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Abstract

To evaluate soil and water conservation and salt resistance capacities of plants in soil salinization
regions, two herbs (Elymus nutans Griseb. and Elymus sibiricus Linn.) were selected as the tested
species. Based on flower pot plantation, the seeds for the two species were planted in experimen-
tal bots and then treated with the salt solution after germination. 20 days after salt solution
treatment, the plant height, dry weight, pro concentration, MDA concentration, chlorophyll con-
centration and relative electronic conductivity in the foliage of and the tensile strength of the two
species were determined, based on which comprehensive evaluation method was used to assess
the water and soil conservation and salt resistance capacities of the two species. The results show
the score (reflecting the water and soil conservation and salt resistance capacities of the two spe-
cies was calculated using membership function) for E. nutans to resist salt stress is 0.52, and the
score for E. sibiricus is 0.52. And the scores for E. nutans to resist salt stress and conserve soil and
water is 0.55 and the score for E. sibiricus is 0.48, indicating that E. nutans play a more significant
role than E. sibiricus in salt stress tolerance and soil and water conservation. The result can be
used as a guidance in regions subject to soil salinization to reduce soil erosion and land acclama-
tion.
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1. &l

A RAZ SRS . AN G BRI DA S A B3R T 9 sk i >R 0 TR 25 AT AR e, REF R
Jeth X 7K L3 2k BAA E# T EAE R 1], ANANZXOK ERUE R, HXFEIR T RERNHER SRR
9T, R & 55E2009) [2]k A K T 1% X AT 2 #0858 )L(Caragana korshinskii) 1R (Nitraria
tangutorum)~ i T.(Zyvgophyllum xanthoxylon). VU¥VERE (Atriplex canescens) P i 3 5 m AL K X A4
B, AT SEILFEARK LR B, AERSE(2013) [3IRIAERK T X B A o] K5 HAR 25
BERZ A LI sa Az e, BRIBRERMEN HK, RAFTSEQ2012, 2013) [4] [5] X REE
(2018ab) [6] [7]+ JAMIESE(2019) [817r MR E N B I B BTIALS  Z P9H4R R BRI 3058 0
M T HEARMEY (k7 28808 )L(C. korshinskii)s FARI(N. tangutorum). % £.(Z. xanthoxylon)~ VUIHEH(A. ca-
nescens)~ M (Lycium chinense)) 42 =il i e g AN AR K BIER A 1 F#HLEE, YOCREEARIR RIBE L1K
PUBYSREE, FRAK/K LI o ) D S WUERAE T HEAAR 200 AR 0/ F R f 4 P AN 2 5 s [ 4 FH - SR
FEAZIX IR E H 2 N 8 5 R [9], iR 7E Eh 5T L3RBT b 75 REAE 155 AR K AT A 4% L[]
AR A

BT BIRWR, AR AR SR BT DO T Fh B & BRI 58 21 /K L ORFEIEY, 8T
R AEFAR ZR I 373 B T DA AR 12 X K R R A FE 1) W AR o 78 2 e AH DG SCHRA BRI R [ 107 [11] [12],
IRPE T WA K A LR RE RE 85 P B A ) R B L (Elymus nutans Griseb. )12 122 (Elymus sibiri-
cus Linn. ) AR, SR 5 18I i = FhE 7 06X 2 FAE Yt AT AR, SR )5 K F Na,SO,4 ¥ O H R T 21

ik
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e, FrEhPra s e, ME AR ABEIRIRAIR AR /Ao, Uit b, DU 2 Ay 4K
R A BRFEAR AR R )2 5B FLAR bR VA R, L SRR e B ik 131, X 2 Mt £ 6E 0 Ak +
TRIFRESTHEAT VRO o W2 FU A5 RO R ER 35T X T /K A AR A A 25 R4 T 70 A B0 R BRAR AN ML
[ IS A SR AR DX S Ll 2k AR AR BEAT IR R IR A B i SEFr S

2. I IXHRA

B9 X 76 3= 2 b, R A bt XA 5 v o AR L R B o S VG kR A ey, X P U (1 ]
HOER ., SR RE T ZIX RSB IMETIME . A EAHME LR [ 14] Z XK LR B, 4
giit, XPAKERKRHEAN 289.5 km®, 5 XA 63.0%, 3+ MEEL 5000 vkm®-a [15], +3%
R pdRR 2 AT K . XU AN E AR 3 RhRA15]. Ak, %X R FRE i A B R R EUR B i
Xz —[16], XNEERERD, HENES, ZRER, SUREA. T, J8T BB & R R %
[16] [17] [18]. X PRI A EARAE, FUE X A LRI R - R i [16] [17] [18]. X A £
A b 32 B A TR A L VR KT RS R L AR R A AT 16] [17] (18], LE & EE—RKT 0.3%,
INF1.3% [16] [18]; #higt 28R DABR R £ (Na,SO,4- 10H,0 F1 MgSO04-7H,0) N, hBi bR Arh25[18]
[19].

3. B HESHE
3.1. HiAEYNE

AFEPET(E. nutans) NRAFE, INE iR, PGB, J& 2 FEA N AREY) . HAR R AT,
WARRKIE, ZEARE 15~20 cm FEEH, FIHRK 03~0.5 m [10]. EAHR. MW, FiRIP. HBERE
5 AR HE AR AT[10] [20], SRR AR LAREE . VDRI R[20], £ TR, = D)1
Bram. HoN. Bept. Wb, ASESEH[10].

ZAF(E. sibiricus) NARAEL, INEIE, W IR, PR 60~90 cm [10], HARFRAFURME, K
290 30~50 cm, HAEKHAERE. 2 BERE 00, MH2E. M5, MEhml. mBkEs. WARNTE. AR
RERU10], A BRI A A2 50 Y AR R AF R 55, v A T AR i oy 7 =B 1) 1 7
PR E[10][20], FEEHAATARIL. WS, b, v, Berb. Hilt. 2. FiE. 5aE. U, 7R
EHX[10],

3.2. HEYIMIER L KIEFRRIE

4 FEARPL RN 2 P2 M IR LN 95% HITHRE 1R 3~5 min J5, JAJ5 HZ&MKIEYE 3~5 Ik, FH
WEEON 150 ppm (M 7R8E RIRIE 24 h, 5o B HRRICT B8 A B 95 58 00 1) S0 50 78 (R 77 8 T FRARRREE O 3:1 1)
JETE B BR A B H T, SEIR R~ e 38 om x 24 em) R BEAT R, iR S AR A R EE R I T AR
o KRG, B 5 d AKX HYEATHERE, PaRE RMRIERRE VAR E , BFCLEE 2 I 1A) HEAT B,
BIF24 H A4 12:00 AT5EM. FrEYHZE 30 d f5, STED AT EEHaAEE . B 70 X Eh i 1 3 e A
RTRER SR, AR B A BEA NaySO, W, WRIE 435179 0 mmol/Ly 30 mmol/L. 60 mmol/L.
90 mmol/L A1 120 mmol/L, WHBE A 1.1 L. Ny J #iCR T3 8dh BA M, SR HE T 20 HE .
BA RGP EEEITRE, WEREN 10C~25C, HMBEM VBRI, THEEN 12%~20%. 7
a7 E s, WhE gy 3 kT, BPEIAEEESA 1d, B 1RCON 020, 2N 03L. F
3N 0.6 L, REEh e g5k 20 d 5, MHAEYIEAT WAL B o 751 0% 75 R AR I URE 2 1 T AR A8 3 H
Poide A K EANX BN — B E N IRIE T G, KB TR BRI R UBOR £ 45, AR5 H E ROKIE
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P TIR, HERR EREHFRETONE, BHZBARTE 3~5 K. ERFEERTHRERES, 8 %5t
Yot i AR R i, A TTRE MR A R . AP PR BRES s, RO HEAT R, REELRR R : &
SR R AR B AL uCR R I RE i P 2R TR K P e 1%, AR IR AR R L iR, e ail TR
TH7K 73 ARPEAE B AP AT Nay SO, IR BN HLREAT S0 5, SR G R RN A bR, K T Rl
MZ PRI RTINS T0CHRIER h B HE, P AREE T i ORI R 1A AR
Rk, DEMEERES, BFra Yk AT = NE S 10~15 G TER

3.3. HETRIEERNIE

NWFAAE 5 FRURE (1) NapySO, R E A FE T, AR Z o 22 ] S R & &
I A LA 2RI SR . AN 90 TR B R0 2 1 S R U AL B 25 TR 5 20 d B, AREAS
PRI A BEALPRE 2 AR A R IR R AR iR B kL, B BT BT ECH oy, I B kKR e
B iRt 3~5 6, SR A Z8 18K e 3~5 Jt, B PSR ARIR IS A 3R ik 43, ONIELE R 4°C
FRVA SRS Hh A T o i U o B M s SR P PR B = by (217, T S i R A B Bl 221 b
[22], XS HFZRMACR A S5 [23], g m sl aCR H CRE IR & VR G024 (B 1), LA EREA
AT 3 NER.

@ (b)

Figure 1. Four physiological indices determination. (a) Chlorophyll extraction; (b) Physiological indexes de-
termination

1 O FREY) 4 DRI NET R, (a) EYHAMRRRE; (b) BYEERERUE

3.4. RENFEIFME

NN E P AR A AR BT VE BEFE bR, FrERIMA LS 20 d Ja, XTPARTEAYIIR REEAT AR .
AT FE TR B BAR AL A B0 ) T AR SR BRI AR 5 M ST 1l 7T e e L, 1 A 3 RS R 4
AR REERGE[25]. LD PRI IG, T, TR PRZ 25k E, BRERGH B
REEIFL KRR RN, B2 PR AEBIR . AR R i il e AR e b e B,
A% B JE i R e S B3 AR I L SRR (U BE R 77, ARBEK N 40 mmeo BEAh, WA fRARAE. ARG /AN
SRARPUAL R S E A — e AR, BAREEN 40 %o ASHT ST PR SRR P B B H SCRR (25 AT
o

3.5. BEGIT ST
NE B ERVE R B AT FRE A KT R, BRI ARSI, AWK T E
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Hr(ANOVA)TE 0.05 F10.01 S AKF T, R /R 3 ZE80ELSD) T 2 EILE[26], DL Na,SO, e
W (mmol/L)E N A &, PUEKIR R B IRAR AR R 12248 h o R &, 0BT shid e b 3,
TP FIZ T K AG bR A FIRAR IR R =R L. thAh, Sh T ZRE 0T 2 R I 2h6E
TIFUK EARFERE ST, AT UL EIRAE K e bR A FFRAR A 238 NN IR 7, R S8 s BG4,
Xt 2 FAEAI E5 68 1 RUK L ARFFRE D EAT VRN . AT ST BT 38383 OriginPro8 R AFHTE M, J7 %5
frifid SPSS 12.0 AT e, )& R E s Hrifid Excel #F58 k.

4. IR
4.1. EEMEIEIE KB

2 FT7RON Na,SO, B ACEE , S RRBE B I 1 2 bk im AT A K AR AR 5 B RIREE R R .
B W, BiE e 20 d B, 2 FR AR YA S R B B NapSO, VA AR 2 3 0351 2 I HH S i ek /s 1) 2 1
s, AR E 0 mmol/L 3% 120 mmol/L i, TEAEHEARE T 8 11 0.097 g )& E 0.058 g, Jk/> i@
FEN 40.21%. BEAk, ERIEHINE AR T, 2 PR AR PR S R R I 3 1 22 (P < 0.05) FIAR Wi 3% 22
FE(P < 0.01), 0T EAE = EE (90 mmol/L A 120 mmol/L)HE i AL FE R 5K K FE 18] (0 mmol/L F1 30
mmol/L) R I H (P < 0.05) AL EZETEP < 0.0)ZE R, FiRIIZ i 2 FhE A YIfE = x5 s &
R, T N A R UK

(R v PRI A
y Lk
0.10
=
12
0.05 -
2 2 0.00 = E
-30 0 30 60 90 120 150 230 0 30 60 90 120 150
e JE (mmol/L) W (mmol/L)

(2 (b)
e ERAR R R B A R ORI RS, B LSD ), Hh, ARIKEFREN 0.01 %4 TR EEEER, AFH
NETFEEN 0.05 AT N EE LS

Figure 2. Two growth indices of the salt-stressed herbs. (a) Plant height; (b) Dry weight
E 2. BHBEMEKIERR. (2 #&; (b) TE

4.2. EEMBFA TEYE IR ISR

1 A 2 RN Nap SO, EUMHA AL 5 55 20 d I, AR s il 2 M F IR & & A
HAFER, N BRI SR SR 4 TUEFIRAR I E 45 5K . iz AT A, B NapSO, ISR E I N, 2 Fp
A ER S E. B SR, N OBSE 3 TUEMARRIUE BN IE, e R & BRI
HIRN

TEAHARA ] AR R I EVEZ (P < 0.05), 7EREMNIREEX W AR R I AR 2 35 14 2 (P < 0.01), M)A
GRGENAZIZEEP <0.05) R EVEZETP <0.01), %45 RAEBL 2 FEY - Fr 2R & Bt
SR IEECABUR, RIS 3 A TR FR bR U E B S AU
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Table 1. Tested results for the physiological indices for the foliage of E. nutans stressed by Na,SO, solution in five concen-

trations in test area

= 1 REX 5 MIRER Na,SO, iB T EFE I E £ IR R I E 4R

Na,SO, ¥A ¥R 5 (mmol/L)

e R A PR bR 2R A

TR (ug/g) AT L3R (%) P % (ummol/g) 4¢3 (ug/g FW)
0 4221+ 1.132A 44,65+ 13.65cB 7.21 £ 0.60bA 223 +0.02aA
30 47.91 +2.52bB 59.30 + 2.08bAB 7.54 £ 0.09abA 223 +0.02aA
60 53.83 + 1.34¢C 67.61 + 5.68abA 7.84 £ 0.85abA 222 +0.03aA
90 63.68 +2.35dD 72.25 +3.76aA 8.43 £ 0.68abA 2.18 + 0.05abA
120 80.91 + 1.56eE 74.00 + 1.58aA 8.65 = 1.21aA 2.10 + 0.09bA

H: RPN FREFRFEAFRIRE NaySOL E BTN, AP A R SR A HX SR, A RSB AR
SR W EREENERGNEEZRGE, M LSD V), P<0.05, KE7PRFERERMEEMESER, P<001.

Table 2. Tested results for the physiological indices for the foliage of E. sibiricus stressed by Na,SO, solution in five con-
centrations in test area

F 2. MK 5 #IKRE NapSO, B T2 E XA BRI E LR

Na,SO, FiHk LR RIR IR
(mmol/L) il 2 (ug/) R FL S (%) 7~ (ummol/g) 4 (ug/g FW)
0 33.11 + 1.06eE 57.38 £2.28cC 7.43 £ 0.50bA 2.53 +£0.31aA
30 37.68 £0.81dD 62.31 +1.49¢cBC 7.63 £ 0.72bA 2.52 +£0.08aA
60 43.87 +1.08cC 73.02 = 7.89bAB 8.68 = 1.03abA 2.37 £0.09aA
90 50.39+2.18bB 79.64 = 4.11abA 8.96 + 0.19abA 2.34 +0.06aA
120 62.39 +£2.17aA 81.92 + 5.43bA 9.22 +1.32aA 2.33 +£0.02aA

W RPNGFRERRAEIRE NapySO VRIS T, 12 FIHEAR 8. M A S E. R AR MM ek S iy
25 R M RN RS 2 0%, W LSD ), P<0.05, KREFRFRRERZHEELER, P<0.01.

4.3. HEYRANF R

1 3 RN NapSO, T M B AL R, TR B R 2 12 22 AR Buhs fy S pihr s R e 45 %, Bk
AN, BEAE WA AR RN 2 PR A B AR OB ) AR B Sy ) R A R G ) G R . N T
FEPEHET, 4K E 0 mmol/L #41%E 30 mmol/L. 60 mmol/L. 90 mmol/L Al 120 mmol/L I}, H:
BARRFUR S0 O IR D 7.23% 13.25% 10.24%F1 18.07%, e BRI 3T 98 B 43 W) A5 5o 1 2 448
~4.32%-+ 3.99%. —1.28%F1 11.03%. WAl AHF 5t A S REAB 0 B S AR TR A AP o B AR &1 20 1R) I R 3R
P 2 2 (P < 0.05), HAREEAN MR ARRIH R E M Z TP <0.01). FUTRERRHE, &
T LR U EAR AT LA JE R R I B M 25 (P < 0.05),  HAEREANURE X [A] R R B0 H A 2 3 1k 25 5
(P<0.01), JCEARPTRL R E RN IRE X B TR AR R 35 (P < 0.05) AR B PP < 0.01) 2 5.

4.4. MEX 4 MEAFEYH R K L RIFEDESEN

AL 41, 42 K A3 /N REY, 2 FbEYLE 5 PR EE A T, HAK, AR
RIVFARRR I AN e SRFAE , W5 BOR FH B — (0 FE s 3 DA S AR 4 3 52 1) i 256 R K (R R g
FH L, AT 70 SR FH 35 T8 R B5O0P At 2 0 i R i R 20 232 O 3 AR AR B B8 AT VA, Hoorvkn R,
R A T R TE, A MERESE. AR, HoBEEMngRmds R
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Table 3. Results of tensile resistance and strength of single root for two herbs stressed by Na,SO, solution

= 3. NaySO, B AMNET 2 MEAEY R RN A RAREREER

o T R ETE
Nay SO, ¥R L . N . N . ; : . . :
(mmol/L) R HARYR AR5 R HARBRL ) LRk ovil g
(mm) (N) (MPa) (mm) N) (MPa)

0 0.27aA 1.66aA 30.56abA 0.27aA 1.32aA 22.97aA
30 0.26aA 1.54abA 29.24bA 0.26aA 1.16abA 23.51aA
60 0.252A 1.44abA 31.78abA 0.252A 1.06bA 24.15aA
90 0.25aA 1.49abA 30.17abA 0.25aA 1.22abA 24.052A
120 0.24aA 1.36bA 33.93aA 0.24aA 1.19abA 24.253A

e RARAVNG FRERIRA IR NaySO, I EIIHE AT, 2 FE A % 1b5 L [0 IR 22 57t i Ak 45 R (M 3 22800, ) LSD ),
P<0.05, KETHERIR 2 M A S AR IR0 270 E S5 R (RN 3 2= 0%, W LSD %), P<0.01.

= PR AR R A SR, A B 2 P EATY E A L ORRERE DT TR . SRIE R
HHEARWT[27] [28]:
i Eh R AR S S R IEARSS, WA

Zz'j = (Xy _Xz'min )/(Ximax _Ximin) (1)
A VTR AR S R 2 AR, AT
Zij = 1‘(ij/ _Ximin )/(Ximax _Ximin) 2

KM, Z,; % i M) j Fars it sh 3 s R AUE, X 5 i M e j 1 s R E B Xima
Ximin 72 BATEREIBR A AE T AR THE, WA RS E. RS, AoBSE, HRR9E
Je HLa 8 DL R SRR 0 56 BE 4 A (1 i KB B /IMEL 27 o

4.5. X 2 MIEMIR RS K T RFFREDNEZESTEM

R PR A P . TE RS & X SR, A oS BN RR S8 L
P E DR BARGTIL R RN A DA A Q) BRI 2 A HREALE Na SO, & b 18 AL EE )5 /i £
FOKEARFFREFIRRBUE, THESRWIE 4 Pros, SRJEXER 4 F RS TR KRR s B v 5 S E R
AGE] Lk 2 AR AR £ KoK R OREFBE VSR EVRAME, Wk 5 Pom. ik 5 AR, AR PHE R
HRAE NG ETMEDR 0.54, ZRNN 052, “FHMEAK, HEERTHFKERIFRES, W ADIERE
L (1 A LR SR PRIME(0.55) B 2w T2 1 52(0.48), R WA SR ARSI 5 55 i 0 MK L OR £
CA D A

4.6. Wi

4.6.1. ERMBSEPEKIEFXR

T AE IS Hp o S ER 2y DG B E i, TS IR T RSP [29] [30] [31] [32] [33],
BRARAE M F AR K, SR AT RE201-[34], AR AR A M. WA . LB RS,
X 2 f 38 2 A 0 IR A, Wk e, FE. AKEMRR, AKERESTAER
Ebh). R R AR AR AL E29]-[34]. HISRBFLR, HEEHED ML SR EMAEKR
FREMR, ZHmEARIELLT 2 A7, BUE SR E RS v A KRS, mkER
Kuf e nT fs A KRS, B2 SEUEAEZE(33]. HEa XY AR KR B R T B
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Table 4. Values for the salt-tolerance and water and soil conservation capacity of the two species evaluated using member-
ship function
= 4. HIAEATER MK ERFEDRBRBETEER

=LY H DI Dw DWI Pro Prol REC RECI MAD MADI CH CHI TR

E.nCK 1.00 1.00 0.48 1.00 0.19 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.30 1.00 0.69
E.n30 098 0.97 0.26 0.55 0.31 0.85 0.61 0.50 0.84 0.84 0.30 1.00 0.57
E.n60  0.88 0.84 0.30 0.64 0.43 0.70 0.38 0.22 0.69 0.69 0.28 0.95 0.80
E.n9  0.60 0.48 0.22 0.45 0.64 0.45 0.26 0.06 0.39 0.39 0.19 0.75 0.66
E.n120 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.28 0.28 0.00 0.35 1.00
E.sCK 0.10 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.66 1.00 0.89 0.89 1.00 1.00 0.00
E.s30  0.09 0.99 0.96 091 0.10 0.88 0.53 0.83 0.79 0.79 0.98 0.95 0.05
E.s60 0.00 0.87 0.70 0.36 0.23 0.72 0.24 0.47 0.27 0.27 0.63 0.20 0.11
E.s90 0.07 0.96 0.74 0.45 0.36 0.55 0.06 0.24 0.13 0.13 0.56 0.05 0.10

E. 5120 0.05 0.93 0.61 0.18 0.61 0.24 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.53 0.00 0.12

VE: Eon FoRWAEPE, E s RORETFE CK FRn R4l H &R, DW R THE, DWI R/RTEE; Pro XHRMEE; Prol &
NHERR R, REC FonAin 53, RECI RnAix SR F; MAD £/ E; MADI F/RMx B SR E; CH RRH4EK; CHI
FORM RN R, TR FRPRyThimy.

Table 5. Comprehensive assessment indices of salt-tolerance and soil and water conservation capacity for the two species

F 5. WMIEX 2 #EIH R KK ERIFREDGEETNER

izk7] H DI DwW DWI Pro Prol REC RECI MAD MADI CH CHI TR MV

E n 0.74 0.66 0.25 0.53 0.51 0.60 0.49 0.36 0.64 0.64 0.21 0.81 0.75 (0.54) 0.55
E. s 0.06 0.95 0.80 0.58 0.26 0.68 0.30 0.54 0.42 0.42 0.74 0.44 0.07 (0.52)0.48

VE: RS M FERORT PN TR RS, 01(0.54)F1(0.52) 43 B IR T RBIR SR 15 K (W 2k 8 71455 FaAniF 4R 0.54 F10.52, 0.55 F1
0.48 43 51| 227 T BB BRI 1 22 (R 26 A8 I AUK HARFRBE T 52 80140 MV R BT 8 B0 151 P91 .

eI AL, I E I E(33]. (et i axas & A (35]; shpba Xt L KR &l
i1 B2 AAE, e SBOEY A AR . EARE ROV RS . A KRB RAEIR(33]. &
W, BEMMEE BRI, 2 FhEART EAR R R PR AR AE, b, PR e R NIRE
A ARRIL B E MR EVE 2R, T E AR RIKE NaySO, RPN E AL BN R I B 2 R IGE S,
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