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Effect of Net Covering on Some Vegetative, Physiological, Quantitative and
Qualitative Characteristics of Rainfed Fig (Ficus carica L. cv. Sabz)
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Table 1. Shading percentage of experimental treatments.

e A ol F S BE) ooabs
Treatment Mesh size (mm) Net color [llumination (W.m%) Shading (£5)
1 0.1 White s 489 50
2 0.1 Black oL 448 50
3 0.1 Blue 447 50
4 0.1 Green ;. 445 50
5 0.1 Red 33 485 50
6 1 White s 593 30
7 1 Black ol 593 30
8 1 Blue 640 30
9 1 Green ;. 636 30
10 1 Red 33 630 30
11 (&5 by o) wald 914 0

Control (without net covering)
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Table 2. Meteorological data of 2017-18 cropping year of experimental location (Estahban city).
ole S,b Lo ol ol Cs s JrE N

Casb,
Month  Rainfall Temperature (°C) aloale Wind speed Evaporation Humidity (%)
(mm) Monthly (m.s™) (mm)
sun (h)

Sl
Minimu  Mea  Maximu O Maximu Minimu Maximu
m n m Mean m m m
I 0 5.6 19.3 324 316.9 1.7 10 211.7 5 62

was

Oct.
2017
QLJ 3.7 -0.8 13 27.8 285.1 1.4 8 131.3 13 75

\Yas
Nov.
2017

N 42 -5.4 7.7 19.6 237 1.9 16 44.7 12 95
yrag

Dec.
2017

L5‘>

\Yas

4.9 -6.4 7.7 23.6 259 1.8 10 39.3 11 97

Jun.
2018
0.5 -8.6 9.1 23.6 274.1 2.4 15 61.6 10 90
s
Feb.
2018
il 45.1 1.6 11.9 24.2 2441 22 11 93.2 12 97
\Yas
Mar.
2018
)5,
\yay
Apr.
2018
O]
v o
May
2018
ols >
\yay

Jun.
2018

18.2 4.6 16 28.6 281.3 22 14 183.9 19 60

12.8 7 19.6 31.8 277.2 33 17 230.6 12 83

0.9 13.2 25.8 38.2 352.6 2 15 338 7 64

0 16.6 28.6 38.6 367.1 2.6 19 400.5 7 54

yyay
Jul.
2018

ol 5o
\yay

0 16.4 28.6 38.6 348.3 2.3 10 387.1 11 34

Aug.
2018

92 S 1.5 14.2 26.2 37.2 329 23 15 335.7 8 81

\yay
Sep.
2018
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Fig. 1. The effect of net color on some vegetative traits of fig leaf. Means with the same letters in each column are
not significantly different at P<0.05 using Duncan test. The vertical bar on the column shows mean+
standard error.
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Table 3. Mean comparison of net mesh and color interactions on some vegetative characteristics of fig leaf.

o S sk Srps S SnS SrSoesdl Sr ol
Treatment Leaf length (cm)  Leaf width (cm) Leaf chlorosis Leaf necrosis Leaf abscission

(%) (%) (%)
1 9.78be 9.0° 1.3bed 0.7 3.7
2 9.3bc 8.8P 0.3de 0.0°¢ 1.72
3 10.0%¢ 9.7 0.7¢de 1.0 0.0°
4 8.2¢ 8.7° 1.7% 2.0° 1.72
5 10.0%¢ 10.3% 0.7¢de 0.0° 0.3%
6 9.5b¢ 9.7 2.3 0.0° 0.74
7 9.78be 10.2% 0.3d 0.0° 0.0?
8 11.5 11.3 0.0° 0.7 0.0°
9 10.2% 9.8% 0.3d 0.7¢ 0.32
10 9.5 10.0% 1.7 0.0° 0.7*
11 10.2% 9.8% 14.0° 3.32 0.7

T Means with the same letters in each column are not significantly different using Duncan test at p < 0.01. The
treatments: 1- White net and 50% shading, 2- Black net and 50% shading, 3- Blue net and 50% shading, 4- Green
net and 50% shading, 5- Red net and 50% shading, 6- White net and 30% shading, 7- Black net and 30% shading,
8- Blue net and 30% shading, 9- Green net and 30% shading, 10- Red net and 30% shading and 11- Control
(without net covering)
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Fig. 2. The effect of net color on stomatal conductance and ion leakage of fig leaf. Means with the same letters in
each column are not significantly different at P<0.05 using Duncan test. The vertical bar on the column
shows mean# standard error.
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Table 4. Mean comparison of net mesh and color interactions on some physiological characteristics of fig leaf.

Treatment ,Los Leaf &, ko O o Slgioma Slasg, colas S S
temperature (°C) Relative water content Stomatal Ion leakage (%)
(%) conductance
(mmol.m?2.s!)

1 29 4% 71.34¢ 469° 25.4be
2 29.6% 75.64¢ 358b-¢ 17.6¢
3 29.2% 71.44¢ 278¢f 19.9¢
4 30.12 80.7bcd 314def 24.2bd
5 29.2° 84.3abe 378bed 22.2%
6 29.74 86.5% 4062%¢ 27.7°
7 29.5% 90.42 276 23.5bcd
8 30.12 91.12 478 16.6¢
9 29.0 84.8abe 329¢de 3442
10 29.7% 80,754 425% 25.3b
11 31.0° 70.0¢ 231f 37.6*

T Means with the same letters in each column are not significantly different using Duncan test at p < 0.01. The
treatments: 1- White net and 50% shading, 2- Black net and 50% shading, 3- Blue net and 50% shading, 4- Green
net and 50% shading, 5- Red net and 50% shading, 6- White net and 30% shading, 7- Black net and 30% shading,
8- Blue net and 30% shading, 9- Green net and 30% shading, 10- Red net and 30% shading and 11- Control
(without net covering)
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Fig. 3. The effect of net color on pigments of fig leaf. Means with the same letters in each column are not
significantly different at P<0.05 using Duncan test. The vertical bar on the column shows mean+ standard

error.
O35 4l 2 Siles o dme DS 055 il (5t £55 0 50 S o (slad > 2l Sy slaailiS) (55, 55 ) BT S
el il llas Sl Sy oyt VL L (P<0.05) el Sl

Srmoshon o1V aSd gl)ls aan K55 L 5 10 Sy (5,5 e aaily (g lo pire Dglad (aoys jro poaslu LYY L)
Lo Y glajla) ok /) 4 )ls 50,8 5 ol sloygi b oS g ke (p s (100 (@oalu L) jled)
2l (5)55 b g 2l S 0 (g )lS SLlaS; Gl (O Jouz) wvgr s logne Dol shils (L0 oasesls
ot 0T 3 s IS e e ol b 5 Sty S 5 e sy ool s o sy o5 23l
0955 S 3 a2 53 Sawl (6595 by 25 ok Sl SYL QLS S s Jedg S o 5 Gl ol y8 ud s ]
093 S 2 (VF) 300 Sy 039 921y p0 50 1, 6 3VL Jdg 5 wlale el )55 553 (o yne ;o Slos i b aulie o il
Os 2ald) 5l daszme )3 obS GlaS & o G 0 U305 58 L39)05) U5 39,15 Jpena b 5alS b
21 5 gl Jlade 5 ol utS S5 ol 5 ol slayg 5,0 45 58l oLS slacSy aiils ()58 Sikds
o idie 5 g aS ol olas &LA)’T o) e (VY) aaly Koo ‘_S_is) Gl yes 50 ead ciS LS L awslis
R 4 olS Jood (ali8l 0 LaailaSS, cnl (aallassils (283 89,15 o0 (s twsid slaalasS, (Bl e )8
Wge JLSis g ms bulyd o (Sos
2l 090 (6)b8) (S 9 (5 SS9 595 98 S
Giogshon YV 5l i 0500 Jla8 L) 550 03lail 5 (SGaue) 5L 39 59,5 Cawgy b (gloogus ¢ o8 ) (5,LS0is ozl (o
S (5 Gl TOIF Ly ol S5y b )55 50 Soao gloogae (lime g g0 Cgns ColeS Ly i lrogas (o)l ks )
ol 55 3l G «Sudo 0500 LYIF L 0] S5, L 58 gom mhaw jo il K0 K slo,gi b (g lo pme glas a5 0

Gl sine gl a5 09y e o Sk o LYME (o1 S5, b 55 50 055 Cangy b glaogee (lie 090 1095 0 (o 555
Sglas aS vgy ke o 5 i AT L ‘5] Sy b ye 50 Sy oslail b sleoges wo o iz ed uiils Ko K sla,g b
a5 09 lade (i a8 PV L ol S5, L e p0 o aildle g o Sles il K0 K oy b gylo se
Sglds 45 Sg e 3t 0,5 O L 0 S5, L e 50 sl s ST 5 il Koo K5y sleyg b gl e glas
Sgr sl 5 G TV IV L aber S5, L 5 50 el (w095 Slaogee woyd (ZBIS 50,8 g e S5, slayg b sl s

(P J5a2) <83 8 i 555 5l e 055 030 TIVIT b ol 55 cociils (S0 5 (slayg L (sl sine gl o5

AARS



e S S gy o ST (P S8 e ST

).».99‘ sj).) LsLQd;‘u\.i:)j S oéLcﬁ)}? ;5_3)9 Aiw MI’ u.‘.i:L.a MLO.A-& Jj..\?
Table 5. Mean comparison of net mesh and color interactions on dry matter and pigments of fig leaf.

Treatment L5 Sy S oole a Jdg,l5 b Jss,ls U5 s ls o
Leaf dry matter Chlorophyll a Chlorophyll b Total chlorophyll Carotene
(%) (mg.g™") (mg.g™) (mg.g") (mg.g™")

1 41.1%% 1.9 0.25° 2.192 0.91°

2 38.9% 1.3¢ 0.17%¢ 1.50¢ 0.69¢
3 42.7% 1.8 0.252 2.042 0.832be
4 41.1%® 1.7% 0.22%® 1.96* 0.7920¢
5 40.2% 1.4¢ 0.218b¢ 1.58b¢ 0.71b¢
6 42 4% 1.8 0.220b 2.032 0.88
7 42.9% 1.7% 0.218b¢ 1.882® 0.84z2be
8 43.22 1.7% 0.218b¢ 1.87% 0.832b¢
9 42.9% 1.7% 0.23% 1.97% 0.85%¢
10 41.1% 1.7% 0.220 1.882 0.782b¢
11 38.7° 1.5 0.16° 1.62b¢ 0.75%¢

T Means with the same letters in each column are not significantly different using Duncan test at p < 0.01. The
treatments: 1- White net and 50% shading, 2- Black net and 50% shading, 3- Blue net and 50% shading, 4- Green
net and 50% shading, 5- Red net and 50% shading, 6- White net and 30% shading, 7- Black net and 30% shading,
8- Blue net and 30% shading, 9- Green net and 30% shading, 10- Red net and 30% shading and 11- Control
(without net covering)
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Table 6. The effect of net color on the qualitative and quantitative characteristics of fig fruit.

Net |5 S Cewgy b glao
)15" ) 4j9, b soges %= ‘5 e o3ll b sleogas 59 3, les T R
color Fruits with 3 355 S s allls o5 039 u,x 0 %35 S o5e
ol Fruits with Frui ith bi A Lvield Mean fruit Early ripe
open ostiole yellow skin n,ut's with big nnual yie weight (g) fruits (%)
(%) (%) size (%) per tree (g)
White oa. 3.0¢ 14.34 7.8P 5704° 4.6%® 20.12
Black ol 5.6 32.9° 7.8P 4597¢ 4.7% 13.6°
Blue il 4.6° 38.6° 9.32 64207 5.0° 17.2°
Green ;. 4.5b 19.0¢ 3.6¢ 3899¢ 3.9 14.3¢
Red 5,3 2.5¢ 34.2° 4.9¢ 4933¢ 4.4b 16.1°

T Means with the same letters in each column are not significantly different using Duncan test at p < 0.01.
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Research article

Effect of Net Covering on Some Vegetative, Physiological, Quantitative and
Qualitative Characteristics of Rainfed Fig (Ficus carica L. cv. Sabz)

H. Zare!”

Birds, insects, and heat stress damage rainfed figs, that net covering application reduces their
adverse effects. However, the net effect on fig characteristics has not been determined yet, that
aim of this experiment was to determine color and shading effect of the net on some of its
features. For this purpose, a research was carried out on Sabz cultivar fig in a randomized
complete block design as factorial experiment with net color (black, white, blue, green and red),
shading (30 and 50%) factors and control (without net). Results showed that the blue net was
the best color because of the least disorders (chlorosis and necrosis), the largest leaf dimensions
(length and width) and chlorophyll a concentration and suitable impact on the quantity
(maximum yield and weight) and quality (the highest percentage with desired size and color)
of the fruit. The blue net with 30% shading increased leaf relative water content, stomatal
conductance and length by up to 91.1%, 478 mmol.m™.s™! and 11.5 cm, respectively, and
reduced disorder and ion leakage of leaf. While the worst signs of disorders were observed in
control due to drought stress, but some of the nets, especially blue net with 30% shading,
showed a favorable effect on fig characteristics and reduced drought stress effects.

Keywords: Drought stress, Fruit size, Net color, Shading.
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