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Fig. 2 Effects of different humidity treatments on tomato plant height
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Table 1 Effects of different humidity treatments on tomato leaf number
k62 HE Qb SR Days after t reatment/ d
Experments Tr eatment 0 7 14 21
R 1 Exp. 1 H 10. 60ab 12.60a 14.20a 17.00a
(Counter) M 11.00a 12.60a 14.20a 16. 40ab
L 10. 20b 12.40a 14.00a 15. 80b
% 2 Exp. 2 H 8. 50a 10. 50a 12.25a 14.00a
(Counter) M 8.75a 10. 00a 11.50a 13. 00ab
L 8. 50a 9.75a 11.00a 12.25b
R 1 Exp. 1 H 10. 60a 13.40a 15.00a 16.80a
(&3 M 10.20a 12.40a 14. 00ab 16.40a
Jinrui L 10.20a 12.20a 13. 80b 16.00a
R 2 Exp.2 H 8.75a 10.75a 12.50a 14.25a
(&) M 8. 50a 10.00a 11.75a 13.50a
Jinrui L 8.25a 9. 75a 11.25a 12.75a

T R AR 5 PRIKT . B AR N S5 BEOR 257 A 2 KT (P= 0..05).

Note; Ualues in the table were given as mean of 5 tomato plants. Ualues follbwed by different small letters were significantly different at P=0. 05 level.
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Fig. 3  Effects of different humidity treatments on tomato stem diameter
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Table 2 Effects of different humidity treatments on tomato leaf bumed %

it hbsm F 30 Date/ 1. F
Variety Treatment 6.2~6.6 6.9~6.12 6.26~6.28
Counter H 0 20 20
M 20 20 40
L 60 40 66.7
S H 20 20
Jinrui M 46.7 46.7 60
L 50 60 86.7

T F i 3 AN IR g RS 5 A IR (i B T U i i B e
RS AR P (A SRS SR BORRF 5 BRI (K3 T U0 AR A
A FAFE L

Note: T he temperatune in the 3 periods of time in the table was highestin a day. the
measuned data denoted cxmulative hurned effect of high temperature in the time period on

lomato leaves. Each value was deter minded by heat unjury leuel of 5 plants.
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The Effect of Different Air Humidity on Vegetative Growth of
Greenhouse Tomato Under High Temperature

HUANG Yam hui, LI Yaling WEN Xiang zhen
(College of Horticulture Shanxi Agricultural University, Taigu, Shanxi 030801)

Abstract: This experiments using two tomato varieties w hich were carried out in a growth chamber (150 ecm>< 120 ecmX
200 em)with nature light from May to September in 2009. During the period of 10. 00 ~16: 00 each day, tomato plants
were treated with relative humidity of 8 % ~90% (H), 65% ~70% (M)and 35% ~40% (L, non-humidification as
controDat temperature 32~ 35 C. The results showed that the different air humidity did not affect the development of
tomato leaves; Compared with treatment L, plant height, stem diameter and leaf area in treatment H were increased by
12% ~14%, 7% ~15% and 25% ~42%, respectively under H treatment(85% ~90%). The same performance of tw o
varieties was got. The treatment M (65% ~70%)also show ed some positive effect. Results showed that by increasing air
humidity under high treatment, it could increase leaf area efficiently, and could increase photosynthetic rate. In addition
it could reduce the buring rate in treatment H.

Key words: greenhouse tomato; high temperature; relative humidity; vegetative grow th
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