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Table 1 The design of the shade
hb3 Ab ¥R AbFEAT R P i
Treatment stage Treatment stage Treatment materials Light intensity
CK - - 100% A
T1 Bk 8 dEEM L BT I SZW-8 BN Bk 50%
T2 Bk 8 dJEES L BT I SZW-14 BN &k 20%
T3 BT ES | BREERIE  SZW-8 BLEHKN &N 50%
T4 S1RETFES | BERERIE  SZW-4 BLEIEK & 20%
5 1 RUREERES 1 SRS a: SZW8 BEEKN B 50%
T6 01 RUREERES 1 SR A SZW-14 ALEAK B 20%
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Note: Left is ‘Pink tomato’,right is ‘Xifen No. 3. The same below.
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Fig. 1 Effect of seedling shading treatments on tomato height
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Fig. 2 Effect of florescence shading treatments on tomato height
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Fig. 3 Effect of fruiting stage shading treatments on tomato height
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Fig. 4 Effect of seedling shading treatments on ground dry matter accumulation of tomato
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Fig. 5 Effect of seedling shading treatments on underground dry matter accumulation of tomato
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Fig. 7 Effect of florescence shading treatments on ground dry matter accumulation of tomato
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Fig. 8 Effect of florescence shading treatments on underground dry matter accumulation of tomato
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Fig. 9 Effect of fruiting stage treatments on ground dry matter accumulation of tomato
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Fig. 10 Effect of fruiting stage treatments on underground dry matter accumulation of tomato
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RESWBEZRARE, HEABSWRERHBE,

T6 AbE L XTHE/D 0. 017 kg; H T3 AbFH i) B bRy & 5 X
WERARE, HEAHSXTRE B2, Hd T2 40
xR 0. 821 kg,
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Table 2 Effect of different shading treatments on plant traits of ‘Pink tomato’
hb¥g A SRAT L . CK YR . CK k=i t CK
Treatment Fruit section/ Compared with CK/ 445 Single fruit weight/kg Compared with CK/ +kg Yield of per plant/kg Compared with CK/+kg
CK 6. 75+0. 25¢ 0 0. 04840. 0la 0 2. 75140. 06a 0
Tl 8.75+0. 48b 2.00 0. 0384-0. 00ab —0.010 2. 41040. 09b —0. 341
T2 10. 00+0. 41a 3.25 0. 034=40. 00b —0.014 1. 930+0. 10c —0. 821
CK 6.5040. 29a 0 0. 04440. 00a 0 2.558+0. 05a 0
T3 7. 7540. 48ab 1. 25 0. 03240. 00b —0.012 2. 308+0. 05ab —0. 250
T4 8.50+0. 65b 2.00 0. 0304-0. 00b —0.014 2.15340. 13¢ —0. 405
CK 6. 7510. 25b 0 0. 04440. 00a 0 2. 47540. 06a 0
TS 7.2570. 25ab 0. 50 0. 03540. 00b —0. 009 2. 268+0. 06b —0. 207
T6 8.00+0. 41a 1. 25 0. 02740. 00c —0.017 2.12840.07b —0. 347
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Table 3 Effect of different schattig treatments on plant traits of ‘Xifen No. 3”
hb 3 A B L e CK PR t CK LSy b CK
Treatment Fruit section/ 37 Compared with CK/ =+ Single fruit weight/kg Compared with CK/ +kg Yield of per plant/kg Compared with CK/ +kg
CK 7.00740. 41b 0 0. 05640. 00a 0 2.630+0. 05a 0
Tl 7.757+0. 25ab 0.75 0. 052740. 00a —0. 005 2.590+0. 0da —0. 040
T2 9.00+0. 41a 2.00 0. 05240. 00a —0. 004 2. 560=40. 03a —0.070
CK 7.00740. 41b 0 0. 04840. 00a 0 2.503+0. 03a 0
T3 8.00740.41a 1. 00 0. 04440. 00ab —0. 004 2. 350+0. 05b —0. 153
T4 8.50740. 29a 1. 50 0. 034=40. 00b —0.014 2. 245+0. 02b —0. 258
CK 7.5040. 29a 0 0. 04540. 00a 0 2. 33540. 05a 0
TS 8.00+0. 41a 0. 50 0. 04740. 00a 0. 002 2. 29540. 03ab —0. 040
T6 8.25740. 48a 0.75 0. 036+0. 00b —0. 009 2. 228+0. 02b —0. 108
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EMARSTRENBERANRE, HEAHY 552
SR, AP T6 ARG R & B X IR/ 3,31 4
[Ep =%

XFFPERY 3 87, K T4.T6 Kb Ttk T 4 &
BEXEMHLERBE, REAE T2 R T4.T6 43
# pH S B ZR BE HEAH TR E LR M
WIS R S X R T E R B E, B m‘L
HEREPE;T2. T4 T6 A LR TR S B2
3, o T2.T6 4b# 4551 Hb X BE & 0. 030 1 0. 027 g
EABETREZER; A T6 bENFRALRSESX

B TSN EBREESMBERAEE, HE MERBE, XTI 2.51 NE 4, HE AR 5%
A~
WFRF) BR S B SXTIRA B ER, Hedp T2.T6 KZHE BMEREES.
= “ » o
x4 AN [E) 30 BA AL BB X4 2 7 SR & A SR B0 R M
Table 4 Effect of different schattig treatments on character of ‘Pink tomato’
e TIVE PR TR & B e CK H i e CK AT i e CK Jo¥iace e CK EMAR R e CK
P
Soluble solid Compared with Compared with  Soluble sugar Compared with ~ Total acid  Compared with Lycopene Compared with
Treatment pH value
content/ % CK/+% CK/+ content/ % CK/+% content/ % CK/+% centent/ % CK/+%
CK 5.0040. 11a 0 4.42-+0.08a 0 2.9540.03a 0 0. 362+0. 0la 0 18. 78+0. 34a 0
T1 4.60=+0. 10b —0. 40 4. 33+0. 03ab —0.09 2. 8740.02b —0.08 0. 378+0. 00b 0.016 17. 49+0. 25b —1.29
T2 4. 30+0. 08b —0.70 4. 22+0. 04b —0. 20 2. 8740.02b —0.08 0. 39740. 01b 0. 035 16. 95+0. 32b —1.83
CK 5.1040. 13a 0 4.53+0.03a 0 2.9940. 05a 0 0. 36740. 00b 0 17. 29+0. 40a 0
T3 4. 80+0. 06ab —0. 30 4.50+0. 03a —0.03 2. 84740.05b —0.16 0. 37740. 00ab 0. 010 17. 0740. 26ab —0.22
T4 4.50+0. 07b —0. 60 4. 40+0. 02b —0.13 2. 75+0. 02b —0.09 0. 39340. 0la 0. 026 16. 23+0. 60b —1.06
CK 5.00740. 08a 0 4.56+0. 04a 0 2.97+0.03a 0 0. 34140. 0lc 0 18.91+0. 37a 0
TS 4. 60=+0. 03b —0. 40 4. 34+0. 03b —0.23 2. 8740.03b —0.10 0. 365+0. 00b 0. 024 17. 48+0. 39b —1.43
T6 4.20+0. 14c —0. 80 4. 2040. 05¢ —0. 36 2. 7540. 05¢ —0.22 0. 38440. 00a 0. 043 15. 60+0. 24c —3.31
“ = |:|
&5 T EHERA ALY 2 A EH 3 S MR R
Table 5 Effect of different schattig treatments on character of ‘Xifen No. 3’
e TIVE PR TR & B e CK H i e CK AT i e CK Jo¥iace e CK EMAR R e CK
P
Soluble solid Compared with Compared with  Soluble sugar Compared with ~ Total acid  Compared with Lycopene Compared with
Treatment pH value
content/ % CK/+% CK/+ content/ % CK/+% content/ % CK/+% centent/ % CK/+%
CK 4. 80+0. 05a 0 4.55+0. 03a 0 2. 8140. 06a 0 0. 36110. 0la 0 18.14+0. 32a 0
T1 4.70+0. 08a —0.10 4.49+0. 04a —0.06 2. 8240.04a 0.01 0. 3754-0. 00ab 0. 014 18. 28+0. 42a 0.14
T2 4.60+0. 07a —0. 20 4. 48+0. 08a —0.07 2.73+0. 06a —0.07 0. 39140. 00b 0. 030 17.17+0. 26a —0.97
CK 5.1040. 08a 0 4. 49+0. 02a 0 2.93+0. 03a 0 0. 36540. 00b 0 18.02+0. 22a 0
T3 4. 907+0. 10ab —0. 27 4.41740. 01ab —0.08 2.8310. 04b —0.09 0. 375740. 00ab 0. 010 17. 47+0. 40a —0. 55
T4 4.70+0. 03b —0. 34 4.3740. 04b —0.12 2. 7710. 06b —0. 16 0. 38540. 00a 0. 020 17.1940. 42a —0. 83
CK 4.80+0. 04a 0 4.56=+0. 05a 0 2.924+0. 03a 0 0. 352740. 01b 0 19. 43+0. 23a 0
T5 4.70%0. 05ab —0.11 4. 45+0. 02ab —0.11 2.80+0. 03b —0.12 0. 36340. 00b 0. 010 17. 75+0. 38ab —1.69
T6 4. 474+0. 08b —0. 29 4.3740. 04b —0.19 2. 7710. 04b —0.15 0. 379740. 00a 0. 027 17. 75+0. 64b —2.51
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Effect of Shading on Yield and Quality of Tomato

YANG Shanglong' ,PANG Shengqun® , MA Haixin’? ,ZHAQO Jiang®
(1. Tianshan Agricultural Development Co. Ltd. of Hutubi County, Changji, Xinjiang 831104; 2. Agricultural College, Shihezi University,
Shihezi, Xinjiang 832003 ;3. Teaching Experiment Field,Shihezi University,Shihezi, Xinjiang 832003)

Abstract: Using two tomato varieties of ‘Pink tomato” and ‘Xifen No. 3’ as materials, the effect of different stages

shading treatment on growth and development and quality of tomato were studied. The results showed that with light

intensity decreased, tomato became leggy, thin, decline and lower quality. Different tomato varieties with different

low-light tolerance,tolerance of ‘Pink tomato’ significantly was lower than ‘Xifen No. 3”,and the influence of different

stages shading treatment on tomato was different,the greatest impact stage was flowering stage. 20% transmittance deal

severely inhibited the normal growth of tomato.
Keywords : shading ; tomato; yield ; quality
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