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Abstract

Eight woody plants including Tamarix chinensis Lour., Elaeagnus angustifolia Linn., Amorpha fruticosa
Linn., Pyrus betulifolia Bge., Robinia pseudoacacia Linn., Fraxinus chinensis Roxb., Ulmus pumila
Linn. and Vitex negundo Linn. var. heterophylla (Franch.) Rehd. were choosen to study their seed
germination under different concentrations of NaCl (0, 0.3%, 0.6%, 0.9%, 1.2%, 1.5%, 1.8%) solu-
tion. The changes of germination rate, germination potential and germination index of seeds with
different salinity were observed. The results showed that low salt concentration could promote
the seed germination of T. chinensis, F. chinensis, V. negundo while had a slight inhibitory effect on
E. angustifolia, A. fruticosa, P. betulifolia, R. pseudoacacia and U. pumila. The vigor, percentage and
index of seed germination gradually descend along with the increasing NaCl concentration; espe-
cially, the germination of seeds of F. chinensis, U. pumila as V. negundo showed the significant in-
habitation while the seeds of T. chinensis had the strongest tolerance under high salt concentration
followed by E. angustifolia and A. fruticosa, as well as P. betulifolia and R. pseudoacacia showed
moderate salt tolerance. Comprehensive analysis considered that all the 8 plant species can grow
in different salinization environments and could be used as afforestation tree species for coastal
shelter forest system construction. T. chinensis was chose as optimal plants when above 0.9% and
below 1.2% of salt concentration, the suitable plants were E.angustifolia and A. fruticosa when salt
concentration is higher than 0.6% and lower than 0.9%, the optimum plants were P. betulifolia
and R. pseudoacacia when above 0.9% and below 1.2% of salt concentration and the best trees
were F. chinensis, U. pumila as V. negundo when the soil salt concentration is below 0.3%.
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ticosa L.) ¥ (Pyrus betulifolia Bge.). R|#i(Robinia pseudoacacia Linn.). E}E(Fraxinus chinensis
Roxb.). B#i(Ulmus pumila L.). 3% (Vitex negundo Linn. var. heterophylla (Franch.) Rehd.)%&8%#
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2.2. SCEWIT
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Figure 1. Germination potential curves of salt stress on different plants
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Table 1. Analysis of variance in germination potential of eight plants under different salt concentrations
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s 52,090.839 55

H: P>0.05 FRERALE; 001<P<005 FKREFEE, MHR; P<00l, ¥REAEE, HFR. TEH.
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Figure 2. Changes of seed germination of eight plants under salt stress
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Table 2. Analysis of variance in germination percentage of eight plants under different salt concentrations
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Figure 3. Changes of seed germination index of eight plants under salt stress
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Table 3. Analysis of variance in germination index of eight plants under different salt concentrations

3 3. 8 MEMM FENFRRE TR FRENGFES

S5 A B H EEdf BJ5 Fli PiE
W) 72 11,344.852 6 1890.809 9.270™ 0.000
20 P9 I 2 9994.335 49 203.966
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RIS ERI DY 0.6% . BEMIKIN £h - BOOUHE B v, VDAV ARMARIL, 9 0.9%; ALFL. RIBLAOMT &
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Table 4. Comparison of salt tolerance of seeds of eight woody plants

3 4. 8 MR F RO EIZE LR

TEA) firf £h94¢ BE firf £ - SR E i 645 B3 74 F
FEAD 1.2% 1.2% 1.8%
W 0.9% 1.2% 1.5%
AR 0.6% 0.9% 1.5%
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[15], 6EHER a6 R Rl 1R A B — 8 BRI E A s IRERIREE Ry, SRR R ERTF
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Bs 7E 0.3% < L3RR <0.6%MM, RALEFER PO ZLFIRIAR: /£ LIRIKE <0.3%R, mIEHE
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