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Fig. 1 Effect of different treatments on leaf and berry development of grapevine
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Fig. 2 Effect of different treatments on leaf chlorophyll of grapevine
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Fig. 3 Effect of different treatments on leaf photosynthesis of grapevine

28

PDF SCH# ] "pdfFactory Pro™ X RAG)E www. Fineprint.cn



http://www.fineprint.cn

wF @ ¥ 201501):27~30

- IR -

FAIR, 403 G fEAE)T 60 d ¥ R ARl , 2 J5 % Wi
FHE . TEAESE 60 d 25,90 em MEEF T 7 4b 3
Cifiem. BAACEE AR A AL 28 B R T
R s TEALBRR 39T, R RIS BRI 22 e A B 2
2.4 TR A B K TR A A R S P R R

Hi P& 4 AT AL B SE S S B RIS 40 d
TF AR PR T g » S SR S HR AT T E R S BB T . SR

§ 270 ——CK —{1Ti
= —A— T2 —¢T3
&0
=)
g
=g
Q15
e
< O
33 ©
R
Eg
g 10 20 40 60 80 100
o

TEJ5 K% Days after anthesis/d

=
=30 ——CK
x —1TI
wE P +%
aE g )
% 2
B
H3 s
T§§ 10
:'_.é 5 1 1 1 -
E 10 20 40 60 80 100
2

TEJ5 K% Days after anthesis/d

TR GRS RIS 60 d FFip T, R Ml & &
—HETREE, T 7R E R T RLH B
RS R, UHBAELS 100 d B, 5t R 2 5 8
o TR RERHEE R & B a2 5 X AR
HZRABE. 7EHE 20~40 d,“J 5748 2 kb PR K
TREP B E R ZERG 60 dfF,“T 7R #R
L Em SRR T,

10 20 40 60 80 100
TEJG KEL Days after anthesis/d

g

k&

&n

g 12 ——CK —FTI
=1 —A&-T2 —¢T3
as 09
% 8
@3 06
&E 03

«

-

S oo b—

£

L

——CK —{1Ti
—A—T2 —T3

=

S W & 0

10 20 40 60 80 100
TEJ5 KEL Days after anthesis/d

A
&
Total phenolic content/(mg-g'FW)

4 FREAENREHEHREZNSWRIIZNE

Fig. 4 Effect of different treatments on berry inclusion content of grapevine
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Table 1 Effect of different treatments on berry quality of grapevine
RS R R SE R & HaRAR §oY ey
hb 3 PR E L . .
Total soluble sugar content Titration acid content Anthocyanidin content Total phonelic content
Treatment Average berry weight/g
/(mg « g 1FW) /(mg « g7 1FW) /(mg « g7 1FW) /(mg + g~ 1FW)
CK 1.29 a 209.1 bB 5.88 a 0. 98 bB 4.01 cB
Tl 1.35a 235. 3 aAB 5.78 a 1.19 aAB 4. 29 bcAB
T2 1.38 a 245.5 aAB 5.41 a 1.29 aA 4.75 aA
T3 1.35a 251. 8 aA 5.75 a 1. 25 aAB 4. 48 abAB

L BAERAH EREERY . REANEFERRIAET 0.05 K VLR BE, KEFRFRREFH 0.0l KFERBE,

Note:Date in this table was tested with SSR. Different lowercase letters in each column show significant difference at 0. 05 level, different capital letters show significant difference at

0. 01 level.
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Effect of ‘]’ Shape Training System on Photosynthesis and Berry Quality of
‘Cabernet Sauvignon’

SHEN Tian,SHAN Shou-ming,SUN Ye, LI Ying-long,ZHANG Jun-xiang
(Ningxia Institute of Grape and Wine, Ningxia University, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750021)

Abstract ; Taking 5-year-old ‘Cabernet sauvignon’ as experimental materials, the effect of different canopy heights of ‘]’
training system on grapevine photosynthesis and berry quality were studied,in order to improved grapevine berry quality.
The results showed that compared with ‘Single main vine’ shape training system, ‘)" ’ training system treatment
increased ratio of foliar weight to area and chlorophyll content. The Pn, total sugar content, anthocyanin and phenols
content in berry were significantly increased by 120 cm canopy and 150 cm canopy treatment with ‘)’ training system,
but the average berry weight and titration acid content were not significantly affected,in the end,the berry quality under
120 cm canopy and 150 cm canopy treatments were significantly increased. So in Ningxia wine growing regions,120 cm
canopy of ‘J 7 training system could significantly improve berry quality through regulated leaf development and
photosynthesis.

Keywords: training system;grapevine; photosynthesis;berry quality
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