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Table 1 Correlation of each variation under stress
. TR/ % HMMGER/%
B /em 250 /mm Mo 1/ g Mo/ g
P74 Chlorophyll Chlorophyll
Plant Stem Aboveground Underground
P71 content of content
height diameter fresh weight fresh weight
cotyledons of foliage
# & Plant height 0.84"* —0.88" —0.82" % 0.95"* 0.67"*
252 Ml Stem diameter 0.65** —0.73"* —0.68"* 0.95* 0.70* *
FrrrbakR/ % 0. 47 —0.11 0,77 —0.83" "
Chlorophyll content of cotyledons 043
EGINIEES ) —0.67**  —0.25 —0.19
Chlorophyll content of foliage 07 —0.87
M I /g 0.84" " 0.84" "
Aboveground fresh weight 0-01 —0.64 0.71
T & /g 0.83" " 0.59"* 0. 36 —0.79** 0.84% "

Underground fresh weight

R A AR IR AR EAE B ORI Sy 0. 01 H1 0. 05 WEARSG L 25 R o P71 A MR AR (b i 2 8] B AR OGP L A b A R P74 A5 PR

U= FAHIUEEPS i

** and * indicate significant correlation at 0. 01 and 0. 05 respectively; The left bottom is the correlation of P71 and the top right is

the P74.
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Effects of Different Salt Stress Time on Growth of
Pumpkin Seedlings

ZHANG Hui-bo"
WANG Yu-hong'

2, XING Nai-lin' , WANG Ying-er' , YING Quan-sheng' , HUANG Yun-ping',

(1. Ningbo Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Ningbo 315040, China; 2. School of Agricul-

ture and Food Science, Zhejiang Agriculture and Forestry University, Hangzhou 311300,

China)

Abstract: In order to further stady the solt tolerance mechanism of pumpkin at the seedling stage,we took two
pumpkins treated with 240 mmol+ L' NaCl for different times, the grow trend of plant height, stem diameter,
chlorophyll content,abvoeground fresh weight, underground fresh weight and their variations were analyzed.
The results showed that plant height, stem diameter, abvoeground fresh weight, underground fresh weight of
CK rose over time,and chlorophyll content decreased; while chlorophyll content,abvoeground fresh weight and
underground fresh weight of treatment decreased;stem diameter rose slightly,and plant height was almost in-
variant. Under salt stress,abvoeground fresh weight had the largest variation between CK and treatment, and
true leaf chlorophyll content had the least variation. There were significant correlation among the variation of

abvoeground fresh weight, plant height and stem diameter.

Keywords: pumpkin; salt stress; treating time; growing trend



