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40 ANIRE, I 73 2 — K R SR T B AR AR AR 2
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BRI R AR ARIE BE (00) = CHI4R 2 4R B R R &7 1
(B2 22/ AR4R 2 4 BUR B SF 3 (E 2 A1 <1004

R 2009—2013 SRR LA BT
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Hi1Z% 1 ATRUE i, A 2008—2013 4F , AN [R] 4F 43 B bk
Biak BEERBL N Se Tt E W 5, Horp 2009 4 K&
BB BT B SRR B A B B R T 2012 4R
2013 AFHIBLAR L

*1 AREMEBT 77 B3 B A A B B S ¥ 2 R Le Bl B 50
Table 1 Effect of different pruning on the number and proportion of branch /8 (%)
R P R B 2B B F B
Kﬁﬁgﬂ‘]ﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁﬂl‘tw Number and proportion of different
Ay BBk Branch number and proportion of different lengths types branches 41t
Year Pruning method Total branch
FERAL K G ks i B BB R
Water branch Long branch Middle branch Short branch Foliage branch ~ Vegetative branch  Bearing branch
KiEsy 10. 41 108. 75 220. 18 951. 22 * 2 065.90* * 3 008. 73* * 347.73 3 356,46 *
2008 K AR Long-branch pruning (0. 3D (3. 24) (6.56) (28.34%* %) (61.55* *) (89.64* *) (10. 36) (100. 00)
On-year HH B 45,36 % * 362. 62 * * 647. 46 % * 666. 90 1223.34 1 663.43 1 282.25* * 2 945. 68
Renewal pruning (1.54* *) (12.31* *) (21.98* *) (22. 64) (41.53) (56.47) (43.53) * * (100. 00)
Ky 19. 74 175. 22 304. 62 1 365.83* * 1 660.22* * 270.77 3 254.87* * 3 525.64 % *
2009 /N Long-branch pruning (0. 56) 4. 97 (8.64) (38.74* %) (47.09* *) (7.68) (92.32% %) (100. 00)
Off-year EEHEN 78.98 % * 447, 35* * 673.43% * 737. 34 1077.37 948. 65 * * 2 065. 81 3 014. 46
Renewal pruning (2.62% *) (14. 84* %) (22.34* %) (24. 46) (35.74) (31.47* %) (68.53) (100. 00)
Ky 8.17 96. 62 150. 39 896. 21 * * 2 251.07* * 3 066.98* * 335. 48 3 402. 46 * *
2010 K4 Long-branch pruning (0. 24) (2. 84) (4.42) (26.34*) (66.16* * ) (90. 14 * * ) (9. 86) (100. 00)
On-year HH B 45.03* * 335.98* * 644. 83 703.13 1 157.45 1 286.19 1 600. 23* * 2 886.42
Renewal pruning (1.56% *) (11.64* *) (22.34) (24. 36) (40. 10) (55. 44) (44.56* *) (100. 00)
Ky 16. 65 151. 16 246. 82 1 098. 27 * * 1 751.88* * 244. 21 3 020. 57 * * 3 264.78* *
2011 /M4 Long-branch pruning (0.51) (4. 63) (7.56) (33.64) (53.66* *) (7.48) (92.52* %) (100. 00)
Off-year HHEER 86. 54 % * 374.61% * 667.80* * 958. 72 758. 89 844. 86 * * 2001. 70 2 846. 56
Renewal pruning (3.04* *) (13.16* *) (23.46* * ) (33.68) (26. 66) (29.68* * ) (70. 32) (100. 00)
KiEsy 5. 67 67. 36 146. 06 908. 47 2 020. 30 * * 2 892.25* * 255. 61 3 147.86*
2012 KAF Long-branch pruning (0.18) (2. 14 (4. 64) (28. 86) (64.18* * ) (91.88* *) (8.12) (100. 00)
On-year HH B 59.08* * 349. 04 * * 706. 67 * * 893. 66 859. 53 1612.95 1 255.03* * 2 867.98
Renewal pruning (2.06* * ) 12.17* %) (24.64* %) (31.16*) (29.97) (56. 24) (43.76* * ) (100. 00)
Ky 10. 50 122. 24 209. 28 992. 09 * 1752.68* * 204. 96 2 881.83* * 3 086. 79 *
2013 /NAE Long-branch pruning (0. 34) (3.96) (6.78) (32.14) (56.78* * ) (6. 64) (93.36* *) (100. 00)
Off-year EHEN 83,66 * 402. 49 * 697. 57 * 936. 69 706. 05 739.96% * 2 086.49 2 826.45
Renewal pruning ~ (2.96%*)  (14.24%*)  (24.68%*) (33.10) (24.98) (26.18* *) (73.82) (100. 00)

o FORFE—FIBHRR R B FH 2R KF(P<O0.05); % * TR [l —FIRRIE B B W2 7K F (P<0. 01 OB E 4 Ll

Note: * within the same column show significant difference at P<C0. 05, * % within the same column show significant difference at P<0. 01. The data within () was as a percentage.
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Fig. 1 Weight per fruit of different pruning

methods in different years
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Fig. 3 Fruit yield of different pruning

methods in different years
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Fig. 4 Change range of fruit yield with different

pruning methods in different years
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Effect of Renewal Pruning on Alternate Bearing of Apple

BAI Gang-shuan' ,ZOU Chao-yu! ,LI Jing-jing? ,DU She-ni
(1. Institute of Soil and Water Conservation, Northwest Agriculture and Forestry University, Yangling,Shaanxi 71210032, Mintoring Center of
Soil and Water Conservation and Ecological Environment of Yellow River,Xi’an,Shaanxi 710021)

Abstract; Taking ‘Red Fuji’ apple as test material ,with the long-branch pruning as control,the effect of renewal pruning
on the number and proportion of different branches,fruit weight and yield in different years were determined in Weibei
Plateau,Shaanxi province. In order to reduce the probability and extent of alternate bearing of apple tree in final full
productive stage. The results showed that the renewal pruning significantly improved the number and proportion of
turion, long branch and medium branch, significantly reduced short branch and foliage branch. Renewal pruning
significantly decreased the number and proportion of vegetative branch, significantly increased fruit branch in on-year;but
in off-year,renewal pruning significantly increased vegetative branch,significantly decreased fruit branch. The fruit weight
and yield of renewal pruning remained at a certain level and changed to a lesser extent,but long-branch pruning had a
magnitude change and significantly larger than renewal pruning. Renewal pruning could effectively reduce the probability
and extent of alternate bearing of apple tree in final full productive stage.
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