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Table 1 Total salt mass fraction in soil
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Treatment Total salt mass fraction
0. 01% (CK) 0.0140.00
0.2% 0.2040.00
0.4% 0.40+0. 00
0.6% 0.6040.01
0.8% 0.80+0.01
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Table 2 Survival rate and growth indexes of dandelion seedlings under different salt stresses

ENGE e O G/ % it K /em i 58/ cm %
Different salt mass fractions Survival rate Leaf length Leaf width Leaf numbers
0.01% (CK) 100.00+0 a 13.50+3.29 a 2.64+0.31 a 8.82+1.39 a
0.2 100. 0040 a 10.78+0. 02 ab 2.66+0.60 a 8.0040.89 a
0.4 93.30+11.54 a 6.62+1.08 be 1.784+0.68 b 4.16+£1.18 b
0.6 53.30+11.54 b 5.03+1.12 ¢ 0.96+0.18 ¢ 4,04+0.13 b
0.8 26.60423.09 ¢ 4.0840.02 ¢ 0.9040.19 ¢ 3.9740.82 b

W ARG SR m b B A 25 5 8 3% (P<<0. 05), TR,

Note: Different lowercase letters indicate significant difference among different treatments(P<C0. 05). The same below.
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Table 3 The correlation coefficient between the indexes and soil salt mass fraction

& ki RS B R AT R RIS 58 % b AR T Bht
IEd - Soil salt mass  Survival Leaf Leaf Leaf Dry mass Dry mass
ndex fraction rate length width numbers  aboveground underground

9 R /4 E=WANS
iﬁ%gl?ﬁfﬁﬁion 1 —0.923* —0.967** —0.885* —0.900" —0.924~ —0.913~
TE7E % Survival rate 1 0.891* 0. 856 0.714 0. 802 0. 687
- Leaf length 1 0.898" 0.975* " 0.970* * 0.962**
5% Leaf width 1 0. 867 0.922~ 0. 760
%t Leaf numbers 1 0.985* * 0.927"
i - FFis  Dry mass aboveground 1 0. 880"
WA T Dry mass underground 1
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x o Fon M A 56 (P<C0. 01),

Note: * indicates significant correlation among different indexes(P<C0.05), * * indicates extremely significant correlation(P<Z0. 01).
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Response of Dandelion to Saline Stress and Determination
of Salt-tolerance Threshold at Seedling Stage

LIU Yahui, WANG Xiuping,ZUO Yongmei,ZHANG Guoxin and LU Xuelin

(Institute of Coastal Agricultural , Hebei Academy of Agriculture and Forestry Sciences.,
Saline and Alkali Land Greening Engineering Technology Center of Heibei Province, Tangshan
Key Laboratory of Plant Salt Tolerance Research,Caofeidian Hebei 063299, China)

Abstract The theoretical basis was provided for selection of salt tolerant dandelion and utilization.
Pot experiments were carried out to study the effects of coastal saline alkali soil on growth, the mass
concentration of Na*, K and K" /Na" in different parts of dandelion. Salt tolerance index and salt
tolerance threshold at the seedling stage of dandelion were determined through correlation analysis and
regression analysis. The results showed that the survival rate, leaf length, leaf width, leaf number,
aboveground and underground dry mass of the seeding decreased with the increase of the soil salt mass
fraction, but the lower salt mass fraction(0. 2%) could promote the growth of seedling. The mass co-
centratation of Na™, K™ and K" /Na' were correlated with soil salt mass fraction in the aboveground
but not in underground. The leaf length was determined as salt tolerance index and the 0. 42% was
salt tolerance threshold.

Key words Dandelion;Salt tolerance;Identified index; Salt tolerance threshold; K™ /Na™
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