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Abstract: To choose suitable indexes for evaluating salt resistance in pomegranates (Punica granatum), cuttings
from three pomegranates cultivars: ‘Tanshanhong’, ‘Chaodazi’, and ‘Hongzhenzhu’ were selected as materi-
als. Effects on growth, physiological, and biochemical indexes were observed after CRD design treatments of 0,
150, 300, and 450 mmol - L™" NaCl, each block was 5 pots and 3 replications. The analysis of variance (ANO-
VA) and Duncan multiple comparison were determined at P = 0.05 level. Results showed that biomass of
‘Tanshanhong’ and ‘Chaodazi’ increased by 21% and 18% at low salinity (150 mmol -L™"), but that of
‘Hongzhenzhu’ decreased. With the increased NaCl concentration, salt injury was aggravated; chlorophyll con-
tent decreased; proline, malondialdehyde, and Na* content increased; soluble protein content of the three culti-
vars all first decreased and then increased; the activities of superoxide dismutase (SOD), catalase (CAT), and
K* content first rose and then dropped with maximums at 300 mmol - L. NaCl; and K*/Na* was greater than 1 at

moderate salinity level (< 300 mmol -L™"). Thus, pomegranates could alleviate salt stress by increasing the
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content of osmoregulating substances and improving antioxidant enzyme activities in moderate salinity with sev-
en crucial indexes for evaluating pomegranate salt tolerance being biomass, salt injury index, SOD, K*/Na*, Na*,
K*, and MDA content. [Ch, 4 fig, 2 tab. 47 ref. ]
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Table 1 Comparison of the traits of each pomegranate
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Figure 1  Variasions of salt injury rate, salt injury index, biomass per plant and root cap ratio of each pomegranate cultivars under NaCl

stress
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Figure 2 Variasions of total chlorophyll, MDA, proline and soluble protein of each pomegranate cultivars under NaCl stress
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Figure 3 Variasions of SOD, CAT, POD activities in each pomegranate cultivars leaves under NaCl stress
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Figure 4 Variations of Na*, K*, K*/Na* ratio in each pomegranate cultivars leaves under NaCl stress
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