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Physiological Responses of Potato Plantlets

In vitro to Salt Stress
Cui Yansen', Zhang Junlian*?, Li Xuecai', Wang Di*?, Huang Peng', Wang Li®, Du Ximei!
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Abstract: The potato cultivar Atlantic plantlets in vitro were treated with different concentrations of NaCl for 20
days. The results indicated that with more salt concentration the content of Na* was increased dramatically, the content
of K* was stable and Na7K* was increased significantly in the root and stem. In the leaf, the content of chlorophyll
reduced, but the content of Malonaldehyde (MDA), membrane permeability and proline increased. Moreover, the
content of proline was highly significantly correlated to the content of MDA and membrane permeability at a range of
concentrations of NaCl, suggesting that the accumulation of proline could reflect the degree the plantlets in vitro got
hurt. These reaults indicated that accumulated Na*, increase in membrane permeability and reduction in chlorophyll
were the main effects on the growth of potato plantlets in vitro under salt stress.
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