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Fig. 1 Effect of salt stress on total area of alfalfa roots
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Pot experiment S1 3.87a 41.59 a 0.24a 35.33 a
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Fig.4 Change of alfalfa roots under NaCl stress
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Table 2 Person relevency between salt concentration and root system morphological

characteristics of alfalfa in field experiment

WiH ik B AR TH AR AR B FHEHR HRREL
Items Salt concentration Total area Total length Average diameter Number of tip
by JF Salt concentration 1 -0.899* * -0, 752** -0. 508 -0.916**
B H R Total area 1 0.696* 0.747%* 0.875**
R E K JE Total length 1 0.583* 0.907**
¥ B 42 Average diameter 1 0.709**

MASEL Number of tips

1

ok RIRAE 0. 01 K- ORUMD B RFMIC . * FIRTE 0. 05 KF-COUMD EREAG, TR,

* % Correlation is significant at 0. 01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at 0. 05 level (2-tailed). The same below.

x3 ARRBIBRESELEERFZLSHIR Person HX M4

Table 3 Person relevency between salt concentration and root system morphological

characteristics of alfalfa in pot experiment

B ke AR R T AR K T HRE HRIRE
Ttems Salt concentration Total area Total length Average diameter Number of tips
ke JF Salt concentration 1 —0.657* —0.104 —0.850** —0.886**
AR B Total area 1 0.015 0.517 0.854**
R EKJE Total length 1 —0.082 0.182
S #2 Average diameter 1 0.646%*

3% Number of tips

1

3 e
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Effect of Salt Stress on Root Morphological Characteristics
and Leaf Water Use Efficiency in Alfalfa

HUANG Yi-ting, GUO Peng,XUE Han-jie
(Environment and Resources College of Dalian Nationalites University,Dalian 116600)

Abstract: In order to improve the ability of salt tolerance of alfalfa, the field and pot experiment were carried on

.the total area.total length,average diameter and tips number of alfalfa roots under different concentration of

salt stress were analyzed with the root analysis software of Delta-t scan. The results showed that in the field

experiment,all the roots morphological indexes increased in different deep and the whole roots,only except the

root average diameter. Under moderate salt stress, the total length and average diameter of root were signifi-

cantly lower than that in low salt stress.but still higher than that of the control. Under severe salt stress,all

the root indexes were lower than the control, but in the pot experiment,all the root indexes showed a down-

ward trend with the increasing salt stress. In addition, under low salt stress,found that the decreasing Tr and

increasing WUE mode reduce the loss of water and improve plant salt tolerance, but with the increase of salt

stress, WUE decreased. In short,under salt stress,the change of alfalfa root area,root length,root number, root

average diameter were not consistent, but they harmonized each other to maintain the water absorption capacity

and improved the adaptive reaction to salt stress.
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