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Physiological responses of Lycium ruthenicum seedlings on
exogenous salicylic acid under salt-drought mixed stress
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Abstract: Under drought and NaCl mixed stresses, the plant growth and development are affected significantly. In this
study, to reveal the adaptability of Lycium ruthenicum to salt-drought mixed stress, we used pot culture test method to
study the effects of salt and simulated drought interaction experiments on seedling growth, and observe the physiological
responses by spraying different concentrations of salicylic acid (SA) that improve the survival rate of L. ruthenicum

seedlings under salt-drought stress. The results showed that the contents of soluble sugar, soluble protein and proline of
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L. ruthenicum leaves were significantly increased from control treated with exogenous SA under salt-drought mixed stress,

the malondialdehyede ( MDA ) content decreased ( P<0.05), whereas the activities of catalase ( CAT ), peroxidase

(POD), and superoxide(SOD) increased, among all concentrations, 0.5 mmol - L' SA treatment had better effect than

0.1 mmol + L' SA. To sum up, L. ruthenicum has a certain ability to adapt mild salt-drought stress, and moderate

concentrations of SA can improve the osmotic regulatory substances and antioxidant enzymes activities in the leaves under

salt-drought environment. The study results can provide the theoretical bases for deeply understanding the growing of

L. ruthenicum under different stresses.
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(BEEME) T D,(BHES) T,D (EHESF) .



670 OO0 M W

42 %

T,D, (HE M E ) o R 2K %2 (SA) %
W, WP E N 0.0.1.,0.5 mmol - L' 315 4 4b
RN 3 REE

SR FHARRE T (9 7 28 I SA VE Tt SA B 5 1)
HR S HE TE NaCl ¥ W, JF B & X AW E ol 0
mmol - L% SA BV /K, #EE NaCl W5 , 47T
SRR A B AR B BT, N BE K B E Gk B
(i ey Y ST - P Rl WY SER LB R YRR )
B 1R B3 K HE S RFATAME SA Ab3 BRI T
2000 [AFRFVERL 20 mL SA IFW , BE K s BF 510
Fri, A RO AR E R AN 22, dERe & Y
KAy e JE A 28 d (A HRSE,2016)

MR A A BE 2 R R ER O, R A TRk
A PR MDA Kl 7 T R 5 4 W T A
PRIE U Jilp 300 0T 2 SR A A B A Ak i 5% ), B Y
AR AEA Yy A T R A AL @ T H B
PUAAAL 2R G0 DA I B i T3 1 , AR I SA T,
GRS AR BE 1 NaCl 5 T 5 30 % 58 SR 4 A 4))
TR A

Fz 1 HMNE SA WBEiEAb IR K 35 B W E B8 K I 1% 1
Table 1
acid (SA) on salt-drought mixed stress

Experimental design of exogenous salicylic

5 A SA Vi
Ak SA concentration (mmol - L)

Salt-drought
stress

treatment 0 0.1 05
CK CK CK +0.1 mmol - L CK +0.5 mmol - L™
T,D, T,D, T,D,+ 0.1 mmol - L' T,D,+ 0.5 mmol - L
T,D, T,D, T,D,+ 0.1 mmol - L' T,D,+ 0.5 mmol « L
T,D, T,D, T,D,+ 0.1 mmol - L' T,D,+ 0.5 mmol « L'

T,D, T,D, T,D,+ 0.1 mmol - L' T,D,+ 0.5 mmol - L"
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B s Y1 F #F Microsoft Office Excel #4711
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Word 2013 #]3,

2 R 59

2.1 SME SA S EHENEHBE T ERMITHF AR
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538 SO BRI AR SRy ) A W v RE O Y —
GRS, B UL AMIE SA 2 F B R A AT i R ] v
BEAR S22 B ) £k 5200 38 i X R 2 —  nT i
WG BT R R F R A EEE L, X
FLRN SA b PR HEAT XWUR R Ty 22 4y B A A R B AL
B SA AbEE K T3 HAEXT ] IA PERE A A B
R (P<0.05) , Hih 58 & SA x 3h 5 F 2 I
WLFE R (P<0.001) , fngk 2,
2.2 5ME SA X EREWNEE TERAIRH FAIE
MHEASENTI

MK 2 AT LA Y, NaCl 51 5 0 ria 28 d,
Wi 5 20 R ) R 45 A B 2 B R AR A I R T IR
PEER & A CK 2 IS 5 ek 1) 35, 43 il 384
T 47.6% 51.4% 61.7% 44.1% 7% 0 J i T
PR, U B AR R 38 T R R A AT A BT Y
AL (LA SR P, AN SA BEm T
HAHIAL NaCl 5T 2 e N eyl & a1,
HNJENEFS 0.1 F110.5 mmol - L' SA Al iE M A &
HELCK 4b PR ZE B (P<0.05) , 3% 1@ 23 51
6.3%/8.6% .7.0%/14.1% 8.1%/17.1% .3.7%/
4.2% ., FEREEWE (T,D,) T BEMF 5 nl &
H SR KR T B, SMR SA XF NaCl 5 S ria
T RSB AL AR PR T R R B — o U AE
FH,AMJEE T 0.5 mmol « L™ SA 4bBRAR 7] %5 1 AR
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22 2 % i ?? cd € c b a
£ 5,300 1 - 4 E d &
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2200 - Z Hﬁﬂ% S £ I de
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S 100 Z g 2200 -
N _ E &
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Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences between

treatments (P<0.05). The same below.

BT A SA X #h BEOCE i T SRR M
AT VRS S R
Fig. 1 Effects of exogenous SA on soluble sugar contents

of Lycium ruthenicum under salt-drought mixed stress

R 2 SMNESA S EEWEMNEAER —EEENER
MIICHEAE XY BT & BEE MR T E AT (F (H)
Table 2 ANOVA (F values) of exogenous SA, salt-drought
mixed stress and their interactions effects on contents
of resistance-related substances and enzyme

activities in Lycium ruthenicum

TC TSNS S s

oy £
;'FE'*/.F Salt-drought KR . KR
Indicator Salt-drought

stress SA
stress X SA

AR A i 300.62 s 8.757 7.989 s
Soluble sugar content
A 79.98 sk 1.904 8.275 s
Soluble protein content
iR 60.82 0.54 2.627 *
Proline content
[ 320 5s 74.29 srx 14,937 2.169
MDA content
1 S A U A 2022.65 sk 1.517 55.824 sk
CAT activity
Tk A A T A 128.05 s 1.484 4.795 s
POD activity
R SR AL R 20.66 # 1.735 0.554

SOD activity

o s Fll s SFRRTE 0.001,0.01 1 0.05 K 13,

Note; ### , * # and * indicate significant differences at 0.001,

0.01, 0.05 levels, respectively.

FAR R IRCRERAL . XU 2R 7 2853 B & B R 730
AR SA x 5 T A X AT E M E B B

Ab 3 Treatment

B2 AR SA X Eh FOUCE i T SRR A AL
AR A R AR R
Fig. 2 Effects of exogenous SA on soluble protein contents

of Lycium ruthenicum under salt-drought mixed stress
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I 2.9%/5.3% . 5.2%/6.7% . 4.7%/15.0% .
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N, NaCl 5 15 XU Jpiram A% B Bk il 20 i AR R
AR, AR FH S VR B SA TR R SR A AL
AR AR JELL 0.5 mmol - L™ SA B{jiti F
P2 R IR e K, AU 2R T 22430 ik s, NaCl 5
T 5 W 386 2 R 5 A A S 3 S, SA < Eh B
Jilp e % HA R ( P<0.05) |, (B B A R it FH
SA Rt HI% AT S0
2.4 MR SA SEERENEME TERMIEHFRZ
[ 3=g=q:0p A

I (MDA ) J& B85t ik Ak 7 9, v] R AEAE
Yy 2m B SZ B AR BE . H Bl 4 AT BEE NaCl 5
TR A R EE 3G, 2R 5 aa 28 d J5 R AR AL
MR MDA & i il &, oW 38 8 BB = MDA
FRUER 4 O, U A [ R R R A 5 BOR
MRt 5 AR AN W AR B | Ak, DL B S5 Rk
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& 540 e 207
230 B E 15
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10 - 5]
0 - o H
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AP Treatment

K3 AN SA XFER SRR A kAR R AAD
i 5 R 2 TR 5 P 5 )
Fig. 3 Effects of exogenous SA on proline contents of

Lycium ruthenicum under salt-drought mixed stress

W] NaCl A1 530 e B ok s AR A i &L 5]
KT RERG L AL VE T, X 2 S AT i A 4 i
AT —E W E AR, FLEE R a5 ok, U
B B Y NaCl AT 52 a6 ok 58 S 4 AT it 7 4 it
B3 B TS AT B4, bR ] SA AbBRR
MDA & EAET CK A kAL, B as | B by
AR E RN, MDA F 5 K 38 0, 10 38 ‘B v
SA ZbFAT DAREAR NaCl 5 T 5 8 T 28 5 A A ot
A MDA %, H 0.5 mmol - L SA ZbF MDA & &
3 CK M10.1 mmol - LR /D Al Ag 25008 i B L4
TR PTER I B, XU 2R Ty 2250 Hr & W1, 3 5
W LL K AR it SA Ab B X MDA &R A B E
AL
255MR SA B ENEME TERARRMHA
CAT &R &

CAT J&— At Wy IO 4 3R G Wl , 76 A8 1) By 7
PR I 30 B AT 3 B A P R 2R A e ARk A ek 2
Bela i 46 % . S AL NaCl 5+ 520
R CAT WP — 8 W B Y Tt 3R B R
FOAE M A2 30 R Al BB G B 5 CAT 3% PR AR Al 4=
Vit ARG 0.1 A10.5 mmol « L' SA % T
CK "] $& F; CAT ¥ ¥, ¥4 1% 20 5 R 0.5%/6.0% .
7.7%/3.0% .6.2%/12.3% .5.2%/10.4% 13.5%/
57.8% ,%F 2 F,0.5 mmol - L' SA it &b B &5 5 11
ZAT 0.1 mmol - L7, BLT,D, Ry i, #E Bria
X PR IR AR I IS R 43 RN S B CAT 1
PEFHE FRE,{H 0.5 mmol + L SA AJ (3% # CAT

AP Treatment

B4 AR SA N Eh FOSUCE i T SRR A AL
N A R R
Fig. 4 Effects of exogenous SA on MDA contents of

Lycium ruthenicum under salt-drought mixed stress

607 =90 mmol-L" A
2z20.1 mmol-L~ SA d a
~504 £=30.5mmol-L"' SA _bc
g cd 4 CeZ
g cd
= 40 A ab
2 b
= de
Ezq s
£5
O 820
—
S 101
0 - - —
CK TlDl T,D, T]Dz T2D2

AbP Treatment

K5 AN SA XEE S RUE B T MR AR A AL
o A Al SR T ) T
Fig. 5 Effects of exogenous SA on CAT activities of

Lycium ruthenicum under salt-drought mixed stress

TP, U2 NaCl 5T 2 gl 8 f . WH =R
I 220 M B, 3h AL K AR B 5 AMIR SA BLAE 4k
PR S LA AT e CAT 16 M e i 35 5% m
26 MESAMEBEENEMETERMIEMHA
POD & 14K 3 M

1 18 6 AT, NaCl 5 TS 28 d J5 , 2R84
Fe it B ask 8 A B il 9 1 S BN R R A s, A R
Jiti 0.1 F10.5 mmol - L'SA % CK 727} POD 1%
P B8 5 5N 3.0%/6.1% .9.1%/9.8% .9.9%/
16.3% .7.5%/10.1% .8.2%/17.5% , % It Z F ,0.5
mmol « L' SA 435 POD TG PERCR B, AR FE H
B NaCl 51 58 T 2 LML 5 POD i %
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AR A AR R K, 33X 156 R SR AT T LR A 5 B o
30 [)— FE E 30 SRR SA kbR R B IR AL POD
el AR 2y N CE S T U ol O IRl 2 s
THiitE, WIR R 200 & W, 3 R Whaa &k
EWME 5 SA HAEXT POD 3% M A W 5 B
Jiti F SA X R AMAL POD 3 PETCRE M

1 =30 mmol L' SA

S BUESER o et
i 1 E230.5 mmol- Co
E c 2
—'E 60 7 dede € de o é
3 50 - 7
H -
5% 40 %
Sz Z
.z 30 %
%50 %
/
D .
Q 101 %
o %
CK T,D; T,D, T.D,

AP Treatment

Kl 6 AR SA XL FOBUE e T
TR AR RC 1o S A0y il 05 2 4 R
Fig. 6 Effects of exogenous SA on POD activities of

Lycium ruthenicum under salt-drought mixed stress

27 MNESANBENEMETERMIEH A
SOD &R M

HIIE 7 BT, TCAM R SA Kb BT, Bl % £ 2 W
o 8 R B A 3 0 SR SR M AT R SOD TE PRI
STt EIE RS, AN SA BG4 41 BB AR M A
A SOD 28 T #,0.1 1 0.5 mmol - L' SA
LT SOD I% PR CK F i, 34 iR 43 ) h 2.8%/
6.1% .2.4%/5. 1% . 1. 0%/0.9% . 2. 9%/4. 5% .
3.8%/6.6% ., ifi ‘BB A SA 7EXLFE Wi T aT
o R AR AT SOD T 1, B AR AR I 3 X6 R SR A A
TR R LTt . SRR 200, B
EREA R, AN IR SA B SA 5 EE B VX
AR R SOD i 1 TG 5 35 5 i, 5 b 18 6
T P LA W 2

3 W5 Ew

FETTARR 0 & 050 o, 4% B 0 W 30 ) R
SRR RC TP 1 &1 0 B 47 Bl 3 R A G o, G
W & BE 77 B 22 FEAIG, 52 R0 3 2 IR ) 2 SR A A b
T RMEERN ¥, AoF5EH, — & B EE R NaCl

30 mmol-L” SA 305 mmol-L" SA
3501 0.1 mmol'L"SA g ¢ , babb L2 2
_,; 300 de € £ _ P %
E 250+ %
%5 200 Z
%é‘ 150 A Z
ZIR %
S 100 %
G o] .
xn 50 %
o _n
TD, T,D, T,D,

Kb Treatment
K7 AN SA X EE 5 RUE i T MR AR A AL
TR 4 0 5 A Rl 15 1 )5 T
Fig. 7 Effects of exogenous SA on SOD activities of

Lycium ruthenicum under salt-drought mixed stress

55 5ROOCHR iy 30 2 ol SR R AR AC I P AT PR AT
Ve PR BRI R A TR RN A A2
JBip 3 P ] P M R T BB A R T W i, X R E
20 0 FERT i A T A — E AR A AR R T
VEPENE B 2 | UE U] 0 0 1k B (2R BEAE ) 2019)
NaCl 5 58U 38 T BB A RS I 7 AT v A o
TR Nk 3 (P<0.05) , BB AE R % I 5 rhoal
VEPEREA B TTHR . BEE W0 AR Ry n R PR OR
MoAC i P Al VAR S B LT HLE e R
I3 AN S TR B AT RE 5 LR i
BA XK, X S5HE VB (Ammodendron argenteum ) 7F
ER SR 0 T AT VA B A AT S AR S A A — B
(JERM4,2010) , BREEIATS , BB R M AL i Py il
IR A —E TR R TH i, BE M 30 R B
5 A P2 AR 1 B A T, ELG R G K X
5 B ff ( Gleditsia sinensis ) 1 7 i F ( Diospyros
lotus ) SR 573 SUME T Il 208 & 5 28 AL i F
FEER—B(FLH%5,2007 ) 5% B i b i3 R R AR
FORC I i R P P 2 R 7 o LT B
BRI R BGRB8 7 I8 T RE T, (M 4
BRI — DAY MR A KB R A, {H IR
i E AL W) MDA & 5 BE 5 P38 R B2 09 hn el oK &
R MDA J&— K5 S 2, =ik
A W IR R 25 #4955 T BE , MDA 25 f2 7] Sz ke s 453 47
AUFESE (Ahmad et al., 2015) . FEYVANHE ™ L B9
1 B — s 0 A R 37 Bl 2R 48 09 3 ) F
32 BV, (s M A R AR I 3 I I AR 2o 4
AT 3 SR A I ) 458407, 3 B Il i o 0 i i
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ARG — RV 58 W, an i S AL S (CAT) (i
AP (POD) ALY AL B (SOD ) 45, Al fE
R H R BRI

BLIEEZ (2006) 38 o A 5% & BE, 78 3 5 28 SO
R, 2 ALT POD F1 SOD 1% 4 Fifi s 361 s 7] %) ZE
KB AT G M, ASBF5T 45 0 WoR R R A2
RN e T, R AR MRS CAT,POD #1 SOD i
PER AL AR . CAT Fl SOD 1 P23 B 75 4% J
HE(T, D) EHREE(T,D,) BEHEHFE(T,D,)
AEH RN T A E AR R (T,D,) A EE T 2 B
e Tt FERR AR B B B, POD T M 22 Bk Bl 35 $h ik
JERBEESS N, T, D, M T,D A BT AW T, TR AR
JEANE] T, D, F1 T,D, A B R Je TG Fe . Bt 25 £h S 2
FEITE, B AL PR 3 3R Gl 3 IR | 5 B0 7 M
Pk — R, X BE S AT I R 40 i A 3 K, BR
Y ER AT .

SA J2 A7 BRI B R S W) Jot , 2 — A 4 PN TR TR
R, AEAEYIHA T, SA RTAE FE B % Y A R
Z (s 2018; Wang et al., 2020) , i if % 5
B T A R R AR AC W it AR SA 3 E R BE Y b
U5 SA BT L2 i b S W an oy SR AR B 05 . AR
Z571°0.1 F10.5 mmol « L' ZMJE SA Y] LI R h 5
JofpAE T B S A A T S B AT M AR R R
it fRIEBE TP AR 0.5 mmol -
L' SA [mEHE T~ , o] BP0 o] v 1 B AR A R
SR EE 0.1 mmol - L' SA Zb PR % 4b
TRt SA Ab B MR LM AT AT FEIC MDA & & Bl
B0 45 3 7R 0.5 mmol - L7 SA F4 I it [ I
MDA & 45 R 0 2% N TE LI ¥ 75 i — 200
it

AR AR B a0 T B AL B AT — Y T
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