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Table 1  Effect of the secondary metabolites of endophytes on
the morphological characters of tomato cm
A5 PS4 Wi Eyil R it 5
Group Days/d Height Stem diameter Leaf length Leaf width
10 108. 8Bb 1. 20Aa 4. 43Ab 4. 15Bbc
AbFEZH 20 123. 0Cd 1. 50Bbc 4. 75Bc 4. 23Bc
30 135. 8Df 1. 79Cd 5.27Cd 4.80Cd
10 98.8Aa 1. 09Aa 4.35Aa 3.65Aa
X 20 113. 8Bc 1. 43Bb 4.70Bc 4.00Bb
30 129. 7De 1. 55Bc 5. 20Cd 4. 68Cd
HEARE/NEFERER 0.05 K P25 BEFHN; RFEKEF/EMR 0.01 KFER
BEH.

Note: Different lowercase and capital letters in the same column mean difference at

0. 05 and 0. 01 level, respectively.
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Fig.1 Comparison of chlorophyll content of

tomato leaves under different treatments
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Fig. 2 Comparison of MDA content of tomato

leaves under different treatments
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Fig. 3 Comparison of soluble sugar content of

tomato leaves under different treatments
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Fig. 4 Comparison of soluble protein content of

tomato leaves under different treatments
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Effect of Second Metabolites of Endophytes on Growth of Protected Tomato

WANG Na! ,NIU Shiwei' , LIU Guoli* ,ZHANG Xin! , ZHANG Yanjun' , SUI Shijiang’
(1. Plant Nutrition and Environmental Resources Research Institute, Liaoning Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Shenyang, Liaoning 110161

2. Microbial Engineering Centre, Liaoning Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Shenyang,Liaoning 110161)

Abstract; The secondary metabolites of endophytes was sprayed on tomato plants at late recovering stage, budding stage
and fruit setting stage of tomato, separately. Effect of the secondary metabolites of endophytes on the growth
characteristics and physiological and biochemical of tomato was studied after 10,20 and 30 days by spraying the secondary
metabolites of endophytes on tomato in fruit setting stage. The results showed that the secondary metabolites of
endophytes could promote the growth of tomato and relieve the damage on tomato plant caused by low temperature. The
plant height,stem diameter, leaf length, leaf width increased compared with control group. The content of MDA at the
three stages was decreased by 15.00%,7. 35% and 14. 29% compared with control group. The chlorophyll content was
increased by 13.27%,15. 00% and 19. 57%. The soluble sugar content was increased by 8. 46 %,27.59% and 43. 93%.
The soluble protein content was increased by 10. 45%,12. 549 and 14. 69%. It indicated that the secondary metabolites
of endophytes had bright prospects of applications.
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