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Abstract

and seedling stage. [ Method | The salt tolerance of four tomato varieties were studied in the seed germination period and the seedling growth pe-

(Vegetable Edible Fungus Research Institute, Academy of Agricultural Science Re-
[ Objective ] The most salt-tolerant tomato varieties was identified by comparison of four tomato varieties in seed germination stage

riod. [ Result] With the increase of NaCl concentration, the germination energy and the germination percentage declined , the relative salt injury
rate increased ,the plant height and the dry matter accumulation declined ,the dry fresh ratio and the index of salt damage increased, root-shoot
ratio was the trend of up-down-up; They growed normally under 50 mmol/L NaCl stress. Qidali growed normally under 100 mmol/L NaCl
stress. The salt tolerance of four tomato varieties were Qidali, Fenyanyihao,Meibei,3684. [ Conclusion ] The study can provide theoretical basis

for the study of the of tomato varieties cultivation and the mechanism of salt tolerance.
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Table 1 Salt tolerance criteria of tomato in seedling stage
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Level Salt tolerance Seedling salt index // %
1 =10 0~20.0

2 [RERN 20.1~40.0

3 Ll 40.1~60.0

4 T 60.1 ~80.0

5 = 80.1 ~ 100
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Fig.1 The change of seed germination rate under the salt stress
x2 HBMENAREEMEMETEHZN

Table 2 Effects of salt stress on germination energy of different tomato

varieties %

Ezgll fnintration * .m. 3684 ﬁ:j‘; ;FIJ BE 5
mmol/L Meibei Qidali Fenyan No. 1
0 90.0 bB 100 aA 100 aA 100 aA
10 65.0 cC 90.0 bB 100 aA 100 aA
20 55.0cC  80.0bB  85.0 bB 100 aA
30 75.0 bBC  65.0 cC  80.0 bB 100 aA
40 55.0 bB  40.0 bB 100 aA 100 aA
50 15.0 cC 15.0cC  70.0 bB 100 aA
60 0 bC 0 bC 65.0 aA 75.0 aA
70 0 cC 0 cC 47.5 aA 12.5 bB
80 0 cC 0 cC 42.5 aA 30.0 bB
90 0 bB 0 bB 40.0 aA 2.5 bB

TE : [RSNGB R AN Rl e B2 18] 22 5 {225 (P < 0..05) , AR JA R
B FRR2EF M (P <0.01)
Note : Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differ-
ence between different concentrations at 0. 05 level, different capital
letters stand for significant difference at 0.01 level
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Fig.2 The change of relative salt harm rate under the salt stress
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Table 3  Salt hazard index of different tomato varieties under salt
stress conditions %

N omencaion KV e R LS

mmol/L

50 20.33 19.00 9.00 10.33

100 43.00 46.00 35.33 39.67

150 64.67 66.67 57.33 59.33

200 70. 67 72.67 64.33 67.33

250 88.67 90.33 69.67 71.33
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Table 4 Plant height changes of the seedlings under salt stress cm

1 e L ’

Ezgl ﬁrjltemraliun l\ii{lei 3684 Egl:d&jl” Fﬁfn IN? 1
mmol/L

0 27.8 aA 33.0aA  21.6 aA 21.8 aA
50 25.8 aA  27.6 bB 14.3 bB 15.0 bB
100 18.2bB  21.6 cC 11.9 beBC  12.6 beBC
150 12.0 cC 15.2dD  10.3 cC 11.0 c¢dCD
200 9.2 ¢dCD 10.8 eE 8.7 c¢dCD 8.8 deDE
250 7.4 dD 8.0 eE 5.3dD 6.3 eE

TE [RSNGB R AN [ B2 9] 22 57 .25 (P < 0.05) , AR JA] %
B REIOR R R (P <0.01)
Note : Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differ-
ence between different concentrutions at 0. 05 level , different capital
letters stand for significant difference at 0.01 level
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Fig.3 The change of dry matter of tomato roots under the salt

stress
1.2 @
—— = Meibei
1.0 —&— 3684

—&— Frikof) Qidali

e B 59712 Fenyan No. 1

0.6
0.4

0.2

F4% Dry mtter weight I/

0 50 100 150 200 250
NaCl %A NaCl concentration /I mmol/L

E4 #HhAEE TERM EATIROENL
Fig.4 The change of dry matter of tomato aboveground under

the salt stress
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Fig.6 The change of DW/FW of aboveground under salt stress
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Fig.3 Effect of alcoholization duration time on lignin content of

different positions in tobacco leaves
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