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Table 1 Change of chlorophyll fluorescence in tomato seedling function leaves adapting dark after low light density treatment
Fo Fm Fo Fv/Fo Fv/Fm
1 Strain 1 Control 129.245.9 635.0£4.7 505. 9 3.917 0.797
Treatment 123.3+4.5 630.8+18.1 507.5 4.116 0. 804
2 Strain 2 Control 139.442.1 644.2+4.8 504. 8 3.621 0.784
Treatment 122.8+7.6 637.1424.9 514.2 4.186 0. 807
3 Strain 3 Control 122.242.2 556.0+9.2 433.8 3.550 0. 780
Treatment 130.446.3 655.5+25.1 525.1 4,027 0. 801
4 Strain 4 Control 136.1+1 673.0+6. 1 536.9 3.943 0.798
Treatment 136.24+1.9 688.6+14.5 552.5 4.059 0. 802
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Effect of Low Light Density on Chlorophyll Fluorescence

Parameters of Tomato Seedling Function Leaves
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Abstract: The chlorophyll fluorescence parameters of seedling function leaves in 4 tomato strains were investigated under

low light density environments. The results showed that the different changing of the chlorophyll fluorescence parame-

ters occurred in 4 tomato stains under low light density. Except the initial fluorescence(Fo) and maximal fluorescence

(Fm) were lower in stains 1,2 and higher in stains 3,4 under low light density environments, the PS ]| maximal photo-

chemical efficiency(Fu/ Fm) and latent photochemical activity(Fv/Fo) were higher than control light density, it meant

that the photochemical potentiality of PS [[ reaction centers was enhanced. But the PS [[ real photochemical efficiency

(®PS [ ) and photochemical quenching coefficient(qP) decreased, it perhaps was the one of the reasons that the photo-

synthesis decreased in low light density, and the decreased extent was lower in stains 1,2 than that in stains 3,4. It was

tiny that the effect of low light density on nonphotochemical quenching coefficient (¢IN) in 4 tomato stains.
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