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Effects of Shading in Protected Culture on the
Quality of Peach Fruit

LI Zhong-yong"?, GAO Dong-sheng’ , WANG Chuang’
(1. College of Horticulture, Hebei A gricultural University, Baoding 071001, China; 2. College of Horticulture
Science and Engineering State Key Laboratory of Crop Biology, Shandong A gricultural University,
Taian 271018, China; 3. Liaocheng Vocational College of Technology, Liaocheng 252000, China )

Abstract: The research was carried out using Chunjie peach cultivar under protected culture to
study the effects of dim light on the fruit quality in college of horticulture science and engineer-
ing, Shandong Agricultural University from 2006 to 2007. The peach trees selected were shaded
at the fruit development, and the trees at natural light were check. Shading under protected cul-
ture reduces the polar and equatiorial of fruit, and the polar of fruit decreased more significantly
than the equatiorial of fruit. So fruit shape index of the fruit undershading decreased. The con-
tent of the total soluble sugars and Vcis decreased ; while of the titrtable acid, starch, dry weight
and soluble protein, it is increased.On the other hand, shading effects on all of the index tested
vary in different fruit development stage. The effects are larger at the early stage than at the later
stage of fruit development.
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