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Effects of Cold Stress on Growth and Physiological Characteristics of Pepper at Flowering Stage
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Abstract

1561 seedlings under low temperature stress was analyzed to provide theoretical basis for obtaining the index of chilling-tolerant and establishing

(Institute of Germplasm Resources, Ningxia Academy of Agriculture and Forestry Sci-
[ Objective | The difference of growth and physiological response between chilling-tolerant strain 1522 and chilling-sensitive strain

germplasm resources of chilli. [ Method ] With chilling-tolerant strain 1522 and chilling-sensitive strain 1561 as test materials, the plant
height, stem diameter, chlorophyll content, osmotic regulation substance and antioxidant enzyme activity of chilli pepper under low tempera-
ture stress during flowering were determined . [ Result ] The result shows that the plant height variation, the stem diameter variation and the
chlorophy 1II content of 1522 was higher than that of 1561. The contents of soluble sugar, the soluble protein and the proline content increased
firstly and then decreased, and the accumulation of 1522 was more than that of 1561. During cold stress, the activity of SOD, POD and CAT
reduced and the activity of each antioxidase of 1522 was higher than that of 1561. [ Conclusion ]The indicators of 1522 was better than 1561,

thus higher osmotic adjustment adbility and antioxidant capacity might be the reasons of strong high resistance.
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