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Effects of NaCl stress on salt injury and chlorophyll fluorescence charac-
teristics of two Camellia cultivars
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Abstract: Camellia hybrid Meigui Chun and C.sasanqua Xiao Meigui were used as experiment materials and water
culture methods using Hoagland nutrient solution was adopted to study the influence of different NaCl concentrations (0
mmol/L, 20 mmol/L, 40 mmol/L, 80 mmol/L, 120 mmol/L) on salt injury and chlorophyll fluorescence characteristics of
two camellia varieties, and the difference of two camellia varieties in salt tolerance was discussed. The results showed that,
the photochemical quenching coefficient (¢P) , actual photochemical quantum efficiency ( @y ) and electron transport rate

(ETR) value of Xiao Meigui were significantly higher than

Yo7 B 85 :2020-10-17 Meigui Chun without salt stress treatment (P< 0.05).
BEETE . FEiig LRIt &8 15 2018 4ERM22H AT H ( G18030- Under salt stresses with low concentrations (20 mmol/L,
) EwHi R OAR R4 T H (18DZ2283500., 40 mmol/L) , the salt injury of two camellia cultivars was
19DZ1203704) slight and the chlorophyll fluorescence parameters showed
EEB N TR (1988-) , L, INPE KA A Wi+, TR, 5 NF no significant difference compared with CK (P>0.05) ,
FEA Tk 538 MG . (E-mail ) guowz@ shbg.org and the salt injury degree, salt injury index and decline

WIAEE ML, (E-mail ) shbg2009@ 126.com range of PS II maximum photochemical efficiency ( F ./
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F,) and PSTI potential activity (F,/F,) of Xiao Meigui were less than those of Meigui Chun. As the salt concentration in-

creased, the salt injury degree and salt injury index of two camellia varieties increased, while F /F  and F /F decreased,

the decrease range became more obvious as the salt concentration increased. Under higher salt concentration (120 mmol/L)

stress, the salt injury degree and salt injury index of Meigui Chun were less than those of Xiao Meigui. In addition, the in-

crease range of non—photochemical quenching coefficient (¢N) and the decrease range of other five chlorophyll fluorescence

parameters of Meigui Chun were significantly less than those of Xiao Meigui ( P<0.05). In summary, two camellia cultivars

can grow normally under low salinity stresses ( <40 mmol/L), and the practical photochemical efficiency and electron

transfer rate of Xiao Meigui are better than those of Meigui Chun without salt stress. Under low salt concentrations (20

mmol/L, 40 mmol/L) , salt tolerance of Xiao Meigui is higher than Meigui Chun, but the salt tolerance of Meigui Chun is

higher than that of Xiao Meigui under salt stress with high concentration (120 mmol/L) , which shows potential ability of

salt tolerance.
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Fig.1 Salt injury rate of two Camellia cultivars under different salt treatments
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Fig.2 Salt injury index of two Camellia cultivars under different salt treatments
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Fig.3 Effects of NaCl stress on PSII maximum photochemical efficiency of two Camellia cultivars
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Fig.4 Effects of NaCl stress on PSII potential photochemical efficiency of two Camellia cultivars
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Fig.5 Effects of NaCl stress on photochemical quenching coefficient of two Camellia cultivars
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Fig.6 Effects of NaCl stress on non-photochemical quenching coefficient of two Camellia cultivars
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