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Fig. 1 Effect of salt stress on the plant growth

HRYE LI 25 R R R A, /NI E g
AT 5 KR U A 43 5 AT A7 B B R
10,20 .20 .30 AYJE 10 (49 d) R R &L A, ZK)G
(55168 K) , % H 5k R Ly 152 ), o e HAT
A58 IV AE FT, R-10 4R KORES B4, R-20 4H
AR R 25 (5 49 K) WA H B, (H K
TG 100% ; K 4R 1A { R-10 41471 , i
TR 100% , HA KRS B MAAFEH RN T
R, R L AR R i £ B8 ) D i > /N T
G, INTR AR LR R T R BB S R R R D 9 AR > 4 2%
F, WA ER e 41, 4 FhoRL Y X T i A2 R 30
I R R e (RRR 48 AR KRS FIWT, 4 R Y
- i 5 BE 1 R T 5 e > 4 5 435 > K IHHAR 11 A

>/INTIE

2.2  EhAMBEXFAEYIH B kSRR B B0

wE 2 fros, R R e S 80N ) B g
M A ROK MR (B ) TEREAN A R B Th 3 KT
A FT RS R AT 5 R I ERL TR A I R S5 AL
IKAFIERE (E ) SR E A 3G H3G AR/, AR
FEMEET ARERIHA T (R-10) , Bk %4 F
5/NTI R A RROK 43 R B BE N R W R
(R-30) , K414 5 /N T 50 i R 880K 43 18
JERRAG, o I 100 A AR 76 A R 2 AR 2R 3
SIS N @ s N ] 2 (3

T3 53 MT R, R 1-30 4 F kAR T
JRE SR 14 T B Sl 3 50 5 R 4R g AR R-20
AL FK AR BRI E 5 7 (14 21 K438 A
R S SOE W 2 S X A T 2 R



13 Fhiz G, 45 <4 Fh L RYERERE ) 64 i R RE - 19 -

A0 ZH A 3 301 18] 7K 73 AR B A7 A 80, (H 45 iy

—8—R-10
—A—R-20
—6—R-30
0.06 —¥—1.-30

(@) /NIE

SROKR 5 L /(g cm™?)
S

0.14 -
0.12 4
0.10 -
0.08 1 o
0.06
0.04 4
0.02 4
0.00 4— .
0.02)4 0 7

oK TR /(g-cm™)

14 21 28 35 42 &
JE iR / d

B FTAY R R 225 AN 3

(b) RAH-HL

0.050 1
0.040{ T
0.030 1
0.020 1

0.010 A

0.000 — . . . . . . )
0 7 14 21 28 35 42 49

0.08 - (@) R A&

0.07 -
0.06 -
0.051 3
0.044 %
0.03 -
0.02 4
0.01
0.00

0 7 14 21 28 35 42 49
Jip3ana / d

B2 HRAR R0 S A A S5 A80K 0 TR BE 5 )

Fig. 2 Effect of root-salt stress on plant equivalent water thickness

2.3 HMEXEYHEEESENZN

/NTTE R-10 4 2 & e 5 35 RUART = T
XTHRAL, 55 35—43 RGN 2 FA K, 5 49 KN
T XFHEL ; R-20 55 R-30 M4 F 5 B E5S 14 KAi
X IR 5 14 RZ 0T X IR, J5 1 R-30 it
SR HFEIE KT R-20;R-10 A4 R S04 7
M i T X R, 28 7 K2 e S msAI% T X B 41 1-30
MR T EAEN 21 RIGM XA (R 3), i
R a2 3K B R AR AR R AR A
T, S A SR 2R B T v B b o Y T
fe MR , 5 0T BEALAH Lb , IR AR ZR AR bl i 2
RIS, SR AR R a5 2 S BRI
Horr, Dk R-10 415 R-20 40 76 W36 3 ] i 4 %
SEIA BN, R-10 43405 KT R-20 40 ;R-30 Bl

AT TR 7 R ETX IR 5 14—21 Kita¢
F O WA T XS R i 5 b 3 X A 2 g 4

oK, B%AT R-30 P g4 2 & hh g
I, vTRE T v R A TR AR B K A
I 57 7K AR e A o A A K o i 25 52 T
S S mAX B FF R-20 5 XFIRZH 22 A K,
R-10 Hi A5 X 4 25 S AN K, Je 99 (36 35 KLU
fIC T B 5 1L-30 AT (55 28 KLAHT) T X IR,
S 28 RUAE) MR FXFIE4] . MR R n S5 ot

i 0 Pl 2 X A P 0 A P I g 25 R ) R AR R
PR HEAE R A0 i —F R 0 T A 3 20
o SRR A AN 5] BEHLRAE XS S35 45 5 v e
FT R

J52ZEAHT R /NI 5L L-30 24 25 & i S 0
TR AEAE B 22 5, O Wit 2 i 4R 3R 55 i A il ae
Wi S X R 25 S AN 2, SRR R-10 4AESE 7,
14 28 R5X AL 2 55 0 2 HRA A B35, R-20 41
55 14 RESRBE;R30 4U7E55 21 35 KEF R
F L0 EN 35 REF B, 244F 5K
IR 370 T ) 5 Jolh 2 2L 3 25 i AR e U ) 5 % R
P Y NTE
2.4 fEEREMEXE

AR AR 3 ARk B LR 56 35 KAV K
RS EEROK 43 VR K -2 2 B - FE AR EAT Pearson
FHSEAIHT 4 PR 0B RORAS Y 5 ER T3 T2 S 40
W E RS R YA KRS 0T ARG I il
YIZAR R B E R (K 3), /N EEE
Frm SRR T R AR, SRR
FROKYRE 5 &G A HF M RR S EH SR AL
JHRE VA R E AR S A SR B3 AP A R
AARApXT R e B T B e R S, A RIUK
O VR -2 2% 5 F 0 A 45 A5 LA A AR R 25 46 45



- 20 - MABEFFER 41 %

A BN 25 A PP D TER RE ST RN

(a) /NJE

3.60 4
3.10 1
2.60 1
2.10 1
1.60 1
1.10 1
0.60

MRS/ (mg- g7

0 7 14 21 28 35 49
(c) Hhikiik
1.80 1
1.60 A
1.40 A
1.20 A
1.00 { B
0.80
0.60

MR AR/ (mg- g7

14 21 28 35 42 49
JHans i / d

(b) K430 ¥

1.60 7
1.40 1
1.20
1.00
0.80
0.604
0.40

1.90
1.70
1.50-
1.30
1.10-
0.90 P
0.70
0.50
0.30

14 21 28 35 42 49
JHpia st / d

B3 R AR R0 X S 2R R RN

Fig. 3 Effect of root-salt stress on chlorophyll content
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Salt tolerance of four typical coastal plants
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Abstract. Coastal plants are important members of coastal ecosystem, however the knowledges of salt tolerance and
their ecological adaptations have not been fully understood yet. In this paper, salt tolerance of four typical plants,
Ipomoea pescaprae, Canavalia cathartica, Ilex integr and Pittosporum pentandrum , are studied for purpose of coastal
vegetation restoration. The plants were exposed to different gradient of NaCl solutions used leaf surface spray and
root system absorption and the plant status, equivalent water thickness and chlorophyll content were observed and
measured. The main results included that the salinity of 10 turned the old leaves of P. pentandrum, I. integra and
C. cathartica yellow or caused yellow-brown spots. The salinities of 20-30 caused plant leaves to wither extending
from the petiole to the vein and fall. The salinity of 30 caused some leaves to wither from the tip of leaves.
Moreover, I. pescaprae, C. cathartica, I. integr and P. pentandrum could tolerate salinities of 10, 20, 20 and 30 in
short-term stress on the roots, respectively. For Liana, the salt tolerance of I. pescaprae was higher than that of C.
cathartica. While for dungarunga, the salt tolerance of P. pentandrum was higher than that of I. integra. All leaves
of 4 plants su- stained the salinity stress of 30, the salt-tolerant ability turns out to be I. pescaprae > I. integra > P.
pentandrum > C. cathartica. The results showed that the indexes of plant status gave better indications of salt toler-
ance. All 4 plants of high tolerance under salt stress can be used for coastal vegetation restoration. In practice, fac-
tors of coast elevations, distance to the sea, water and wave effects should all be fully considered in choosing proper
plants for the restoration.

Key words : marine biology; plant physiology; coastal vegetation; vegetation restoration; root-salt stress; leaf-salt
stress

DOI; 10.3969/J.1SSN.2095-4972.2022.01.003

(S ARK)



