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—0.986 0. 734 0.582
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SALT TOLERANCE OF DIFFERENT RICE GENOTYPES IN
A “SEED PLANT—CALLUS—REGENERATED PLANT” SYSTEM
I . GROWTH RESPONSE

. 1 1 . 2 .2
Cheng Jing He Yuankang  Yan Xiaolong™ Zheng Shaoling
(1 Dept. of Agronomy, South China Agric. Univ. , Guangzhou 510642

2 Lab of Plant Nutritional Genetics South China Agnc. Univ.)
Abstract

Five rice genogypes with similar general characters but different salt tolerance were used to estb-
lish a “ seed plant— callus— regenerated plant” system in which differential responses to NaCl
stress w ere respectively compared at the three cultural levels. The results showed that there were
significant genotypic differences in salt tolerance for both the seed plant and the regenerated
plant. High correlation in salt tolerance betw een the above two levels was also observed. In cal-
lus, however, there was no significant genoty pic difference nor correlation with that of the oth-

er two levels. There resultslead to the conclusion that salt tolerance at cellular level and at plant

level is not consistent in rice.
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