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Effect of Shading on Growth and Flowering

of Schlumbergera truncata Haw.
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Abstract: Effects of shading on growth and flowering of zygocactus ‘orange’ was studied. The four levels, 0, 50 %,
75% and 2 — layer of 50% shading were used for growing zygocactus. It was found that light intensity had effects on
height, number of node, branching number, total leaves, flowering, flower size and shelf life. However, it showed no
effect on number of flowers per plant. Growing zygocactus under 2 — layer of 50% shading yielded the greatest
chlorophyll concentration and the least sugar concentration whereas those without shading tended to have greater starch

concentration than others.
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Table 1 Plant height (cm.) of zygocactus cv. orange growing under shading conditions.

Treatment Weeks after planting Y
4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44 48
Shading 0% 8.6 10.3 11.2 12.2 12.2b 15.6b 17.8 17.8 18.0b 21.8 23.0b 24.4b
Shading 50% 8.4 10.0 11.4 13.0 13.2b 14.4b 16.2 16.2 18.0b 21.2 22.4b  23.6b
Shading 75% 9.4 11.0 13.2 16.0 17.4a 19.4a 21.2 21.2 24.6a 26.4 28.82 30.6a
Shading 50% 9.6 10.9 13.6 15.2 16.8a  16.6ab 18.4 18.4 19.0b 21.4 23.8b 25.1a
(2 layers)
CV (%) 21.93 15.27 13.73 15.82 11.44 15.51 15.70 15.70 17.18 14.86 13.02 11.43
LSD NS NS NS NS 1.19 1.72 NS NS 2.29 NS 2.13 2.00

(p<0.05)

" Mean & SE (n=5), different letters in each colurnn represent significant differences among different shading by LSD fest at P = (.05,
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Table 2 Number of nodes in of zygocactus grow under different shade conditions.
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Treatment Weeks after planting”
4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44 48
Shading 0% 2.8 34 4.0 4.2 52 5.6 5.8ab 5.8ab 6.2 6.2 6.6 72
Shading 50% 2.6 3.0 3.8 4.2 4.6 4.8 5.0b 5.0b 5.8 6.2 6.2 6.4
Shading 75% 2.8 3.4 4.0 4.8 5.4 54 6.2a 6.2a 7.0 7.0 7.6 7.8
Shading 50% (2 layers) 3.0 3.2 3.8 4.2 5.0 4.8 48b  4.8b 5.0 6.2 6.8 7.0
CV (%) 23.28 13.76 17.67 17.43 18.28 19.42 14.79 14.79 22.67 23.51 20.14 13.55
LSD (p<0.05) NS NS NS NS NS NS 0.54 0.54 NS NS NS NS
' Mean - SE (1=5), different letters represent significant differences among different shading by LSD testat P =0.05.
NS = Non Sigfinicant
Table 3 Branching number of zygocactus grown under different shade condition.
Treatment Weeks after planting v
4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44 48
Shading 0% 1.0 2.6a 2.8 2.6 3.0 3.4 3.8 3.8 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6
Shading 50% 1.9 1.8ab 2.2 2.6 2.8 2.8 34 34 4.0 490 4.0 4.0
Shading 75% 1.0 1.2b 2.2 2.6 2.6 3.6 34 34 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Shading 50% (2 layers) 1.2 1.2b 24 2.8 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
CV (%) 62.09 45.56 35.45 35.93 34.35 35.97 3691 36.91 34.02 40.64 40.04 40.54
LSD (p<0.05) NS 0.52 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
¥ Mean  SE (n=5), different letters represent significant differences among different shading by LSD testat P = 0.05.
NS = Non Sigtinicant
Table 4 Total leaves of zygocactus grown under different shade conditions.
Treatment Weeks after planting
4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44 48
Shading 0% 5.8 8.4 10.6 15.4 17.6 19.6 21.6 22.0 25.6 26.8 28.8 32.2
Shading 50% 4.8 7.0 9.4 14.0 16.2 17.0 18.0 17.8 23.8 27.2 28.8 31.2
Shading 75% 4.4 5.8 10.6 14.2 19.4 25.2 27.6 26.8 324 304 38.2 39.8
Shading 50% (2 layers) 48 5.6 9.8 11.4 13.0 15,0 15.4 154 17.4 202 224 250
CV (%) 47.81  33.62 30.55 35.96 33.43 32.94 34.23 36.11 33.28 31.17 32.2 26.52
LSD (pe.03) NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

NS = Non Sigfinicant
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Table S Number of flowers/plant, width and length of flower, shelf life of zygocactus.

Treatment No. of Width of flower Length of flower Shelf life
flowers/plant (cm.)l/ (cm.)" (days)”
Shading 0% 4.6 6.2b 6.1b 6.4ab
Shading 50% 5.8 6.42 7.0a 6.6a
Shading 75% 6.8 6.7a 6.9a 5.5b
Shading 50% (2 layers) 4.6 6.7a 7.0a 7.1a
CV% 30.6 7.1 8.3 18.1
LSD NS 0.2 0.2 0.5

0.5

Y Mean T SE (n=5), different letters represent significant differences among different shading by LSD testat P = 0.05.
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Figure 1 Number of flowers/plant of zygocactus grown under different shading conditions.
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Table 6 Chlorophyll concentration (mg/g FW) in leaves .

Treatment Weeks after planting”

16 32 44
Shading 0% 0.16d 6.19b 0.30¢
Shading 50% 0.31¢ 0.31b 0.43b
Shading 75% 0.37b 0.37ab 0.51a
Shading 50%(2 layers) 0.49a 0.41a 0.53a
CV% 4.10 25.06 10.82
LSD 0.02 0.06 0.02

0.5

' Mean T SE (n=>5), different letters represent significant differences among different shading by LSD test at P = 0.05.
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Table 7 Starch concentration (mg/g DW) in leaves.

Treatment Weeks after planting'l/

24 32 40
Shading 0% 141.05a 131.79a 37.54
Shading 50% 118.75b 117.98a 48.09
Shading 75% 103.90b 123.90a 48.95
Shading 50%(2 layers) 70.52¢ 89.09b 37.84
CV% 16.79 20,27 36.92

LSD 9.33 11.99 NS

0.5

"Mean & SE (n=5), different letters represent significant differences among different shading by LSD test at P = 0.05.

Table 8 Sugar concentration (mg/g FW) in leaves.

Treatment Weeks after plantingu
24 32 40

Shading 0% 2.24be 2.04 1.97a
Shading 50% 2.86b 1.91 1.46b
Shading 75% 6.23a 1.69 1.73ab
Shading 50%(2 layers) 0.67¢ 1.65 1.89a
CV% 64.98 24.68 15.55

LSD 1.0 NS 0.14

0.5

"Mean £ SE (n=5), different letters represent significant differences among different shading by LSD test at P = 0.05.
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