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D% gaaa jiza Oludy Page Ao daang Digudl) 38 360 i3

bl sean ¢ s Aaela cely 3l S ¢ 3aall iag Al and L (1)
Labal) Apsean ¢ (b daala Aoyl AS AL 3lsally A5l asle and L (2)
.(ghassanhamdi38@gmail.com : ;s 5y 2l L gaea iaa lue :dlu)all)

2018/07/03 :Jsill gl 2018/04/01 D) &)l

toaddall
il ALyl Jfde 2.5 .S 5 Tecamin Flower joasivay iyl 5l dulys Giagy caadl 38
0 % 1005 50) ol oloe 0 Ctsioms o 653 (o (rmn BB pindl 5l G5 LA Ll
u.\.GJJ.u\ de J_,SAA\ J,\.a;.\.ua.cn.\ u\.u‘)3 «_\s.\L 2016 L_;u.ul\ ‘_,’.c_)‘)j\ (u.n}d\ (4.\15;1\ Al
u.u.\;gj\ ‘_,’Jc LU.\M ‘Finenss’ u.\&gj\ (95 C_ﬂ.ul\ u‘).g_La\ _)L%_)‘}“ AJ;_}A %) \;J.\ Lg_);\ﬁb 4...»‘)5\ O
Ay Usine ‘Hadeer” cangll (358 Loty <)Y 2305 A3 5891 sae s cclall Jola 8 038 Y)
& (spine palins) ) Cuaill (5 (s5inn mia 35 - s ol e (3hsY) (s5tinas Adlal) 3ol
}A;.AM Aalal) salall A ch}‘X\ e 33k A il r'.;g_u\ PPN t_)ﬂ\ iy bl Jsda
Gy Ayl Gl ydie asans 4353 33y Tecamin flower jasiuwally (5l (38 a8y (g yuadll
‘Hadeer’ csagd) calils cadzs . il o Lally (i) dleleay 45)lia ) Gsiaay gl e il
iy Ugina Tecamin flower jeasioally 2 g jally dial) dadl (e % 50 (s5ie dic 23554l
(s5isa e 435 yal) ‘Finenss’ uaell s a5 Lo . Jd 5l (e (3hsY) (i dilal) alal
cnlall A Al Aalaaally 3HA) sae 3 saall Jolaalls A sdally iall dad) (e % 100
sl ¢l (5l () Galeal) ¢ By (il dabidal) clalsy
sdaniall
shy callall 8 I, \;Lu\, Dzl jladl) Jualse ST e laals (Solanum lycopersicum L.) sl <l s
DA (A Lyl calang lukally gyull 3 5y5anl ks Lise 5 aiied .Solanaceae dlaidll) Alilall asy faie il
iailh aadid Al oyl A1) dall) & Jgeanal) 13a 3haal S Ll e lasl 8L ) Lgiay e (eald)
.(Perveen et al., 2015) L1y s sSOUls o s0ulislls C Cpaalidl 2 Sauae a5 ¢(2005 (graill) 43 5kae B
Cilinal ¢y Al BB 55l 3 il el lenl) L Ll dafia 8 2l gl Sl a0 Ba)
A5y Asinally 35U Bhliall 550 sed callal) (po desiia iy & LISV (o Jpaanall 138 caia 5500
O Sl aSI aga gl By (A yaall LEY) (aays Calaally Al 5)lhalls 5255 Jaat sagaa Lilual culagin) )
gy IS Al Ciieal HUARY Al a1y Ll (e 1yl s 5y cipsidl (e sl raelly Ciliay)
Al i (m llginal By VS iy (s3laBl 33250 iiall By ol B iy e il Sadia o3y e
(2017 ¢g2nn) Aaally 4530201
DU e it anii iy clgtana Ghall s il A8lad) dndiy Al Ghalial) 8 2l 3lsal 7 A0 5 50
lylly ddas (g yedl dysind) k) Clyylsl) Jaae 8 aladl alaa] e Szad calial psa oy 3)hall cilaya &ls.u\}
J\A_\\} Loy ey sluall 6gl JiaY) Jlaxia) agaas < Lm.; oSl el e e_\;_a Lo LSy 8 agaull o LAY 4o
ellonind 30 S (e a5 A Apanl) il
gy cAdlall ands Aalally Ay pall (Glaliall 3 ‘u:J)!\ Jualall CLu\} el (e dad A Salgall aal Sl algay) i)
JA).: H_, (Ahmad 2016) b.\\d:d\ u.a)j \A_m@_u a‘)).k; ).\5\ @4_5}\ C_\..AJ uuﬂ\ a\a.ah L,du\ C\_\.d\ ‘)_uu Jt_m‘)\
clelail) HF cpe Aol oS Aoyl ARl 3 olaal) 513 Cppeentl 88 Tasen Js 21 colaall e paliasl oliy G
.(Mahadeen et al., 2011) sLswll (S
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A2 clall (et PA e Deficit irrigation (=8l (o)l Lasliul sldie) de))3) 8 oLl &Dlgiud 255 55k aal (yas
. (Patane et al., 2011; Venkatesh et al., 2018) zty) 4 Ugina bl 90 sail ansse Jsba ol digma 35 Pla Sl
i) L oy 0 S0 sl e Lapas Y Ll 2l Aaipally cbisll 200 55} o gl Bl iy g
cant bl (35S Laxie bl Jals cllead) G sae it 3 cdaliall Gigpll) ae Ll Sl olsine e dbiladl
arlagignll 4 AR ).\S_).a gl (A calaall cagyla it o Lall bl o 3Blgig 288 L;Jy o OSang o Slall aleay)
(leath o 3a) f sa Ble (Gupta, 2011) Grze ) Calis ool QIS ) (35 28 Lee Al Sliginse Y
@ uau;.i\ (e 4.\;1*4.1 LA} u.u.uj\ bJLi_) (;.I (g 6;11_\.\3‘ b‘)‘); ‘\A‘)J tu.v‘)‘ JJJS} “;U..AS\ d.\f\.qﬂ\ 4_\1“: Lﬁ L\L.u ‘).1_9.1 Laa
oalaaial Jiys ¢ Prolineals ) Lars ¥ AineY) Galeally cilySall sty o gl Jfiall dglee zls dglee JLil
Anlily a1 4 aliall il 4l ad &) . (Biddinger ef al., 1998; Maloney et al., 2010) &) jualiall Jlilg
Cilially Gilaal) (e Al L) 8 Al ULl e sl Al Galye ) e il e oS il
el ae

Leios ool g Uhil) 8 olyal) oDl Gamid ) Cargs ) Sy clubAll (e agaad) 5,881 el &
caliall bl ore cadanlly Hal Jail bl o Al ) il ) A kaslly Aaulall clatiall e alasil
sl o2a 2l 3 3 yal) m‘y\ oalealls dpad) ClaeY) claliiing Hsiuglly Cpag sills asaulsaly (g yall jeaia
e A (e iy sl iy Bl Alla b aSally Giliadl A () cialy lall (gsan) 2gall ol e
el e Ll (s5ine oﬂ-w Dol saig A haa JaSis LAY aludily g gald) Gllesd) adaly i) Bk
Dbl Basa Gty elall iy Calaad) Cas HLayY) 8lus aiay HLa3Y) aonnis msall lisY) (aliaial 2Ly
-(Maloney et al., 2010; Ilie and Stanica, 2012; Alia et al., 2015; Manusheva et al., 2016)

s Gl Cangs

b 558 A Ll aleaY) Jasd b 5o S 3 ek laal -1

Tegis LS Jualadl e bl oppn Cuaill ) bl Lealing ) L) 23S Jlia) dlglae =2

LSl Sl Cag ks a5yl il 3es & Tecamin flower eastive ()l (i ik a3

14lihhy Canl) Jlga

alad canl anssall 8 3hall ¢ Il dasla cde )l AT Lagill (33an)) dviag i) o Silad Adane 8 Canl) B
8 5ysaid) (e kA gpumal) saill clia 8 Tecamin flower juasiusly sl (il 586 4l (2016
epmmal) slandl Zilinly Ayl Aysadiy aunills Bl G (yo 4855800 A3l il Aighs ae] 25 ¢ AL sleaY) Cigyla
Ll g 2 0.305 <AVl il (o 1.25 d8lae ey lagha e Aol cumi 24/aS 3 laiay (Galsall) gl
il 10 e daat sans IS uginls 2 3.75 daluas o 3 Al sasgll Jsla gy . ,aYl;

d)uusjf.03 d.Ac‘_’J.cu@d@\,@g&,@bﬁ@hcﬁ\ﬁ;c@_}ﬂhgﬂ\d.\ﬁA_J);J\cJ}AA_D.}uLusuﬂ;
Ao ye Aanie daus cald 5l AL e er\J ecaliial) el Jalan =505 (1) Jsaad) jedays . (Black ef al., 1965)asulall
alially e 0 dlaleie Ll g s «Typic Torrifluvent sl de ganall iat ddias; «Silty Loam
Jaiee 150 pH G Lle ddalle e (dglaal)
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Ao ) Gt il 1 gl

Lagil) s gl 4 el

704 | ey PH 2 30340 28,0

7.55 Ds m! ) S Jaa gl

54.01 G g Al
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260.10 CaCo,
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591.20 Sl Al e gada
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1.35 &S/ e e 4l sl
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Fi 1el s A
(ShBa sla) J/Ja 0
J/da 2.5

Cne sl OSB3l 5 ) iy Jla3Y1 s e (el il 5 3

Al-Shammari et al., Syrian Journal of Agricultural Research 5(2): 35- 44. June 2018



(Gb/ e 209) s 3Lkl 3 2016/1/25 & (‘Bobcat’, ‘Finenss’, ‘Hadeer’)sysaill iah 55hy ey
Cliall aall ) oDzl s o &Y pals it b il Sl ey dasS Gusainl) dlasiulys 2 0.5 % al JEa__ai._a
anl .2016/7/1 o) Al il 2016/3/5 Fbis 43 088 A5l A8y lay Q51 Jiall G de))0 (s 3 3)
s A e gl day Sl ad g Gaiadls T-Tape g53 e dafiill (o)1) il ol (g (e sl cililes
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SAS ilasyl malipll aladiuly Cgulall Alalugy cilianal) cullls el EDU Alebas JS @)38 ¢y silil] cans o dadl)
% 5 Agsimal) (g5 die gall 2aie Tukey loal adels (SAS Institute, Inc., Cary, NC, USA 2009)9.1 !
:ENJJN\ QL@A’S\
AU Al Cuga g A yad saag IS (e Lub.u& Gy g e calily dedd cilild) @il
, ; , H(pae) S Jsh
O Dl JS3 Al Al e ) Al e (g5ie (e ey Gl Jaypd aladinly dpaall Al 8 bl Jsba (uld 25
(IPGRI, 1996) L¢} sbuall Joss giall Gl o5 Ay pad oy JSI Gulll danadial) dedd) culill)
g ; () Gl 2
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b SleS ( A lilall Gy o8 ¢ A5 e il A Baay OS e LS aedd Gl 35l el8 23
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SPAD Unite caslly cuusds ¢ (Minnotti ef al., 1994) Jawsiall cand o5 Gt sang S (e il 5 sail selyall 2l
. (Jemison and Williams, 2006)
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cll) Jskay ‘Finenss’ el colils s Cum (gt saill ciliia 8 Ayl Jalgall 5506 (3) dsaad) cilidana (38
(P 252.62 5 ilifady5 88.25 5 o 1.72 5 4 96.08) bl )l mhavaall dalisas (31531 2ae s Ll ki
sinally (gyamall g sanall Lalall salall Aoty ‘Hadeer” (ramell lils cudzin Loty .55aY) ally Lulg ¢ gl e
s Jil Finenss’ cragdl @ity culael Loty  Msill e (SPAD 56.64 5 % 22.01) GhsY) 5 s sl sl
. ‘Bobcat’ suagll clils & (SPAD 54.12) Juds sl (g5ae Jal5 (% 19.37) dilall salal
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d}m J\ cd.\sj_ﬂlﬁ\ gy dl..d\ _).Lsﬁ ;\.ﬁl..nb MJJ]\ u_)...n}a & ‘_,,Jc M\ LS_)j\ ul.\__,.\.».ms ng.uu ).\.1\.» d9ng .EA)S
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sy Gl iy bl Jday (J/de 2.5) Tecamin flower jeasivaally iyl dlalas udsss a8 (3 Joaall) Hlaial)
e BhsY) yinas (il gsanall 3 Adlal) salall Ay sl plaadl dalisay bl 6 K 3LsY15 o8
57.93 % 24.01 5 ly/2aus 279.38 5 lsfdsys 74.77 s Slfe b 23.38 5 o 1.72 5 o 86.66) i g5

(Al e (SPAD
kel gl Cig ol it 5y gald) il g padd) galll Cydisa ars & Tecamin flower paaioay (il 86 .3 Jgand)
Jibg sl | il ABlat) Balall A |cilill B o)) pdaial) Aabisa ‘ i . Gl hadl cildll sl
b / (@19 aas|clad / 4ulsll £ 2N aae CBlalaad)
(SPAD) (%) (pas) () ()
gl
54.12° 20.04° 250.58¢ 56.33° 20.00° 1.64° | 74.41° |Bobcat
55.75% 19.37¢ 252.62° 88.25% 20.25° 1.72* | 96.08* |Finenss
56.64¢ 22.01° 233.08° 54.00° 20.83¢ 1.47¢ | 77.33* |Hadeer
¢ iy giaa
55.710 21.80° 261.05° 70.228 18.50° 1.61* | 80.66° | 50 %
55.30° 19.14° 229.83° 62.16° 22.22¢ 1.61* | 84.55* (100 %
Tecamin flower saaiaa il S 53
53.07° 16.93° 211.50° 57.61° 17.33° 1.50° | 78.55° 0
57.932 24.01° 279.38¢ 7477 23.38° 1.72* | 86.66* | 2.5

% 5 Lgiaall s gima sic Tukey HLidl cuua Ligine 39,8 e aag Y dudl Gipally s A a3
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(«_ah.a/&)ﬁ 17. 33) % 50 LS)-‘-‘-MSL‘

Tecamin flower salay 851 iyl dlales G 538 o( G5l Gipd) 385 X g5 (5inna) (alad Jaliial Sl Ay aie
@V sie IS U g 510 a5V (ssimas Bl Sl ecnlidl) Jsda 8oy (3 Laaly Dygo el Jfde 2.5 5853
% 50 (ssinall g alls Jfde 2.5 385 Tecamin flower jasioally 5055l 5)sail) culils cudyds asé (4 Jsaal))
3565 L il oLl (50 Alies e o Vsl e (% 26.57 5 s 78.11) lall 5Ll ey sl Jyh
el ssinally ¢ )5l plaall dalisas (Gl dae s (ALKl @5‘)!\ 2ac g ¢ Bladl Hhaty % 100 (gsimally 4y 5all culilyll
sl e (SPAD 57.97 5 /2 anss 294,11 wilfad 5 80.00 5 <lifp 5 25.66 5 ans 1.73) GlsY) 3 g )l
il e Lally (il ALebeey Luls

emataally ) ol Aelaal Cayinn 585 Spmg (o) i S5 X coanall) el oLl L2 Al vie iy
Finenss’” uaedl Clils cidissi 3) L uagd) oo il kg sail) Cilpdse ases Gﬁ J/d« 2.5 S5 Tecamin flower
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el (sgindly (gpmdll g pana) & Aalall salal) Aoy AN £58Y) 2any Lisins Hadeer * cumel) calils cudsin Laiy
Bobcat™” cruagll culils i gin Laiyy . il e (SPAD 59.41 5 % 25.44 5 lyfs 6 24.00) 3hsY) 3 dabs 50
(242003 298.67) clall 85l el dalisay

gradll galll &fpdisa ",A Tecamin flower jéasivay (lly o)) Gligiaa G Jabiall Sl .4 Jgaall

. T . "N 2 Nalaal)
Jubgolsll | Adladidalall dpusd | AulSl A ) ol dalical) JEs s | g s ) jlad |l Jsh - <
R MR Gl ghasa L
(SPAD) (%) () S| AR ) (=) o | ¥
52.854 21.07° 242 33be 55.16¢ 17.83¢ 1.642 74.00¢ % 50
Bobcat
55.40¢ 19.02¢ 253.83b 57.50¢ 22.16* 1.642 74.83¢ % 100
55.75b 21.47%® 221.334 80.50° 18.66° 1.712 95.16° % 50
Finenss
55.76 17.26¢ 284.002 96.502 21.832 1.732 97.002 % 100
57.31° 22.86* 225.83¢ 51.33¢ 19.00° 1.482 72.00¢ % 50
Hadeer
55.96° 21.16° 240.33¢ 56.66¢ 22.16* 1.472 82.66° % 100
Tecamin o
flower
52.23¢ 15.32¢ 202.50¢ 50.66¢ 16.50¢ °1.53 70.50f 0
Bobcat
56.01¢ 24.77° 298.672 62.00¢ 23.50% 1.75% 78.33¢ 2.5
53.13¢% 16.91% 231.50¢ 72.33% 17.83¢ 1.59° 91.16° 0
Finenss
58.38° 21.82b 273.83 104.16° 22.66° 1.842 101.002 2.5
53.86¢ 18.57¢ 200.50¢ 49 .83¢ 17.66° 1.37¢ 74.00¢ 0
Hadeer
59.412 25.442 265.65° 58.16¢ 24.00* 1.58% 80.66¢ 2.5
Tecamin | <l g
flower s
52.71¢ 17.04¢ 195.00¢ 54.77¢ 15.88¢ 1.49¢ 74.22¢ 0
% 50
57.902 26.57% 264.67° 69.55° 21.11° 1.722 87.112 2.5
53.44° 16.83¢ 228.00¢ 60.44¢ 18.77° 1.50° 82.88° 0
% 100
57.97° 21.46° 294.11° 80.00? 25.66* 1.732 86.22° 2.5

% 5 Agginall ggima dis Tukey JLEd) cuua dgina (53,8 ey aagi Y Awdl ciplly &

S ) )

Tecamin yiasioally dlalaal) clilall 358 (5) Jsand) 8506l Ay jaall Jalgal) O Jaliall Sl Ay ol iy

LAl pdad L AU i adaea 4 bl Ll (il Alales o Uiina (Y 2.5) xSy flower
26.33) clall gl slaal) dalies g 45K @3\1\ 3x; Ugine % 100 (s5ialls d5 500l Bobeat’ cumed)l @il casz
Omadd) Glils 8 clafe 4 15.00 ) 43K @.s‘)!\ e paddil Law o Nl o (@ly/2am 312.00 5 olyfe
o (Dl2ans 196.33) wlal u_fwﬂ el dalise Jafs 5 daiall o Lally Asdisall % 50 (s5iasally 455l Bobeat
M ‘Finenss’ (pagd) calily cadys Loy o yhasall ¢ lall 4868 jally % 50 (s5iuall 444500l ‘Finenss’ cagd) clils
% 100 (ss5inuall dn 4l ‘Hadeer gl il Luls (el o 101.00) bl Jglay Usine A (s
Bhsy) 2axs % 100 (ssiwdl dusyall Finenss’ craed) calily cud o8 Lo (= 64. 33) atal) o Lally A5 o yally
(uLu/@J} 45. 00) J.L;&.d\ A My)d\ % 50 L;ML, 4_\“_9‘)43\ ‘Hadeer’ u..:;gj\ bl L..uhﬂ (L_IL-U/ 119. 33)
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caly ) 3hsY) 8 Ji sl el (gginalls Aalall saled) Aty % 50 (s siasally 455all “Hadeer” (gl <l i g
‘Bobcat’ el culils 3% 15.15 L dalall 5ol Ao Caadds) Lai ¢ il e SPAD 61.66 5% 27.37 il
3 SPAD 51.33 o1 5 Jag sl s ssime JaF oy Lain « ydaiall o Lally 2855 5a) % 100 ssiasally 4y 5al)

i) ¢ Lall 435 all % 50 (ssinall dugyall ‘Bobeat’ Guagd) culils

Ll gpadl) gaill Glia oy & Ticamin flower yasicay 36l (idly @) ssimay Cpagll Jalial) LA .5 gl

-5, 9akl)
S Faa we . . . s . ", kb =) J oha < laleall
b gy o1t | Adlad) Babal) L | A8 o) Aalasall | 5y, 04 [ Al g 8 2 | gLy [T
0/ cilall (de?) A ) TNy (cm) Tecamin Sl gla gl
(SPAD) i/ (cm) Flower ¢ A ’
51.33¢ 15.48¢ 199.33¢ 48.33h 15.00¢ 1.55* | 69.00f 0
% 50
54.3604 26.66% 285.33° 62.00¢ 20.66%¢ 1.73* | 80.66¢ 2.5
Bobcat
53.13 15.15¢ 205.67 53.00¢ 18.00% 1.51* | 72.00°f 0
% 100
57.66° 22.88" 312.00* 62.00¢ 26.33° 1.78* | 76.00% 2.5
53.83¢ 17.28b 196.33¢ 71.00¢ 17.00¢ 1.57* | 89.33% 0
% 50
57.66° 25.66% 246.33bd 89.00P 20.332be 1.84* | 101.00* 2.5
Finenss
52.43¢ 16.55¢ 266.67" 73.66° 18.66%¢ 1.62¢ | 93.00° 0
% 100
59.10% 17.98b¢ 301.33? 119.33? 25.002® 1.85* | 101002 2.5
52.97¢ 18.37% 211.67b 45.00" 15.66° 1.38* | 83.66° 0
% 50
61.66° 27.37¢ 262.33% 57.66° 22.33abe 1.59* | 79.66% 2.5
Hadeer
54.76 18.80b¢ 211.67%¢ 54.66' 19.66%¢ 1.80* | 64.33¢ 0
% 100
57.16° 23.52° 269.00 58.66% 25.66® 1.57 | 81.66° 2.5
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. (Zhang et al., 2018; Angmo et al., 2018 and Ashebre, 2018): JS sany

4_)).\3\ A_UL_) uab;.a\ ‘_’J\ i 9 (3 JJAAJ\) MSS]\ t‘)&ﬁ[\ e g u\_ul\ t\m_)\ Lﬁ L\.\L.n Caall LS_)j\ (6 Fmsa UadA ).\\
Sl A}u LA.IJ} M_D.\S\ aqja}d\ M.ab:d\ J..Al.ud\ u.as.a u‘_)-‘;\ J}@.E LA\ &Jy 4.1_).\” L,,_\)L‘)S\ LS}-\;-“S\ u.au;.}\ U\ .J\
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. (Elizabeth et al., 2018 and Sivakumar ez al., 2018)lall Jals ¢ Wl (gyiaa (mleast )
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(2017 «(sshall) cluall LA Al Lol Lty dygnll calilladl) ety gal o) diin g sil) 3 ally Ll ala)

Al-Shammari et al., Syrian Journal of Agricultural Research 5(2): 35- 44. June 2018



gl (pe paidiall (gl Jaad Ao cliil) 3080 58 ) 3 Tecamin flower juasioas il of e J 13
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Abstract:

The experiment was carried out during spring season 2016 to study the effect
of foliar spraying treatment with Tecamin Flower 2.5 ml/L in comparison with
distilled water, on growth of three hybrids of tomatoes at two different levels of
irrigation (100 and 50 % of field capacity). Three sprays were conducted started
from flowering with two weeks’ interval. The results showed that ‘Finenss’ hybrid
had significant differences in plant height, branches per plant and leaves number per
plant. ‘Hadeer’ hybrid had superiority in dry matter ratio and content of chlorophyll
in leaves. Reducing the level of irrigation resulted in a significant decrease in
plant height, total branches number, versus an increase in the leaves number per
plant, total leaves area and the percentage of dry matter. The results showed that
the treatment with Tecamin flower led to a significant increase in all indicators
studied. The interaction treatments shoed that Hadeer hybrid irrigated in level 50
% and spraying of nutrient solution (Tecamin flower) had a significant increase in
dry matter ratio and chlorophyll content in leaves. While the hybrid Finenss which
irrigated in level 100 % with nutrient solution (Tecamin flower) had a significant
increase in leaves number per plant and total leaves area.

Key words: Foliar spray, Deficit irrigation, Tomato, Amino acids.
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