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Table 1 Seed germination rate under different salt concentrations
R #£ % Germination rate/ %

Materials 0.80% 1.00% 1.20% 1.40% 1.60% 1.80% 2.00%
K 3 2 59. 34 42.66 35. 34 30. 00 22.66 15. 34 5.34 1.34
T4 15 59. 34 43. 34 34. 66 21.34 22.66 18. 66 6.66 1.34
iTHE 32 59. 34 61.34 45. 34 48.00 49. 34 33. 34 21. 34 20. 66
Jege 9 = 74.00 68. 66 72.00 70. 66 52.00 55. 34 28.00 28.00
a1 e 78.66 58. 00 53. 34 50. 00 34.00 28.00 25. 34 20. 00
e 2% 13 86. 66 92. 00 82.00 80. 66 85. 34 72. 66 71. 34 65. 34
55 88. 66 79. 34 68. 66 66. 00 63. 34 46. 00 44,00 28.00
Je gk 10 % 95. 34 84. 66 80. 00 66. 66 62.00 38.66 32.00 8. 66

686 48.00 18. 00 20. 66 8. 00 3.34 0. 66 0.66 0
443B 84. 00 84. 66 78.00 76. 66 82. 66 81. 34 78. 66 54. 66
301A 83. 34 77.34 72.00 62. 00 60. 00 42. 00 18.00 13.34
325A 86. 00 82. 00 80. 00 69. 34 68. 00 63. 34 29. 34 11.34
Tk 16 52.66 34.00 33.34 30. 66 20. 00 22.66 6.66 8. 00
Je e 11 95. 34 80. 00 76. 00 62. 00 66. 66 53. 34 24.00 16. 00
g 17 92. 66 82.00 81.34 74.00 70. 00 54. 66 22.00 14.66
e 35 90. 66 93. 34 82.00 86. 00 74.66 78. 66 20. 66 20. 00
Tt 2 = 86. 66 77. 34 50. 00 36. 66 18. 66 14.66 6.00 2.00
591 58. 66 38.00 34.00 27. 34 25. 34 10. 00 6.66 3.34
& 92. 66 84. 66 73. 34 56. 66 48. 66 34. 00 14. 66 6. 66
V4B 95. 34 95. 34 89. 34 92.00 92.00 87. 34 71. 34 45. 34
497A 92. 66 91.34 92. 00 80. 00 67. 34 54.00 39. 34 29. 34
B4 100 86. 00 74.66 77. 34 71.34 58. 66 49. 34 38.66 29. 34
N68 72.00 61.34 68. 66 49,34 56. 66 34. 66 40. 00 16. 66
T 95. 34 92.66 90. 00 80. 00 71. 34 60. 66 38.00 32.00
o2 74. 00 57.34 44, 66 34. 66 27. 34 21. 34 14. 66 12.66
382A 87. 34 73. 34 74.00 55. 34 40. 00 28. 66 2.00 2.66
456 A 73. 34 61.34 60. 00 50. 00 42.00 20. 00 11.34 3.34
5933 92. 66 84. 00 82.66 94. 66 85. 34 73.34 74.66 54.66
454A 74. 00 60. 66 58. 00 56. 00 43. 34 31. 34 26. 00 17.34
314A 67. 34 44,00 48.00 23. 34 24. 66 11. 34 3. 34 3.34
722 87. 34 87. 34 82. 66 74,00 48. 66 19. 34 8. 66 4.00
Jeti e 36. 00 43. 34 29. 34 32.66 19. 34 10. 66 4.00 0. 66
118 96. 00 90. 66 96. 00 92. 00 90. 00 84. 00 73. 34 74,66
433A 64. 00 42.66 34.66 34. 66 36. 66 46. 66 36. 00 25. 34
B4 105 82.00 78. 00 68.00 61.34 49. 34 50. 00 34. 66 29. 34
ATRES 84.66 70. 66 52.66 42.66 30. 00 14. 66 8. 66 1.34
222- 55 83. 34 80. 00 76. 66 71. 34 82.00 75. 34 36. 00 11. 34
41 LR g 76. 66 68. 66 72.00 66. 00 67. 34 62.66 17. 34 16. 00

286 A 76. 66 51.34 42.00 52. 66 6.66 3.34 1.34 0

36 —IH T 82. 66 66. 66 50. 00 50. 00 26. 66 24. 66 2.00 0
27T 5 TR 86. 00 84. 66 78. 66 86. 66 73. 34 82. 00 44. 00 21. 34
53 L 0FE R 49, 34 62. 00 62. 00 44.66 45. 34 32.00 12.00 8. 00
Sy 78.26 69. 04 63. 88 57.58 50. 32 41, 44 26. 30 18. 14
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Fig. 1 Changes in average germination rate of

seeds under different salt concentrations
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Table 2 Relative salt damage rate at different concentrations

R XL 3 # Relative salt damage rate/ %
Materials 0.80% 1.00% 1.20% 1.40% 1.60% 1.80% 2.00%
K 3% 28. 09 40. 45 49. 44 61. 80 74,16 91.01 97.75
iTZ% 15 26.97 41.57 64.04 61. 80 68. 54 88.76 97.75
ILFE 3 = —3.37 23. 60 19.10 16. 85 39. 82 64. 04 65.17
ek 9% 7.21 9.91 4.50 29.73 25. 23 62.16 62.16
15 26. 27 32.20 36. 44 56.78 64. 41 67.80 74.58
Jedk 13 —6.15 5.38 6.92 1.54 16.15 17.69 24. 62
ok 55 10. 53 22.56 25.56 28.57 53.38 50. 38 68. 42
JeZe 10 & 11. 19 16. 08 30. 07 34,97 60. 44 66. 43 90. 91
686 62. 50 56. 94 83. 33 93.06 98. 61 98. 61 100. 00
443B —0.79 7.14 8.73 1.59 3.17 6.35 34.92
301A 7.20 13. 60 25.60 28. 00 49. 60 78. 40 84. 00
325A 4. 65 6.98 19. 38 20. 93 26. 36 65. 89 86. 82
Je 2k 16 35. 44 36. 71 41.77 62.03 56. 96 87. 34 84. 81
JeZe 11 16.08 20. 28 34.97 30. 07 44,06 74. 83 83.22
JeZe 17 11.51 12.23 20. 14 24. 46 41.01 76. 26 84.17
e 35 —2.94 9.56 5.15 17.65 13.24 77. 21 77.94
T 2 = 10. 77 42,31 57. 69 78. 46 83.08 93. 08 97. 69
591 35. 23 42.05 53. 41 56. 82 82.95 78. 41 94. 32
&t 8.63 20. 86 38. 85 47.48 63. 31 84.17 92. 81
V4B 0. 00 6.29 3.50 3.50 8.39 25.17 52.45
497A 5.76 0.72 13. 67 27.34 41.73 57.55 68. 35
B2 100 13.18 10. 08 17.05 31.78 39. 64 55. 04 65. 89
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g% 2
fog:! HIXFH: #E R Relative salt damage rate/ %
Materials 0.80% 1.00% 1.20% 1.40% 1.60% 1.80% 2.00%
1) 68 14. 81 4. 63 31.48 21. 30 51.85 44, 44 76. 85
k1 2.80 5.59 16.08 25.17 36. 36 60. 14 66.43
e 2 22.52 39. 64 53.15 63.06 71.17 80. 18 82. 88
382A 16.03 15.27 36. 64 54. 20 67.18 97.71 96. 95
456 A 16. 36 18.18 31.82 42.73 66. 36 84.55 95. 45
5933 9.35 10. 79 —2.16 7.91 20. 86 19. 42 41.01
454A 18.02 26.13 24. 32 41. 44 57.66 64. 86 76. 58
314A 34.65 28.71 65. 35 63. 37 83.17 95. 05 95. 05
722 0. 00 5.34 15.27 44,27 77. 86 90. 08 95.42
Jp w1 —20. 37 18.52 9.26 46. 30 70. 37 88. 89 98. 15
118 5.56 0. 00 4.17 6.25 12.50 23.61 22,22
433A 33.33 29.17 45. 83 42,71 27.08 43.75 60.42
2% 105 4. 88 17.07 25. 20 39. 84 39,02 57.72 64.23
e 16.54 37. 80 49. 61 64.57 82.68 89. 76 98.43
222— 8/ A% 4. 00 8.00 14. 40 1. 60 9. 60 56. 80 86. 40
41 EFE R 10. 43 6.09 13.91 12.17 18.26 77.39 79.13
286 11 33.04 45.22 31. 30 91. 30 95. 65 98. 26 100. 00
36 ¥ 19.35 39.52 39.52 67.74 70. 16 97.58 100. 00
27 B AR 1.55 8.53 —0.78 14.73 4.65 48. 84 75.19
53 £ —25.68 —25.68 9.46 8.11 35. 14 75. 68 83.78
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Distribution of salt tolerance grades

at 1. 6% salt concentrations

Table 3 Relationship between salt tolerance

grade distribution and salt concentration

vk i $h % 9% Salt tolerance grade
Salt concentrations/ % 1 3 5 7 9
0. 80 32 9 0 1 0
1. 00 24 11 7 0 0
1. 20 19 13 7 2 1
1. 40 11 11 10 8 2
1. 60 8 7 11 10 6
1. 80 3 2 8 14 15
2.00 0 3 2 14 23
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Table 4 Relative salt damage rate and salt
tolerance of specific sorghum resources at

1. 6% salt concentration
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Study on the Identification Concentration Standard of
Salt Damage in Sorghum Germination Period

JIANG Yan-xi,JIAO Shao-jie. WANG Li-ming,SU De-feng, YAN Hong-dong.SUN Guang-quan
(Crop Resources Institute of Heilongjiang Academy of Agriculture Sciences, Harbin 150086, China)

Abstract; In order to establish evaluation system of salt tolerance identification of sorghum, 42 sorghum re-

sources were cultured under salt stress with different concentrations of NaCl, the criteria for identifying salt

damage in sorghum germination period was studied. The results showed that the germination rate decreased

gradually with the increase of salt concentration,and the higher the salt concentration, the faster the germina-

tion rate decreased. T-test (¢=0.01) showed that the relative salt damage rate was significantly different be-

tween the salt concentration of 1. 6% and 1. 8%. The optimum NaCl concentration for sorghum germination

stage identification was 1. 7%.

Keywords: sorghum; germination stage; germination rate; relative salt damage rate

14



