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Table 1 Effects of salinity treatment on photosynthetic pigment and stomata conductance in tomato plant

THREM L& 5 3 (Mg /em®)

NaCl ¥ & L FRREL Photosynthetic pigment content in function leaf L
NaCl concentration Duration of treatment Stomata conductance
(mg/1) (@) "HRR 2 "HER b Cmmol/ (m? +s))
Chlorophyll a Chlorophyll b
1 6.946+0.122 6.5644-0.561 400.0+87.2
3 29.403+0.633 4.97540.671 45.0+37.7
5 32.836+0.542 8.851+0.766 89.0+64.4
7 5.834+0.451 4.977+0.229 75.743.5
0 9 8.386+0.475 5.483+0.454 90.7428.2
11 6.848+0.888 3.848+1.007 119.74106.8
13 6.049+1.408 3.137+1.177 111.0433.8
15 8.133+1.492 5.999+0.561 180.74+189.9
1 6.591+0.444 6.760+0.454 374.01186.2
3 30.613+0.184 6.340+0.174 47.716.7
5 34.654+4.569 10.65340.733 60.046.0
_ 7 5.650+1.201 7.006+0.781 70.043.6
o0 9 9.087+0.306 5.927+0.086 77.0+33.8
11 7.827+0.091 4.736+0.251 88.7116.2
13 8.1094+0.370 5.323+0.788 106.7+19.6
15 10.36240. 647 6.867+0.826 104.3+17.6
1 15.847+1.578 — 146.04-110.9
3 29.611+0.678 5.643+0.344 48.0£16.0
5 30.582+1.831 8.50741.996 55.042.6
100 7 6.010+0.563 7.419+0.162 50.7+23.5
9 11.02340.816 6.614+0.146 46.7+3.1
11 8.436+0.131 5.652+0.914 61.3+35.3
13 9.221+1.167 5.898+1.306 65.7+£7.5
15 10.67740.828 7.397+1.115 84.3+7.2
1 15.566+2.950 — 81.0%6.2
3 31.668+1.609 8.037+1.275 39.048.5
5 26.140+2.342 7.393+1.649 21.7+21.5
200 7 6.290+0.556 6.920+0.310 36.7+t11.6
9 8.560+0.208 5.54040.661 48.0+30.3
11 8.362+0.217 5.273+0.184 47.0+4.4
13 8.495+0.628 5.566+0.668 52.0+£32.5
15 11.82341.404 8.41941.785 61.7+£32.3
1 11.29147.249 — 70.0+£3.0
3 29.902+1.022 6.906+0.721 19.34+8.5
5 31.611+£1.871 10.25741.602 15.7£3.2
7 6.569+0.726 7.123+0.184 22.349.0
100 9 8.257+0.074 5.20140.420 35.743.5
11 8.748+0.625 5.607+0.828 44.3+18.0
13 8.476+3.468 5.118+2.769 40.349.2
15 10.2954+1.275 7.21641.642 42.0+6.2

T R ABUE = T E ARy 22— W BUR Bk,

Note: values in the table =average value + standard deviation - indicates data lost -
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Fig-1 Effects of different salinity concentration on Tr (A) and Pn (B) of tomato seedling leaf
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Fig-2 Effects of different salinity concentration on Fv/Fm (A) and Fv/ Fo (B) in tomato seedling leaf
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Fig-3 Effects of different salinity concentration on Fo (A) and ¢gN (B) in tomato seedling leaf
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Impact of NaCl treatment on photosynthesis and chlorophyll
fluorescence of tomato seedlings

GAO Yun, CHENG Zhihui " » MENG Huan-wen
( College of Horticulture, Northwest A & F University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China)

Abstract: Impact of NaCl treatment on content of photosynthetic pigment, intensity of photosynthesis
(Pn) and chlorophyll fluorescence parameters of tomato (cv- Zhongza No- 9) seedling at 6— leaf stage were
studied under hydroponic culture with 0, 50, 100, 200 or 400 mg/L of NaCl added: respectively- The results
showed that the content of photosynthetic pigment was increased in the duration of salt treatment. Gs was de-
creased with the increase of salt concentration- After o —day salt treatment . although the higher salt treatment
was found with lower Tr value and Tr value of all treatments was found lower than the control, they all tended
to little difference- At the beginning (1 day) of salt treatment. Pr of all the treatments was lower than the con-
trol, and appeared lower with higher salt concentration- Pn was getting resuming after 3—day salt treatment
and maintained a relative stable level until got dropping after 11— or 13—day treatment- The similar change
trends were found between Fv/ Fm and Fv/ Fo, and between Fo and Fm during salt treatment, and each in-
dex among all the treatments was tend to close after 9 —day salt treatment- g appeared a decreasing trend and
increased with the increase of salinity concentration-

Key words : tomato; salinity ; photosynthetic pigment ; photosynthesis rate; chlorophyll fluorescence



