-FIME, X P Fl 8 IR 25 2 [/ 26 R AT
WA ETTEZ (LR 2), HpREEKFRZ P <005, WREZFKFP <001, F=JFZEMS)/RE

(Error).

Table 2. ANOVA tables presenting the effects of the salt concentration (CN) and salt component (CM) on the shoot and root bio-
mass, root activity, Livability, proline content in shoots, electrolyte leakage rate, and chlorophyll concentration in the leaves

®2 BESHRERT

PRI R RIRE RIS

Eh
m

RECN)FIEE 5 (CM)X_ EidFb TEMIE . #RES). FEX, BEaRaE,. BERERE. M

TG Iy BEHL FRAC My ERRE
df Livability Tillering content Root length (cm) Shoot length (cm)
F P F P F P F P
th ke BF
MIRE. 2 189.474 0.000 11.821 0.000 7.178 0.002 10.243 0.000
Salt concentration (CN)
R A
5 100.710 0.000 15.918 0.000 8.698 0.000 16.710 0.000
Salt component (CM)
CNx CM 10 28.060 0.000 2.133 0.038 1.387 0.213 458 0.906
A R AR HhEAKE KRG &
dar Shoot part biomass (g) Root biomass (g) Shoot water content (g) Root water content (g)
F P F F F P F P
th ke BF
MIRE, 2 7.178 0.002 119 0.888 33.896 0.000 21.269 0.000
Salt concentration (CN)
Ehy
Hh ALk 5 8.698 0.000 2.126 0.077 26.101 0.000 9.432 0.000
Salt component (CM)
CNx CM 10 1.387 0.213 1.370 0.220 1.789 0.086 1.467 0.179
IR & & LT A i A MoK a S MEEER b AR
df Proline content (umol/g)  Electrolyte leakage rate Chlorophyll-a content Chlorophyll-bcontent
F P F P F P F P
th ke BF
mlﬁf; 2 7.584 0.002 30.273 0.000 356.903 0.000 24.533 0.000
Salt concentration (CN)
Eh2H AL
5 84.542 0.000 84.610 0.000 117.697 0.000 35.445 0.000
Salt component (CM)
CNx CM 10 1.724 0.113 1.923 0.074 186.566 0.000 2.892 0.009
H2% % a/b TR T T
dr Chlorophyll-a+b content ~ Na“content (mmol-L™") K content (mmol-L™")  Ca*" content (mmol-L™")
F P F P F P F P
th ke BF
MIRE. 2 16.216 0.000 1028.404 0.000 343.218 0.000 135.187 0.000
Salt concentration (CN)
R A
5 23.960 0.000 756.076 0.000 250.345 0.000 113.256 0.000
Salt component (CM)
CNx CM 10 3.386 0.006 97.278 0.000 19.431 0.000 8.672 0.000
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Continued
P AP BRI & THRRAR &
df Na'/K" content CI content (mmol-L™") SO} content (mmol-L™") NO; content (mmol-L™")
F P F F F P F P
kS 2 3398.681 0.000 3940.965 0.000 132.437 0.000 3457.206 0.000
Salt concentration (CN) ' ' ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
R
5 2172316 0.000 1501.689 0.000 233315 0.000 1069.191 0.000
Salt component (CM)
CNx CM 10 385.879 0.000 741.390 0.000 7.844 0.000 87.631 0.000
S -
H.PO- content ARG = Hb b pH 1R pH
dar e Organic acid (mmol-L™") Shoot of pH Root of pH
(mmol-L™")
F P F P F P F P
Ehy
m'(&gt. 2 170.151 0.000 598.893 0.000 0.299 0.743 151.677 0.000
Salt concentration (CN)
R H Y
HhZLAL 5 55.843 0.000 154.488 0.000 1.424 0.242 48.658 0.000
Salt component (CM)
CNx CM 10 8.342 0.000 68.383 0.000 1.122 0.375 14.119 0.000
A)
4. g

4.1. W EBERAERHLE

Hh ] AR G A BT T e R AR A B R A0 ) R R RN R Ay S LR E . LR L NaHCO; Ml
Na,CO; NEM L3, BB 1. NaCl fl Na,SO, NEM T3, FovEht, MRk H g, Xk
EE R AR, MCI AR R (15 Btk 2R A R R B L SR Al p M ER A FH ST A5 2 Bk
#5 NaHCO;. Na,CO; [FI1E I IRl 2% U ZE7E SR b3 i 6 Ak B30 b pH (B ARUE 2 . S EPIAR R AN RS
Y pH B S, BREBIMR RN AR, EH AR AR A S EUR REGMBER: FR, WS R
R T IAFAEIR S R AE AR [16] [17] [18] [19]. 1 pH EXHEMI I MHAE A LS T8%E. BEEHE
SRANTE A 2% o b TR R AR SR 1 R R LR, pHL L ) EL R MR AR A R 9 B T TR
WCIRL,  7EFIERME A5 1F AR A0 A 1 b A s R R A E F Ay, DRI & TR IR FUA R B 15 7E 590
FAF N R IR AT, BTSN AR IGIBA B 1 (R R E Y pH B AN [F) B8 7 (1 VA AR
RGATE o [, ANFEF pH (B B S PG R KRR, 4 pH (& T B R0&E R IR, S2mm AR 3t
AN CERIRAT, T RSN EEAN A R 2R 475 0 EANIE B pH B R ) 3 A M s s 1
SRR o J&] BBl AR AR MR B R AR AR AK 2010 A T kG F AR SR AE T R 2R R R I R AE A5 ek U0V
HIFIE G, BT LR o B 3 P 47 Y B8] 35 7 T 28 1) 2% 1R T SRk AT 5556

TEYLETE ZIRE R, B 2@ MHE AR 12 FH A7 T [21 1389 X B pH PrE . MR R &
pH B X A % 1 SR A B 508 FRIR 0 B S B RL R 77 1R ™ ELRRR , T LG o B A AR 4 i i 454 5
Dhife, SEEYR RS B A B FA T, TP R EIE R 1 552 T H T8 2 1P s AT
A, DR EHR b Xt A A P b 40 PR A A B Ry P

4.2. TEEHER Sl K R HIHIE
AR AR BB 8 SN 2R DL, AR S B B R b, B KR EEYPUER
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—HPERETERBIRIL[20] [21]0 AW FUL LW, MM T 530 E AR B LA T BLRE , fERTa T,
R B R S, BB E . AEARIREERS, RIS T A A, R RO AR A E
FEEEINEE, MRAVERZ2MEFREME . i E 5N IE TR A BN ER. WUHE .
P8 730 ER BP0 R BURRE L AN Al . TR Sk b AR, U W N B A RE R gs, RV LRI
BE pH (EAVHER, T il b ECE W/ . 2 SRR T e 2 (0 S i e bR R 0 (Y B
BIRE N B IR SE. gh i A KA TR A KR B BN ], 2R i s A AR XL A — N EHI[201]
MRS AR Bt b, AR S rh A, R I EE A S . AT I B S AT b
A REEAEMIE B A A7 T &0 ARSREEERRALBE REW (et e 4l i AL 1, T pH EXS#EZ LA B
FIHMHIER(P < 0.01),

I H AT DLR A 7 3R S S A S R 01 B R I 15 D o Bl s Ml X X R 0 ) I 5 A AT 4
AN T R TR 2 RO S AN ] v A L RO B S . R E N B . BESE AR . ANIF
FEAI T SR AR AE S AN A, (R — AN R 2R I Sh R Re I B AN A, A SIS 25 BRI A2 SRR E T
A7 R i A PR P38 v AT pH R3O T B o B0 P2 P B OGS A 375 2 X 5 i BE WY S (P < 0.01).

4.3. EEIMENMENEERKIETEKE, BRRIEBLN

AR T AR IS E W EH AR, a4 N ARRIKEREY), ER&EHEY, Ak
SRR, SR ARER A, AR R[22]. EMNE T, e DR AR R S B AL R
SRR EE T . YR A RN SRR 2, BRI RS TR RE R, AN R ERE R
Wag . 5 HAFKREE NayCO; A FRE 5L, (AN S I fR & 238 m T, MHassEAar, MaRR A=
Jed R A R A SB[ 7]. LAAEEAN ) [ 2540 P 15 e S I R S AR B s ek R P
(1) e ] 3502 1= pH A, NayCOs XAEA) (1) 32 BBl [R5 2 i1 pH B i A2 1308 s FH B 128 55[5] [9] [23],
YIS = pH &N Nz — 2 R AR R EAZ M ER R AE IR IR R
ST pH WY, XFATE R R MRS AR, B BARAEFRCHM A pH E, EBHIE] T HEAR
A, H NayCO; e xf B B B4 v i B9 2 FE IR 7 5t il 2R B2 1) 3G N 38 (2070 A< S5 v i 22 IR 1)k B2
BE e SRR IR TN, AL Y AR & AR T, BE pH TS, WERS
ET R, HAES pH (E SRR, X e 250n B 365 H 22 A 25 (P < 0.01), UL IR IEE
TR JIIR . XA RN I HE R [9]. SAMEME RS ShMEE R, n 125, @R, NEE
AR BT -

)20 B 1) SR A 5 2 el SRR B B 1, I Ah S B 20 i NI 5 — T e, A0 LA R
oy B ST HE A B Eh i R TR . RS B SR S S, KR A — RAIIAE, FOE MR OR,
I FBUE S, Hdt—D e man i

L7 200 o R P 325 11 0% L IS AL 70 200 Ko 4 L P BRI () A 5 i 0 RS A1 SR I 858 A8 A 11 3 1 5 41K
HRIRE ST, RPUSEME R FEATRIRN R 2 —. ARSI PRETEG KH 3 B, i R s pa R
FHRE s ARABA24] [25]0 IR SRA S IE R E R, SR M. KRR —S0] [10] [11]. BBk
IR PE R R R FGRE P K, M Eh IR A R pH (E O B3R 58K . 40 AR IR A AR X 18 38 R 5 %t
HEAHEL Z R W3 (P < 0.01); ACFEVR pH {EBk i, AHXB AR, 1 HAEA [F B ZH (8] (BP AN [F] pH ) 2%
FREFHP<0.01),

4.4. BAMENHRENHERSENTMN

A E R AR A AR, 2R SR WYL & 1F SR 1 A B bR . AEER e
T, \TRPTE FRERARMEEEAN CIERED AL Z 2T, MEEASEES LS
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VEFHAR SR S A BERBR I ELPR BRI B i B 20 R 5 &, IS D & R R, &l
ANBEMIE G AR SR IBUL W (P UM R BT AR A2 B0, RN YURESE. — B ER a AAITK
WP, HHERER b AR TSRO . 2R (a/b) LB I, e s ot &id k.

4.5. BAMENHRENEFALNE FRZMN

B 5 ol 2 588 P R o, e R Na "R IN(P < 0.05), KIS &R NP <0.05). JEHETEm
R R, V2 AP Na'/K BE W ia 5 (3 N g &, siia R, nIREZ & pH Wi
T T K -Na (e, M SEi A K -Na ™ A F47[26] [27] [28]. Ca> ZEFiRt A N 2L AL,
KRS PR, JEE M NS H R Ca® B B T IR I [26].

BEE SRR, 1 A&, SO WA, NO;. H,PO, Wlfhia &M%, shAmy
R e NEE S ALHHE T 1, NO;, SO FlH,PO, JKARIERHFH 5 7P #5[28] [29], TfiAHF
FAERKERAT I SO;, KM S LAY EHLEE AR mE ~, &8 me e
) NO, F1 H,PO, B & B [28], (HASLES 45 5 s 2 3 40 NO; A H,PO, IES AR R, R B
TEAERESE AN ER AR R0 B B T RS A4 b A AR [

4.6. WAMEN FELNEEA pH EAMBVERIENL

TR LN FRBE 1 pH Fase AR IR T I L B4 . — IS OL T, ANE AN pH E 0
Ay, NEREIRENSIE RIIAEE, HARN I pH (EROZARXS R E o AL At 1358 4 212 N IR 85 1) pH
{RFRasE , AU FRES pH (B EAN SRR ST 10,11 I, ZHEL PN BRI pH B3 B, TR P9 8 10 P 4665 (WL
Kl 6(C)). TIRE FEUEMKIET:.

FHLER S S8 T 2 IN(P < 0.05)7E Nay,CO; BHa Ry, ZXTRR 1.8 5, th NaHCO;. Fhif @ik
1.3 (WK 6(C)). AHIERIE S EREDEN A VIAE TSI, AMER] DLoR S & i BH 21 [28], 1M
HURT DKM B T R 4078 77 Sk = F0 4 i et 3 19 B 120 - K A T 3 1) 47 R Ao 7 R [29] - B2 M T iR
RBE i B I 8K Na B R AL B 75 SO 4(A) L] 5)S5 18, SREL T R ER BRA PR
(o SR . BRI, BREE TR B LR K A 2R AT BE AR K R pH B ) — R R e LA o

4.7. FEETHRALE

i1 pH B SR B8 B SSBE P £E , R AR AL 3 AR, ANDCEAEAR SN AT A ) pH T
A ZAEA LA BEAT pH T DLORKR IE B R A A3 7 AR P AT REE AR R HY . AL
P2 UL K WIS CO, 55 i 42 SEOUAR AMUGA e 1 pH I T[25] TUZAHML P i pH 819 7T i 5 208 i A2
KEREA PR ZILO] . FEHRE T e 2 7 40 A AR BRI A HLRAME SRR AL B 75 Shimn 85
LN pH, B4 AT RESISH RIS A TARSN pH 7, BEUE, AT BLA SR Y KR AR SR WL & e 2 X ik
P PR AR BER T AR ) A B 22—

Bl XEL X O €0 2R MR 2R 36 )™ B A7 55 U AR P30 T R T B AR5, 3 I SR AR S5 R AT D RE
WA . SUEMZERI & R SHESCE MK N, AVENR TR, FNaETHeeE 748
W RN Na i, KOS & R R, Ca® E B nEs. Cr & & N, SOy KEMR. ZaLlh
R RLCT-R M, BB AT R E L T Na's K e . SO; (4R, iR A3 HLER 7E B e
N RFERAR 2 AT RE 12 X I P AR L S R o

5. &P
ARIATE Y, 7558 K B R MIFIR, Na,CO, i #1016 I B A T3, SBOEZEEN Na'y K
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AP, PRI ECRNERS, K& pH AW BER R 40 A BE S . SBURA LR pH (H 1
R, EMPAERKKE 2B, EEXFIBOCRIREE. Kk, Y el timA A7, A CERER S
HITABEREAT pH T, IR A ZRCESH I A RS E I pHL 1T DAOR KR IEHACS X2 7115

B oW
L SR 2R LTI R 2 A i s o 2 e B U 7 P 0 SE BRI 78 B B S0
E&mE

EMEHET =007 BEEBORIE TR GUH B E T PR SETE AT S N R
(FHRHET[2016]58 41 5); FEEHIRFEEE[2018]5 31770520 5 “RUTFETS 5t N AGVE YIS FAG A LA )
2 FEVE K ARE e PRI LA

HEEiF

ELR: Electrolyte Leakage Rate
OA: Organic Acid
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