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Shade Tolerance of Teucrium fruitcans
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Abstract; Effects of four different shading treatments (0%, 30%,65%,85%) were investigated on the

growth, morphology, physiological characteristics, and photosynthetic characteristics of Teucrium fruit-

cans. The results showed that morphological indicators (such as leaf length,width, area and thickness) .

physiological indicators (such as electrical conductivity and chlorophyll) decreased with the increase of

shading intensity. Leaf thickness, crown width, chlorophyll a/b, maximum net photosynthetic rate, light

compensation point,light saturation point and dark respiration rate increased first and then decreased with

the increase of shading intensity, and reached their highest values under 30% shading intensity. Briefly,

T. fruitcans had a moderate shade tolerance and grew well under 30% shading intensity.

Key words: Teucrium fruitcans; shading intensity; morphological characteristics; physiological character-

istics; photosynthetic parameter
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Table 1  Effects of different shading treatments on morphological characteristics of Teucrium fruitcans
j IR 58 i JE I T L it i o i L kR
gt s et T e E
CK 3.867aA 2.167aA 0.038aA 5.960aA 47.333bB 155.138cC 0.712bB
30% 3.533aA 2.067aA 0.024bB 4.303aA 61.000abAB 179.558cC 0.709bB
65% 3.867aA 1. 900aA 0.019bB 5.397aA 73.333aA 253.236bB 0. 746abA
85% 3.333aA 2.033aA 0.021bB 5.115aA 54.3333bAB 379.101aA 0. 835aA
KB F RN [P 22 6 2 5 8 % (P<<0. 0D /NG FHREFR R HI 2 18] 22 5 B3 (P<<0. 05), T,
K2 AEEBRLEBTFTAKBEZHANHEESERENBSE
Table 2 Effects of different shading treatments on chlorophyll content and relative conductivity of T. fruitcans
42 4 H- 4 22 Mgt E a8 =
APIALE Niji;> uiiih> /ﬁgi3> R A/ A
CK 1.914aA 0.636aA 2.5501aA 3.0107bB 0.544aA
30% 1.9080aB 0.6369aA 2.5449aA 2.9885bB 0.3112bB
65% 1.6941cC 0.4522bB 2.1464bB 3.7765aA 0.277bB
85% 1.3117¢C 0.3463cC 1.6581cC 3.8564aA 0.2568bB
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Fig. 1 Light-photosynthetic response curves of T. fruitcans

under different shading treatments
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Table 3 Effects of different shading treatments on photosynthetic characteristics of T. fruitcans (pmol » m™2 « s™1)
I 9] b 3 JGHLFI R LSP JekhMEE L LCP B R IEA R P fif I I % Rd FWEFEE AQY
CK 796. 742aA 22.354bAB 11.56aA 1.156abA 0.07bB
30% 858.474aA 35. 3aA 8.9915bAB 1.222aA 0.05¢B
65% 731.967aA 15. 381becBC 10. 242abA 1. 11bA 0.066bB
85% 283.726bB 2.977cC 6.28bB 1.052bB 0.103aA
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Table 4  Coefficients and contribution of comprehensive indicators
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Table 5 The comprehensive indicator values,indicator weight,U(X;) and comprehensive evaluation of T. fruitcans
under different shading treatments
b B Cl1 C2 C3 U(X1) U(X») U(X3) D
0 3.25 2.32 0.57 1 1 0.789 1.000 7
30% 2.16 —1.76 —1.74 0. 86 0 0.003 0.595
65% —0.88 —1.75 —1.75 0.469 0.002 0 0.3025
85% —4.53 1.19 1.19 0 0.723 1 0.302 3
L 0.634 41 0.228 48 0.137 11
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