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Effect of Aluminum Stress on Seed Germination and
Seedling Growth of Lolium multif lorum

CHEN Zh+gang, ZHANG Hongrui, ZHOU Xiae-hong, ZHANG Ke
(College of Environment, Jiangsu University, Zhenjiang, Jiangsu 212013, China)

Abstract: The Lolium multif lorum seeds were treated with different Al concentrations so as to study the in-
fluence of Al stress on their seed ger ination and seedling growth. The results showed that ediu ( 10~ 50
g/ L) Al concentration exerted little influence on the seed ger ination index and ger ination percentage ( p
> 0. 05), however, when the concentration of Al in the range of 100~ 500 g/L, theseed ger ination index
and ger ination percentage significantly decreased (p< 0.05) co pared with those controls. Mediu (10~
500 g/L)Al concentration significantly inhibited the plant height growth and root elongation (p< 0. 05),
and the inhibition was increased with the Al concentrations. When the concentration of Al in the range of 100
~ 500 g/L, noroots were found. In addition, ediu Al concentration significantly influenced the e —
brane per eability, the ediu Al concentration( 10 g/L) obviously decreased it in the 7th day and the 13th
day under Al stress (p< 0.05), but ediu (50~ 500 g/L) Al concentration obviously increased it (p< 0.05).
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