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Table 1 Growth characters of two omamental peppers and edible pepper P101 cultivars in different shading levels
Growth characters
T Vori Led number
t) it t
reatment aney Leaf widly an Leaf length/ cm /e 1 Heigh/ an  Stak drcumference/mm  Canopy / cm
Global illumination 3.27+0. 19bB 4. 8610. 23bA 15.25 £2.28aA 26.50£0. 63aA 3.48-0.05bA 11.95+£1. 16aA
20% Shading 20%% 3.4710.28bB 5. 5140. 22abA 16.00 %1, 53aA 20.5040.65bB  2.4130. 12bA 6.5420. 36bB
40% Shading 40% P101 6.29-+0.28A 5. 86=0. 42abA 16.00 1. 30aA 18.50=£0.96bBC 2. 60-H0. 19abA 5.30-£0. 79b BC
60% Shading 60% 3.03+0. 18bB 6. 2970. 25aA 13.75 +1. 87aA 17.504+0.50cBC 3. 1070. 08aA 3.45+0. 10cBC
80% Shading 80% 2.79-+0.24bB 5. 4840. 31abA 13.25 £0. 86aA 16. 88-0. 32¢C 2.7940. 16abA 2.71£0.19¢C
Global illumination 2.51+0.28bA 4. 8610. 26bA 19.75 +2. 74aA 10.38+0.55bBC  2.8710. 17aA 9.01£0.35cB
20% Shading 20% 2.95+0. 13bA 5. 90=0. 40abA 18.50 +0.91A 16.10£0. 13aA 2.51740. 19aA 17.08 1. 49aA
40% Shading 40%% GS31 3.45+0. 19aA 6. 86=0. 40aA 18.25 +2. 62aA 12.29+0.73bB 3.0010.21aA 13. 87+0. 84abA
60% Shading 60% 3.24-0.26bA 6. 3340. 60abA 12.25 42.97A 9.71+0. 42cBC 2.67740.34aA 10.01£0. 46bB
80% Shading 80% 3.49+0.29aA 6. 5540. 32aA 11.00 £1. 51 A 8.8940. 68cC 3.13140.22aA 7.73+0.38¢B
Global illumination 1. 53+0. 16cD 3. 2640. 30«C 11.75 £1.68bB 13.374+1. 06cB 2.2140.09bBC 26.3010.46b A
20% Shading 20% 2.76+0.07aB 5. 8240. 12aA 17.25 0.9 aA 20.35-£0. 43aA 2.8640. (4aA 29.78+1.22aA
40% Shading 40% GS2 2.78+0. 13aA 5. 9040. 26aA 19.50 £1. 53 A 16.78=£0.43bAB  2.67-0. 17aAB 20. 47+0. 39cB
60% Shading 60% 2.2674-0. 10bC 4. 5810. 18bB 10. 50 +-1.45bB 13.831+0.51bdB  2.0540.06bC 15.11£0. 36dC
80% Shading 80% 2.154-0. 08bC 4. 1140. 13beBC ~ 7.7540.21bB 8.2740.79dC 2.06=0. 04bC 9.22+0.31eD
1% 5% )
No te; Different cap ital and small letters in the same column meant significant difference at 0.01 and 0. 05 level, the following teble the same.
2 , ) ) P101
) P101 POD .
) ) 3 ,GS3-1
, 0% ; P101
. , 40%% , 605
s . , GS2  PI01
—1
2.2 GS3-1 0% 0.154(mg g 'FW)
—1
1 , , 0.42(mg ¢  FW) 71.6% .
MDA s 2 4 ,GS3-1  GS2 )
80% » MDA ) P101
. ) P101 , 60%%
) POD 55.025 80% ,  50.688
) 40%~80% ,2 POD .
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Table 2 Biomass increments of two ornamental peppers and 3 : -
S 000l “GS:
edible pepper P101 in different shading lvels ) 8000
Tﬂ%: 40.00 [
Fresh weight/ g Dry weight/ g 0F =
o ° <TH -§ 30. 00 } ::
Treatment Variet ® 5 20.00 | [
reatmen Y Above Below Above Below -1% = 1000 ;
Global illumination 0.5700aA 0.3575A 0.1153aA  0.1073aA % o olkl : ,
20% Shading 20 % 0.4075bB 0.2500bB  0.0858bB 0. 0566bB = CK FEHT20% FEEHTA0% BEEHT60% IHE 1T80%
40% Shading 40%  P101  0.2725¢C  0.1375¢C 0.0653¢C 0.0316bcBC SR Treatment
60% Shading 60 % 0.1650dD 0. 1150cC 0. 0403dD 0. 0241cC 4
80% Shading 80 % 0.1275D  0.0900cC  0.0270¢E  0.0165¢C ' , _ _ o
o Fig. 4 Comparnson of the relative chlorophyll content of different varieties
Global illummnation 0.3700aA  0.4550aA  0.0434aA  0.0500aA
20% Shading 20% 0.2875bB  0.3200bB  0.0326bB  0.0325bB 3
40% Shading40%  GS3-1 0.2175¢C  0.2550cC  0.0209¢cC  0.0218BC 3.1
60% Shading 60 % 0.1800cCD 0.1675dC  0.0154dCD 0.0191cC
N, . . , GS31 G2
80% Shading 80 % 0.1250dD 0. 1500dC 0. 0106dD  0.0123¢C
Global ilumination 0.2450aA 0.1625aA 0.034laA  0.0571aA , GS2
20% Shadng 20 0.2025bAB 0. 1300aAB  0.0258bB  0.1157aA
/4 Shadng 2074 : " 0% . GS2
40% Shading 40 % GS2 0.1875beBC 0. 0700bC  0.0221bBC  0.0242aA (2
60% Shading 60 % 0. 1475cCD 0. 0700bC  0.0164cC  0.0170aA ’ ’
80% Shading 80% 0.1225D 0.0725bBC 0. 0074dD  0.0094aA .2 20%
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Fig 3 Comparison of soluble protein content of different varieties
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Effect of Different Shade Levels on the Morphdogy and Physiological
and Biochemical Indexes During Seedling Stage in Ornamental Pepper

XU Hong juan, GONG Zheng-hui JIA Zhtyin HUANG Wei LI Dawel, LU Ming-hui CHEN Rurgang
(Department of Horticulture Northwest Agriculture and Forestry University, Yangling Shaanxi 712100)

Abstract; Studied the influence of different shading conditions 20%, 40%6, 60%, 80% on morphological parameter and
biochemical and physiological parameters, taking normal sunlight conditions as the contrast. The results showed the
height, crown width, leaf length and width would present extremely different. For Cv.GS3-1 and Cv. GS2, when the
shading intensity was20% the height and crow n width were getting the maximum, leaf length and leaf width were get-
ting at 40%. Ornamental peppers and P101 content of MDA increased directly, biomass increments were decreased. The
relative content of chlorophyll and activity of enzyme POD decreased; the content of soluble protein changes irregularly.
The shading conditions changed ornamental pepper s morphology and biomass increments in seedling stage; biochemical
and physiological parameters changed too at the same time, to get know adaptahility of ornamental pepper in low light
level, offer reference for landscape and interior design. That ornamental peppers w as able to acclimate to a large radiation

scale.
Key words; ornamental pepper; shading; morphology parameter; phy siological and biochemical indexes
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