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Effect of Light Intensity on Growth and
Development of Mango Seedlings
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Abstract : Mango seedlings var. Kaew and Talabnak were grown under 25 %, S0 % and 100 % light intensity.
Growth rate in terms of stem diameter, plant height, leaf width, leaf length, petiole length, leaf area per seedling, total
chloraphyll content, specific teal weight, number of stomata per unit leaf arca, shoot dry weight and root dry weight
were determined. Different light miensity did not affect stem diameter, plant height and number of leaves per
scedling. Increasing light intensity caused a decrease in leaf width, leaf Jength, petiole length, leaf area per seedling
and total chlorophyll content in leaves but on increase in specific leaf weight, number of stomata per unit leaf area,
shoot dry weight and root dry weight.

Scedlings of both varieties showed differences in number of leaves, and leaf width but not in leaf length,
petiole length, leaf area per seedling. specific feaf weight, total chlorophyll content. number of stomata per unit lear

area. shoot dry weight and root dry weight.
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Figure 1 Relative growth rate of stem diameter of mango seedlings var. Kaew and var.
Talabnak grown under 25 %, 50 % and 100 % light intensity. (A) Compare

between light intensity and (B) compare between varieties.
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Figure 2 Relative growth rate of plant height of mango seedlings var. Kaew and var.
Talabnak grown under 25 %, 50 % and 100 % light intensity. (A) Compare

between light intensities and (B) compare between varieties.
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Table 1 Stem diameter of mango seedlings var. Kaew and var. Talabnak as influenced

by different light intensity.

Light intensity Stem diameter (cm)
(%) Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar.
25 052 0862 0.69 0.75 0.78 0.80 0.94
50 0.51 0.58 0.68 0.72 0.76 0.81 0.88
100 054 059 0.66 0.73 0.78 0.87 0.85
Varieties
Kuew 0.55 0.61 0.85 0.71 0.76 0.84 0.89
Talabnuk 050  0.57 0.70 0.75 0.79 0.86 0.88
LSD__ light intensity NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
LSD__ varieties 0.0487 0.02568 0.0841  0,0857 NS NS NS
LSD__ interaction NS NS NS NS N§ NS NS
CV. (%) 18.30 13.40 14.39 18.29 12.81 18.58 12,85
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Table 2  Plant height of mango seedlings var. Kaew and var. Talabnak as influenced

by different light intensity.

Light intensity Helght (cm)
(%) Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar.
25 26.5 20.4 $1.2 338 38.7 45.1 52.8
50 27.8 28.3 81.8 345 376 43.2 47.0
100 25,0 20.8 30.8 38.7 88.7 46.4 55.2
Varieties
Kaew 26.1 268 323 36.2 368.7 49.8 56.4
Talabnak 271 28.0 30.2 1.7 344 40.0 46.9
LSD”. light intensity NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
LSD R varieties 1380 1282 1.989 2.527 3.476 3.851 3.638
LSD__ interaction NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
CV. (%) 1744 17.01 16.18 18.438 17.64 20.88 17.87
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Table 3 Number of leaves per seedling, leaf width, leaf length, petiole length and leaf area
per seedling of mango seedlings var. Kaew and var. Talabnak as influenced by

different light intensity.
No, leal per Leaf size (cm) Petiale length Leal area per
Light Intensity seedling (em) seedling
(%) Width Length (em®)
25 23.72 6,27 26.2% 4.719 1568
50 23.00 5.72 23.62 4.43 1408
100 26,07 5.64 22.10 4.16 1237
Varieties
Kaew 2119 6.66 24.28 4.73 1414
Talabnak 26.33 509 23.68 4.19 1349
LSD__ light intensity NS 0.443 2.067 0.461 208.94
LSDm varieties 15 0417 NS NS NS
LSD_interaction NS NS NS NS NS
C.V. (%) 3.92 18.14 13.18 17.31 30.15
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Table 4 Specific leaf weight, total chlorophyll content, stomatal number per leaf area,

shoot dry weight and root dry weight of mango seedling var. Kaew and var,
Talabnak as influenced by different light intensity.

Specific leal Total chlorophyll Stomata Shoot dry Root dry
Light Intensity weight content (no./em’) weight (g) weight (g)
(%) (mg/em’) (mg/m’)
25 7.13 224.20 550 20.04 6.05
50 1.27 21555 81.5 16,93 5.19
100 B.67 191.80 1044 26.11 9.59
Varieties
Kaew 7.94 210.73 s2.10 21.38 6.53
Talabnak 744 210.30 82.50 20.66 738
LSD. " light intensity 0.713 14.692 13.961 5.062 227
LSD. varictles NS NS NS NS NS
LSD,  interaction NS NS NS NS NS
C.V. (Ya) 1542 12.33 21,70 29.24 48.77
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