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Fig. 1 Effect of different treatment on

the germination rate of tomato seeds
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Table 1 Effect of different treatment on the growth index of tomato seedlings
hb¥g e Eviil TR LR I TE R i:3S RERH
Treatment Plant height/cm Stem diameter/cm Hypocotyl length/cm Leaf number//{~ Leaf area/cm? Root length/cm Root volume/ cm3
P 19. 65bB 0. 52bAB 2. 21bAB 7.0abAB 179. 34bB 13. 07bB 2. 02bcABC
Py 19. 43bcB 0. 58aA 2. 05bcBC 7.0abAB 177. 53bB 16. 34aA 2. 28aA
P3 18. 34cBC 0. 54abAB 1. 94bedBC 7.0abAB 167.49¢C 15. 77aA 2. 17abAB
Py 16. 65dC 0. 49bcB 1. 88cdBC 7.5abA 146. 04dD 13. 34bB 1. 83¢dCD
Ps 14. 24eD 0. 49bcB 1. 73dC 8. 0aA 139. 16eE 12. 99bB 1. 63dD
CK 22.97aA 0. 46cB 2.56aA 6. 5abAB 189. 79aA 14. 09bAB 1. 88¢BCD

HNBFEEE(a,b,c, ) (P=0. 05) FR 27K BE KT, KEFH(A,B,C,D) (P=0. 0DFRZEF KM BEATE. TH.
Note: Lowercase letters (a,b,c,d) (P=0.05) show significant difference,the capital letters (A,B,C,D) (P=0.01) show extremely significant difference level. The same below.
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Table 2

Effect of different treatment on seedling biomass of tomato seedlings

pis:: o AR AR T Rt T A ES75- ik

o b IT B A
Treament  Leaf fresh weight/g Root fresh weight/g Plant fresh weighr/g Leaf dry weight/g

ST R LW R R R
Root dry weight/g  Plant dry weight/g R/T(dry weight) Seedling index

P 15. 995bAB 2. 015bcB 18. 016bcB 1. 620bcABC 0. 208bcBC 1. 828bcABC 0. 128bB 0. 288bcBC
Py 17. 655aA 2. 545aA 20. 200aA 1. 812aA 0. 251aA 2.063aA 0.139aA 0. 344aA
Ps 16. 872abAB 2.160bB 19. 032abAB 1. 711abAB 0. 219bAB 1. 930abAB 0. 128bB 0. 302bAB
Py 16. 170bAB 1. 885cB 18. 055bcB 1. 503cdBC 0. 187cdBC 1. 690cdBC 0. 124bB 0. 260cdBC
Ps 15. 615bB 1. 761cB 17. 375¢B 1. 405dC 0.172dC 1.578dC 0. 123bB 0. 246dC
CK 15. 717bAB 1. 853cB 17.570cB 1. 555¢dBC 0. 193cdBC 1. 748¢dBC 0. 124bB 0. 255¢dBC
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Table 3 Effect of different treatment on the photosynthesis of

tomato seedlings

e REW N UE=5 P58 AT i
Root activity Chlorophyll content Soluble sugar concent
Treament
/(ug+g 1 +h 1) /(mg+g~1) /(g gD
P 212.261eE 2. 088cBC 45. 789bB
Py 291. 018aA 2. 714aA 52.457aA
P3 260. 922bB 2. 289bB 50. 878aA
Py 244. 790cC 1.912dC 40. 273¢C
Ps 196. 962{F 1. 612eD 35. 790dD
CK 228. 454dD 2.002¢dC 44. 255bBC
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Table 4 Effect of different treatment on the physiological indices of tomato seedlings
Ab¥a Hh # S Pn HEHEE Tr JaiE) COp ¥eHE Ci SILFE Gs
Treament /(pmol » m™2 « s71) /(H2O mmol » m™2 « s71) / (pmol « mol—1) /(mol * cm™2 «+ s71)
P 20. 25bAB 2.49¢BC 240. 50bcBC 0. 26bcAB
P2 24. 23aA 3. 34aA 280. 00aA 0. 44aA
P3 20. 61bAB 2. 92bAB 257. 50bB 0. 30bAB
Py 19. 41bAB 2. 42¢BCD 229. 00cdBC 0. 23bcB
Ps 15. 65¢B 1.91dD 208. 00dC 0.17¢cB
CK 18. 28bcB 2. 18¢dCD 236. 50bcBC 0. 21bcB
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Effect of Mepiquat Chloride on the Growth of Tomato Plug Seedlings

CHENG Yan' ,ZHANG Xiaoming' , WU Chunyan' , SONG Tingyu' ,JI Wen? ,JJANG Xia®
(1. College of Horticulture, Jilin Agricultural University, Changchun, Jilin 130118; 2. The Cemetery of Songyuan, Songyuan, Jilin 138001}
3. Terminus of Agro-technical Popularization of Songyuan,Songyuan, Jilin 131100)

Abstract: Taking tomato variety of ‘Qinyou Fenba 1015, ” as test material ,the experiment was carried out by ensuring that
the growth media was thoroughly watered with varied concentrations of mepiquat chloride (30 mg/kg, 50 mg/kg,
70 mg/kg,90 mg/kg and 110 mg/kg) before sowing. The results showed that the growth rate of tomato could be
controlled effectively by the effect of mepiquat chloride on tomato seedling, with higher concentrations leading to more
obvious effect. The concentration of 50 mg/kg could have a major effect on the plant height, stem diameter, hypocotyl
length,and chlorophyll content of tomato seedlings and thus made them stronger. Besides, the concentration of 70 mg/kg
could also contribute to strong seedlings. To prevent spindly growth and cultivating strong seedlings of tomato,it was
recommended that concentration of mepiquat chloride be applied at 50—70 mg/kg.

Keywords : mepiquat chloride;tomato; physiological indexes;strong seedlings
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