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Abstract .

To study the effect of severe salt stress on chlorophyll content and photosynthetic characteristics of cassava

seedlings, four kinds of cassava seedlings were treated with NaCl solution, and the relative chlorophyll contents of leaves

and photosynthetic parameters were measured. The results showed that relative chlorophyll contents, net photosynthetic

rates, stomatal conductances, transpiration rates of four kinds of cassava subjected to 10 g/L NaCl stress were decreased

and reached the lowest on day 5 of salt stress. Intercellular CO, concentration showed an upward trend following initial de-

cline, and reached the maximum on day 5 of salt stress. Stomatal limitation was replaced by non-stomatal limitation as a

leading cause for decreased photosynthetic rate over the time of salt stress. Chlorophyll content and photosynthetic parame-

ters were closely related to salt tolerance of cassava genotypes.
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Table 1 Effect of salt stress on relative chlorophyll contents of cassava leaves

R e (d)

LERSLIRE S Sy

e 8 9 B T 124 R 205
0 (XFHR) 27.86+0.72a 26.27+0.40a 40.63+0.76a 26.87+0.44a
1 22.20+1.97b 24.57+2.50a 40.23+0.55a 25.47+0.76a
3 21.77+1.27b 25.20+0.79a 40.07+0.87a 26.53+0.42a
5 18.03+2.02¢ 21.13+3.10b 36.40+1.56b 20.30+1.06b
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Table 2 Effect of salt stress on net photosynthetic rates of cassava leaves

HOEEHZE [ umol/(m? « s) ]

EhE e E (d) — — — —
K8 5 e 9 5 160 124 £/ 205
0( X)) 5.83+0.06a 5.58+0.26a 6.45+0.59a 5.16+0.20a
1 3.71£0.18b 4.03+0.11b 5.35+0.29b 3.70£0.17b
3 3.2220.05¢ 3.1320.27¢ 3.8420. 18¢ 2.30=0. 18¢
5 1.03+0.06d 1.46+0.10d 2.40+0.36d 0.96+0. 16d
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Table 3 Effect of salt stress on stomatal conductances of cassava leaves

SARE [mol/(m? - s) ]

Hh A ] (d)
HHi 8 5 1R 9 5 457 124 £ 205
0(XFHR) 0.188+0.014a 0.19020. 014a 0.24620.041a 0.185=0.022a
1 0.115+0.010b 0.095+0.007b 0.234+0.029a 0.166+0.002a
3 0.103+0.004b 0.082+0.006b 0.152+0.008b 0.129+0.003b
5 0.01020. 001 c 0.02320.001c 0.048=0. 005¢ 0.016+0. 002c
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Table 4 Effect of salt stress on intercellular CO, concentrations of cassava leaves

b E (d)

Jila] CO, HREE (wmol/mol)

R 8 5 ER9 5 1ET 124 17 205
0(XHg) 169.34x4.00b 173.39£2.09b 178.54£2.72b 191. 86+0. 54b
1 162.71£0. 75¢ 162.92+1.61c 165.18+0.81c 188.43+1.37h
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Table 5 Effect of salt stress on transpiration rates of cassava leaves

i85 d kB,
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85 H9 5 e 124 #E 205
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