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B OE M E EaN

ZFhaMl K #

LwiE ' Xt

CHrTssAOL R 224 2 B AR AR 0 TRERT b, 830052, i 5 EATH)

W OE ATHABELARSA AR KA Z K, M 150mmol/L # NaCl 3t 42 447584 % 4% oAb sh 47 94
KA o fiit. SR AW, AEMAT, 2 ANELRSMEFE, RFH. RFBEFHEHTIR
RFIAZ B 69 p4]; SR AEBREFZARX; BEETRSPHALT 2/NERS, TERMAR, THRAREF5
KE; IRDBEARMEAEMELEHFHEZ MEREF A, Bid —F W H5PMME, B2 ANE580
FRA AL, pA G, PabiE Fiat i fe i BUR K SAY, B ARS A A AT 2 R A K R AR A B8 K Rk,

KBEIE  H LR AR TR0 RAEBK

358 B A A RO AR A IR B R A Y 32 )
o EMUEEGEFELEY, SEA R, M
Hit: SR, ™ H R B ReR.
W PR K D, ZEKER, AR 2,
S AIEP TN ERE., WRET -, BOKRETIE
EHFMLR, W48 (Gossypium spp.) J& T #%%EL, &
— M EARIF IR T ERRI R B ) ARG
T 7 98 56 3 X AR A A6 AT R AROL S, RE 2 kR
WP JE, PREERE A, RIEIH 7 X = Relol,

T ¥~ B A ol U DA i 3 2 A X L 2
AFETOREMAERKELRE, 525
s, A R 18 2 ™ B AR A BRI R R
—I71, ﬁ'ﬁ‘}\?qug_[g]‘ /J\%["]\ 35}[{[10]*[]15%%[11]%
YEYEAT 1A R B ER M ia kb3, T Oind g Eh PR A
FRBE . ZREAENANF 10 PR AT T B8 FE RN,
FE 2 2 48 BRI AR X5 77 48 H 2 B8 5 1 19 38 9K B2
()3 K 2 AN R P e o v o S0 o ot A A8 i
ERVER AR BEBR R IT, BROL T 0.4%3h E b a kAR
DIREAETN G i 614 5 58 J7 V5 o K L S AR IR e
B R riE (150mmol/L) & % e A AL &5 14 11 &
UL

TEMRAET £ %5 7€ b, ORISR s e B 09 3
By o3 B B EZ G MR 72, 153121
IS F o i A S 000 FH S s ok BB R AT R AR 2
PEVEAY, T 52 SO AEUS 32 573 73 B 45 5 MR AT 25
PEFIE BB IET ERVEFR R o A 30NN 2 Py

BTG — SR G VR, (HIX AT A AR AL Eh LT
I EEEA T, Ik, AHETEN 42 4 Hi A6 A 5Tt
AT ERIE, DNSE AR RZF R A R ZE S AR
SFARECIAR X e 2 4 AN Ehs, 12 R s BdE A AT
TR MR Sy A R AT R ER S VR,
A SR, DA A A SR PR B SR AEER K
PEANLE E T

1 MR5RE

1.1 iRt

42 1y ifg Sy AR ERRT B AR ML K 22 R 22 /A AR
HE MWLM T LRAE, 0 i 14, i
13, Wrifg 21, Brifg 24, Hrilg 25 B 26, Bl 27,
i 28 W 29, TV 30 g 31, ¥R 33, W
1 348 358 368 32.N9247 . 1% 07-152,
NO107. 06-146. ZEiF 1 5. H 82-5-9. FL% 202.
FL4E 201, FL%E 200, 1 75-6. B-1413. #iF 5 5.
£ 238, it 79-713. i 77-104. £ 66-284. E£-5507.
m 75-238. V9-2. ELHH-3021. Mk 75-193. i 2
S, 901, EN-3244. EM-3761 Flnt 77-55.
1.2 Rt

I T 2020 FEAEHT R RN R B R EBEHEAT
ZHOCHER[14] 771, MR 0.1%HgCl ¥ R 55
15min J&, FHZEMEKMTE S K, THEEE )G &M
KIZWEM T ERE A, K50 Rf T8 THE —ELR
FAMKFGEN, TR — 2K FR A
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JE I 150mmol/L ) NaCl ¥ 10mL AP 4,
IEH AR AWK 10mL, HRE2AMERE. AL
AR E B IREE 260C/18°C, BRI KN
8h/16h, FHXSIRIE 65%, JGHEBRIE 12 0001x. fEF
FERE RS, RICF ARG, TH8 7 REEL
HHLS MRATE, IFEREFR RFANR TR,
PR B B
13 HEAR
I B RSN Sikder 2211143 Hi) i 45 AH Xt
K HEZ (relative germination rate, RGR). X} &
34 (relative germination potential, RGP ). X} &
ZEFE%L (relative germination index, RGI). AHXJ ¥
i (relative fresh weight, RGW ). & 2F % £ F % (salt
injury rate of germination rate, SIRGR). & #f#
% % (salt injury rate of germination potential ,
SIRGP) . K 8 # #h F % (salt injury rate of
germination index, SIRGI) Al 5 £ 3 % (salt injury
rate of fresh weight, SIRFW), 1HE AU :
RGR (%) =¥ R ZF /MR ZFHE X100 (1)
RGP (%) =B ZEA/ST R ZHEHx100  (2)
RGI (%) =4k P % 2 fig /% W8k 2F fig Hox
100 3)
RGW (%) =Ab¥fif & /%f iR 5 x 100 4)
SIRGR (%) = X MR S R-AL B ZF 5D/

X B R 2 #6x100 (5)
SIRGP (%) = (MK FHMHKFH) /
X B & 2 %100 (6)
SIRGI (%) = (X R ZF4RE- b 3 Kk 2F 45
O SR FRH< 100 (7)
SIRFW (%) = O} Hefif B Ab P EE ) /) e fif
#Hx100 (8)

1.4 HIEAIE
FIF SPSS 20.0 # M, st v A 2|

FEA RIS, PR SR pr O 08I T Fr
ks, AXN:
WX)=(Xi—Xmin)/ (Xmax—Xmin)» =1, 2,3, ..., n (9)
A, X RIRE i MEFME: Xmin A Xinax 737771
TR i NMEVR I R/AMEFI R KME, SREUEA Ehik
JE£ N AR BRI D TE 48 A5 1 S5 S BRI KU

2 HERESR

2.1 EpEXE B8R L& fRaI S

HE 1 AT, 7EERMMNE T, 42 i SAR TR
RGR. RGP. RGI fll RFW ¥JF flf N &, {HF#CIEE
AN, BIMEN 30.19%~50.83%, A2 REUN 41.70%~
66.30%. .1t 82-5-9 () RGR. RGP 1 RFW
K ¥ 36 ) RGR. RGP 1 RGI ¥ /).

TESRMME T, 5 B4 28 AR R I A R
BAIERE . SRR IRFR AN 49.17%~69.81%,
A5 ZHUN 26.67%~46.72%.

R EBRHREIEITIE RN

Table 1  Salt tolerance coefficient of each index during
the germination period of sea-island cotton

Jeki *&{JWE *&jdﬁ BE b B{E%iﬁl
Index Minimum Maximum Mean Star}de}rd Coe'fﬁ.ment of
(%) (%) (%)  deviation variation (%)
RGR 6.70 93.30 50.83 21.19 41.70
RGP 3.40 83.30 30.19  20.01 66.30
RGI 5.00 81.20 34.80 17.39 49.96
RFW 19.80 100.00 47.87 2435 52.62
SIRGR 6.70 93.30 49.17  21.19 43.10
SIRGP 16.70 96.60 69.81 20.01 28.67
SIRGI 18.80 95.00 65.20 17.39 26.67
SIRFW 0.00 80.20 5212 2435 46.72

22 BRREWEIEFRER S T

g By iR ER A R SRR AR A OCHE (R 2) K.
RGR. RGP. RGI fil RFW &)%) £ W% & 2 A%
R R b [a] AR M IE A O¢; L +h RGI 5 RGR

x2 EPMETIRERIETIEXED T

Table 2 Correlation analysis of cotton indexes under salt stress

FE#F Index RGR RGP RGI RFW SIRGR SIRGP SIRGI SIRFW

RGR 1.000
RGP 0.724™ 1.000
RGI 0.914™ 0.910" 1.000

RFW 0417 0.440™ 0.472" 1.000

SIRGR -1.000™ -0.724™ -0.914™ 0417 1.000

SIRGP -0.724™ -1.000™ -0.910™ -0.440™ 0.724™ 1.000

SIRGI -0.914™ -0.910™ -1.000™ 0472 0.914™ 0.910™ 1.000

SIRFW -0.417™ -0.440™ -0.472" -1.000™ 0.417™ 0.440™ 0.472" 1.000

T RFE00LKT UMD EREEME, FH

6wk 9y

indicates highly significant correlation at 0.01 level (bilateral), the same below
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1 RGP MW IEA R, MR ARBEE, AN AR EE R, FEEDALE 20%~90%, =50%F] i
0.914 10.910; RGR. RGP. RGI Il RFW 5% H A 22 41~. RGP A bk, FEARIE 0%~

)3 F R ) AR UK (R=-1.000). 70%, =50%MI& A 7 4. RGI /At L,
23 BBRSMRIERIIRE ST F BN ALE 10%~60%, =50%H1iHF A 7 4. RFEW

HE 1 AR, 42 O AR AT BT B RGR (1) AT UL, EZEAGLE 20%~40%. 60%~80%
(a)lo_ (b)lo-
> >
g s g 8 —
X X d
= 4 =4
% | %,

o =T I~ . i — .
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Fig.1 Frequency distribution of relative salt tolerance indexes of different sea-island cotton varieties
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Fig.2 Frequency distribution of salt damage rates of different sea-island cotton varieties

2.4 BT BRIRBIBIRERD D kA

AR F2 R AT 3 TR 2 AN E s (R 3). 55 1 2 AN T 5 A R R S AT T R A O
E TTERR N 7491%, F 1 LR stikR o (R4 % 1 EHr5 RGR. RGP, RGI Al RFW
17.63%, 2 N FHIr R TTHRE Y 92.54%, B B E R B, HICRE N 0.908.

A e W R AR A R ), 3 2 2 R g BT [ 0.911. 0.978 1 0.621; 5 h3FK E MR 3 oE # 1
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MIFNE, MR E 389 0.908, 0.911. 0.978 A %E? 11 23 4\55&9;3@##&51%&;%@@
Jhe N N N N . YO aple 1geénvalues an contribution
0.621. PRI T F2 o) 32 28 S Wil B i i A AT rates of two principal components
MIRA R H . 28 1T Esr 5 RFW 2 B3 EFC, EAR I ik Bl
A 5‘,% /% i& 719 0.783: 5 SIRFW £ & % ﬁ *H 9% , ki 9% Principal Eigenvalue Contribution Cu.nlul.atlve
s X o - component (%) contribution (%)
FHN 0783, FEMEKE, AT NE I 5.993 74.91 74.91
e KERT. 1l 1411 17.63 92.54
*4 BRERTFEEERE
Table 4 Load matrix of each factor
F 43 Principal component RGR RGP RGI RFW SIRGR SIRGP SIRGI SIRFW
I 0.908™* 0.911* 0.978™ 0.621" -0.908" -0.911* -0.978" -0.621°
1I -0.196 -0.154 -0.173 0.783" 0.196 0.154 0.173 -0.783"
“7 fRFE P<0.05 KT EFHH
“*” indicates significant correlation at P < 0.05
2.5 FIRERDEGZEESITENE SRR 0.151X5-0.152X6-0.163X7-0.104Xs, 5 11 F 5o (it
I F R0 560 (25, BH 1 Ry B Fr=-0.139X1-0.109X,-0.122X3+0.555 X4+

FIitE AR F1=0.151X1+0.152X+0.163X3+0.104.X4—

0.139X5+0.109X6+0.122X7—-0.555 X5 -

x5 HBEDRGRERE

Table 5 Component score system matrix

4> Principal component RGR RGP RGI RFW SIRGR SIRGP SIRGI SIRFW
I 0.151 0.152 0.163 0.104 -0.151 -0.152 -0.163 -0.104
II -0.139 -0.109 -0.122 0.555 0.139 0.109 0.122 -0.555

T LS 1R (F)=0.7491F1+0.1763F,.
MR8 3 B 2315 23 v B A AR R T H 5 v SRR A%

Mt FAE, IE3HATHEY . B3 6 s, btk R T
F At Ayt 82-5-9, FEifE 1 Sk, ¥ 07-152 M

F 6 BEREZTRMMEMERI S EFHF
Table 6 Score and order of main components of salt tolerance of sea-island cotton varieties
FE @ FE O HF|| FE pE FiH  fFF || 5 pE FH #HF|| #5 pE FH #F
Number Variety F-value Rank || Number Variety F-value Rank||Number Variety F-value Rank||Number Variety F-value Rank
1 Bk 14 -17.18 29 12 B33 10.66 7 23 fL#E202 -7.07 17 34 75238 987 21
2 Hnig 13 -23.71 36 13 ke 34 -1523 26 24 fL#E201  9.05 8 35 V92 -9.18 20
3 W21 -8.71 18 14 B35 17.53 4 25 fL#200 -21.07 33 36 EM-3021 —25.04 39
4 HidE24 -135 14 15 Wil 36  -32.40 41 26 m75-6 458 11 37 m:75-193 339 12
5 HiE25 1134 22 16 #iifE32 566 9 27 1413 496 10 38 Hig25 -18.67 31
6  HiE26 -3.00 16 17 N9247 266 15 28 HESS -9.07 19 39 BHE-901 -1922 32
7 ¥E27 016 13 18 #07-152 -32.74 42 29 (238 -12.06 23 40  EN-3244 -13.54 25
8 W28 -1697 28 19 N9107 -2439 38 30 #E79-713 2652 40 41 BEN-3761 2435 37
9 W29 -21.55 34 20 06-146 -23.49 35 31 1k 77-104 -13.45 24 42 m:77-55 1240 6
10  ¥E30 1881 3 21 Filg15 2489 2 32 66284 -1557 27
11 Fi#E31 1686 5 22 it 82-5-9 37.59 1 33 B2-5507 -18.00 30
FINE 7 2.7 AEESHEMHEMNES TN KB

2.6 FIFRMIR B RBIEITN G B R

42 AN E S HR AT 8 AN ER A A SR e B (e
WA 7 Pron. SRIBEMGS, SR T eR, T
S e B R, BE T & R R SR S 2R S HE
Feo it 82-5-9 (SRR R B R, il 15 IRZ,
Wit 36 1SR R BUSERAR, Wk,

S

P 3 AT, B SR A 1S o AE AR SR R
B E B AR IEAC (R2=0.9719, P<<0.01),
I 2 Bl 7 ik 45 G PR I B R T SR PR T AT A e —
(1o I 3 o) 25 B 15 ERTSOR S5 I8 iR B8 8
AT EEAREA, FERTIIME, AR LEE TN E A
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Table 7 membership function mean of salt tolerance indexes of sea-island cotton varieties

FE jﬁiﬁ:ﬁf wo || e jﬁiﬁ:ﬁf e || ms o ae ﬁ?jﬂf H 4,

Number Variety function mean Rank || Number  Variety function mean Rank || Number  Variety function mean Rank
1 B 14 0.271 29 15 BTt 36 0.033 42 29 238 0.357 24
2 B 13 0.168 38 16 BTt 32 0.546 11 30 " 79-713 0.143 40
3 B 21 0.391 19 17 N9247 0.426 17 31 i 77-104 0.362 23
4 B 24 0.446 13 18 1% 07-152 0.044 41 32 & 66-284 0.306 27
5 ity 25 0.368 22 19 N9107 0.152 39 33 t-5507 0.252 31
6 B 26 0.384 21 20 06-146 0.176 36 34 i 75-238 0.406 18
7 iR 27 0.438 16 21 g1 5 0.788 2 35 V9-2 0.385 20
8 Bty 28 0.272 28 22 it 82-5-9 0.996 1 36 ELJH-3021 0.170 37
9 Brifg 29 0.207 33 23 L% 202 0.442 14 37 m 75-193 0.583 8
10 B 30 0.775 3 24 fL# 201 0.580 9 38 g2 5 0.257 30
11 Bk 31 0.733 5 25 L% 200 0.202 34 39 E-901 0.216 32
12 B 33 0.610 7 26 it 75-6 0.551 10 40 (L H-3244 0.347 25
13 B 34 0.318 26 27 #-1413 0.461 12 41 B -3761 0.193 35
14 Brifg 35 0.696 6 28 g s 5 0.439 15 42 m 77-55 0.762 4
_ T oot oo HLHEFE (8). 1 8 WAL, Wi shPELRA VN (A
g 1LOF R*=09719 A 82-5-9, HUGZHEH 1 5, 535

w8 AR JE R B M85 R — 80— U SR A PR

B REATATH).

%f@ WA 2 FhoT k45 A LA VEE 1T R 2K
E B H 42 MG EIRARRIS A 426 (B4, 81
> I A, At 82-5.9; 45 11K L M FR, 4
w0 20 2 20 60 BATERG 1 5. O 30, O 31, W 77-55 Rl

F 1§ F-value
B3 AEESHMAMRRERBIIERN FENEXMESH
Fig.3 Correlation analysis of membership function mean
values and F-values of different sea-island cotton varieties

35, IR g5 & M F, 2050 8 21,
75-238. V9-2. FiifF 26, FLE 202, iS5, B
238, M 77-104. M -324. Hrifg 25, i 24, Hr

*8 ELREMHRNSESITFMEREF

Table 8 Comprehensive evaluation value and ranking of salt tolerance of sea-island cotton varieties

L N I e N | N A N 2
Number  Variety evaluation value Rank || Number  Variety evaluation value Rank || Number  Variety evaluation value Rank
1 B 14 -0.588 29 15 i 36 -1.602 42 29 238 -0.233 23
2 B 13 -1.025 37 16 B 32 0.744 10 30 79-713 -1.168 40
3 B 21 -0.052 19 17 N9247 0213 15 31 W:77-104 -0.264 24
4 BTt 24 0.300 14 18 B 07-152 -1.587 41 32 [ 66-284 -0.458 27
5 Hrifg 25 -0.186 22 19 N9107 -1.082 39 33 t-5507 -0.657 30
6 Hrifg 26 0.106 17 20 06-146 -1.000 36 34 it 75-238 -0.054 20
7 ik 27 0.318 13 21 Filg15 1.890 2 35 V9-2 -0.081 21
8 Bt 28 -0.579 28 22 W 82-5-9 2757 1 36 EJH-3021 -1.061 38
9 Brifg 29 -0.869 34 23 fL# 202 0.115 16 37 it 75-193 0.76 9
10 #1830 1.674 3 24 L% 201 0.926 8 38 W25 -0.666 31
11 B 31 1.517 4 25 fL# 200 -0.866 33 39 901 -0.777 32
12 B33 1.045 7 26 it 75-6 0.723 11 40 3244 -0.302 25
13 B 34 -0.42 26 27 #1413 0.527 12 41 EJH-3761 -0.987 35
14 B35 1.453 5 28 HigsS 0.047 18 42 mt 77-55 1.447 6
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W 27. N9247. ErifE 33, LA 201, HrifE 320 nh
75-193. M 75-6 FIEE-1413; IV ERBUR S,
SRR 364 B5 07-152. #iF 34, [ 66-284.
©2-5507. #rifE 2 5. B 14 BN 28, BT 29,
L4 200, #5901, N9107. E24H-302. 06-146.
EM-376. HidE 13 Flnk 79-713,

1844% 5 2 Genetic distance

0 5 10 15 20 25
#7521 Xinhai 21 ] a— ' ' ' :
it 75-238 Tu 75-238 34 H

V9-2 35 H

¥ 26 Xinhai 26 6

FL# 202 Kongque 202 23 H

HrifE 55 Xinhai 5 28 H

1238 Ba 238 29 H

it 77-104 Tu 77-104 31
t2J4-3244 Bazhou-3244 40

¥ 25 Xinhai 25 5H

i 24 Xinhai 24 4 H I
¥ 27 Xinhai 27 7H

N9247 17H

i 33 Xinhai 33 12 4

FL# 201 Kongque 201 24 H
#7632 Xinhai 32 16

i 75-193 Tu 75-193 37H

it 75-6 Tu 75-6 26 4
#-1413 Mo-1413 27 -

i 36 Xinhai 36 15

¥ 07-152 Ta 07-152 18 i

i 34 Xinhai 34 13 4 W
[ 66-284 Ba 66-284 324
t-5507 Ba-5507 33 H

BT 25 Xinhai 2 38 H

B 14 Xinhai 14 1H

¥ 28 Xinhai 28 8

i 29 Xinhai 29 9

L% 200 Kongque 200 25
$£6-901 Tahai-901 39

N9107 19 H
(243021 Bazhou-3021 36 [
06-146 20 H

[ JH-3761 Bazhou-3761 41 H

¥ 13 Xinhai 13 24

i 79-713 Tu 79-713 30 H

¥ 35 Xinhai 35 14

i 77-55 Tu 77-55 42 H
¥ 31 Xinhai 31 11H I
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ZEF 15 Junhai 1 21 H I
i 82-5-9 Tu 82-5-9 22

4 2N BIRmTHERKE
Fig.4 Cluster diagram of 42 sea-island cotton varieties
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RGR. RGP. RGI 1 REW =50% ] {5 #5053 5
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REZR, SR R—8. thoh, KoM
Jol I R ZEFR B s K T R SE AR 2E 4R
B REATE Syt 5 R 5 VR B AR AR

AW FE A, AR R KRR AE R T A2
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R—3. FIRRIX 4 ADMFEFRRE SR A6 & W
ERMESRNR . 2RO TR SEA TN BE A ROk AN R —
Fabrid BT B T A BB 230, 584 DI SRR R
BOL VPN ARAE T SR, (B2 T ASFE SR AR RLE .
F R o AT E R B 2 e A T, e — Rl
(1) 22 A8 & 43 B R4 . RGBSR I 77 VE VPN AR
Tei e, 224 F R RS A B O, )
WL JiR 4 AR e SUANEA A o AHIE T T IX 2 Pk bl
BT U SRR B A AR, R 2 (R AR
FEASE (R2=0.9719, P<<0.01), 5 ni AUOF7T4h
R—8 AHFFCINA, 1 82-5-9 Ay £k Ah, X
5oy SN 25 A —3, Al ARG T AW I
MR Z, AR A k.

4 g
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WG 1 T FniE 30 FEE 31 5, BIIEEAHE 19
A5 L SR, o BCAETE 21, 1k 75-238 Fil V9-2
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07152 Fgrifs 34 %%,

S 3k
[1] B3, Fw. o R IR A SRR 5. IRk
A BlEE, 2015, 47(4): 125-130.
[2] B/RIDEF WA, B iR g R B R K LB i R, R
RARBIH, 202009): 52-53.



B 2108

ARXRESE . 42 AN TSR I S il R i A YT £ TR DT 33

[3] Z=9E, ZEiCKE, Z80M, 25 PiFm A T8I R R I A 3
ERBIEE M RN, 2 FAEYE Fr, 2019, 17(22): 7395-7400

[4] A54, WEH, AR hEMES R RIKR & EE.
E kL, 2018, 51(1): 26-36.

[5] 9KSEmN, PRStAR, WEE, & ‘- =H7 rHIRIE EE A
HIAA. SR, KA F B, 2016, 37(3): 11-17.

[6] XUvivl, “FICHE, skEBE, & WIbE eSS RBEAAERNE
B R RIS, 2014, 42(26): 9125-9128.

[7] &, A, B, 5. BRI R S i e
HAW AR, AV ARER, 2020, 36(2): 158-168.

[8] M55, sK&dy, BTUE, S KERPESIRmN M 5e 51
fir. FrEEAObREE, 2021, 58(1): 65-71.

[9] PEJEERAB - nh JRVF, AR5%, Bz, 25 Briima/N g AR
WA ER PELEE VRN S RO IR T, el RS, 2020,
57(1): 20-31.

[10] B4, FNENTS, FEE, S5 89 4 Tk 58 R & WM 2h A ik 25
AV, FKEFE, 2020, 28(4): 15-21.

[11] #¥5, ZEAEME, BEMERE, 45 @ RIGM (R ARG
CEETVHY. Ol K24k, 2019, 42(5): 313-319.

[12] Zi, BEm8, WA, 25 10 PR RHRC R 787 & S £h 1.
FrEAML R, 2021, 58(2): 342-351.

[13] mhoUE. HRAER0 T e Ak e A it Sh R R Rk fmE /2. Jb 5t

AR E RO AR, 2007

[14] FRER, HWEEE, 5K, 5. MR A AT BT h v ve 0 2
i ERFE AR, N AR, 2011, 22(8): 2045-2053.

[15] 3o, sy, mcff, 25 AEFTESFST . EHhan

A N R T VRO, BRI RS, 2016, 53(9): 1569-
1579.

[16] FdEiE, R&TE, KM, 55 38 ANRLF Rt R 2 A Sk
LA S V. AR 4R, 2019, 33(9): 1841-1855.
[17] Sikder RK, Wang X R, JinD S, et al. Screening and evaluation
of reliable traits of upland cotton (Gossypium hirsutum L.)
genotypes for salt tolerance at the seedling growth stage. Journal

of Cotton Research, 2020, 3(2): 25-37.

[18] i SCOR. AUMIBATE AR IR LR . W Ak 2 B 24
1983(4): 87-97.

[19] FamIHT. BUECFATE RN R R 5 R . TLBH AR 2 B 2
i, 1982(2): 96-107.

[20] FF50E, MRIGT, XSBRAR, 5. HMHasHE SR IE 1
. ErEAOL RN, 2020, 57(9): 1604-1614.

[21] BME =, &M, TR, 55 RSG5 U5 R S L
SRIBRBCEHNY. BRI R, 2018, 55(9): 1579-1592.

[22] T5%, HEzm, MRS, 55 HR GG R XA 60T A A
BT A % 5. T RMKCR T, 2018, 36(1):
148-155.

[23] 5%k, Bise, k75, 5. EAS 301 m/hEmf (R) Fhrig
RIAPUR IS @ KT, T RMXCRH T, 2019, 37(3):
1-14.

[24] MRIEEA, FLFT5. FRAHTLEE VRN RO R L St
W98, 2013, 30(8): 25-31.

[25] ¥, Z=AEME, FHEGE, 55 W RERIEEAEEHIaLsEE
PR, B4R, 2021, 35(7): 1507-1521.

Evaluation on Salt Tolerance of 42 Sea-Island Cotton
(Gossypium barbadense) Varieties in Xinjiang
during Germination Period

Zhao Kang, Yang Tao, Wang Honggang, Li Shengmei, Pang Bo, Ma Shangjie, Gao Wenwei

(College of Agriculture, Xinjiang Agricultural University/Engineering Research

Centre of Cotton, Ministry of Education, Urumgi 830052, Xinjiang, China)
Abstract To understand the salt-resistance difference of Xinjiang sea-island cotton germplasms in the germination
period, 42 sea-island cotton varieties in Xinjiang were evaluated and screened by using 150mmol/L NaCl. The
results showed that under salt stress, the germination rate, germination vigor, germination index and fresh weight
of 42 sea-island cotton varieties were inhibited to varying degrees. There were very significant correlations
among the indicators. Two principal components were determined through principal component analysis,
reflecting germination, dry matter accumulation and water content. There was a significant positive correlation
between the principal component comprehensive score value and membership function mean value. Using the
comprehensive evaluation values of the two, 42 sea-island cotton varieties were grouped into four categories,
namely high salt-tolerant varieties, medium salt-tolerant varieties, weakly salt-tolerant varieties and salt-sensitive
varieties. This study provided a theoretical basis for the evaluation and identification of salt tolerance of
sea-island cotton varieties.

Key words Sea-island cotton; Evaluation of salt-tolerance; Principal component analysis; Membership function
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