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Effect of Foliar Application of Boron Nutrition on Kiwifruit Quality and Yield

LONG You-hua'? ,ZHANG Cheng' , WU Xiao-mao'? , YIN Xian-hui"’? ,ZHAQO Wei'
(1. College of Agriculture,Guizhou University,Guiyang , Guizhou 55002532, Institute of Crop Protection,Guizhou University , Guiyang , Guizhou
550025)

Abstract: “Actinidia deliciosa cv. guichang” kiwifruit variety was used as experimental material ,foliar application of different
concentrations of boron nutrition on kiwifruit quality and yield were studied. The results indicated that high concentrations of
boron nutrition had negative effect,reduced the yield and quality of kiwifruit. Appropriate concentrations of boron nutrition
improved the quality and yield of kiwifruit;the optimal treatment of fertilization for quality was 0.30% Na,B, O, ,increased
the kiwifruit yield 17.12%, vitamin C content 16.5%, soluble total sugar content 23.40%, and reduced titratable acid
15. 23% ,dry matter increased 2. 94 percent, protein increased 0. 0049 pg/g,compared with no fertilizer treatment,improved
the surface quality of kiwifruit. Conclusion,the optimum concentration was 0. 30% boron nutrition that spraying on the leaf
could meet the demand of the fruit trees of boron nutrition,for April—June and 1—2 times.
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Table 1 Type ,name,number and sources of rootstock varieties
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Name Number ~ Family and genus Origin
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Fig. 1 Comparison of survival rate with different rootstocks

2.2 BEVRMAE RS

M 2 FTELE Y B TF IR & I 40 B AL BRI 3
YWRTEMRE., 2K ZHTHBEESEENTAR
B RS A2 84 om, HA T4.T9.T11 fAFhE
PRGE H 5 T 7E L 250, < L Pt 5 7 T, 3R B 5 U 2
T5.T7.T11.T12, X R REW 1B 2 e 2 v AR bk
AR,

13

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



http://www.fineprint.cn

< IREHR -

wF @ ¥ 201505):12~16

=Tl
8L -T2
T3
=} -+ T4
£ -+ T5
= Of —-T6
- 2 > T7
g - T8
.8 =+ T9
S 4r --T10
£ --T11
2 —TI2
P > TI13
01-08  02-21 03-10  04-08
1) Time/ H-H
200
150 F
g
k)
52100 F
g
~ S0
01-08 0221  03-10  04-08

1) Time/ H-H

YR
Number of euphylla/ H-
=

5 -
0 1 1 1 1
01-08 02-21 03-10 04-08
I5f18) Time/ H-H
20

RS
Length of leaf/cm
=

01-08 02-21

58] Time/ H-H

03-10 04-08

B2 FRAERENERERERSLE

Fig. 2 Comparison of the growth of grafted watermelons with different rootstocks
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Table 2 Effect of rootstocks on nutrition quality of grafted watermelon
TEMEARER WEEERSE H#ERCHR MW PEER TAMESR EEMESR  TIRNERY A%ERY  AIRER
TGA Soluble protein Total content of Vitamin C Total content Soluble sugar ~ Reducing sugar £ Soluble & Side Organic acids
Rootstock content free amino acid content of carotene content content solid content solid content content
/(pgs gD /(mgeg™ 1)  /(uge+ (100e)"1FW) /(mgekg™1) /(ugeg™ 1) /(pgeg D /(ugs gD /Cugeg™ ) /(ugeg™ D
T1 2. 75abc 5. 33ef 0. 20m 5. 35d 55. 82b 49. 73bc 11. 60def 8. 33cd 0. 66k
T2 2. 19bc 4. 80hijkl 0. 23ghij 5. 41be 51. 36¢ 44.68d 12.17cd 7. 95 1. 15bc
T3 1. 92¢ 4. 89ghijk 0. 21lm 5. 30e 46. 25¢d 41. 86e 10. 73gh 8. 20cde 0. 85h
T4 3.58a 5. 71bc 0. 23hijk 5.33d 48. 51cd 42.0le 10. 67h 7. 88% 1. 10ced
T5 2.17bc 4. 68kl 0. 22jklm 5. 29e 45. 83d 41. 98ef 12. 53be 7.97ef 0. 94fg
T6 2. 30be 4. 561 0. 30b 5.23f 44. 90d 40. 78f 11. 95de 8. 10def 1. 27a
T7 2.47bc 5.51cde 0. 24fghi 5. 38¢ 60. 39ab 51. 24ab 13. 40a 9. 33a 0.51m
T8 3.0lab 4. 77kl 0. 27cde 5. 44b 61. 41a 53. 64a 12. 20cd 8. 80b 0. 51lm
T9 2. 33bc 5. 40de 0. 26def 5. 16g 50. 25¢d 45. 64cd 11. 43ef 8. 00ef 1. 00ef
T10 2. 22bc 5. 08fg 0. 23ijkl 5. 33de 50. 78cd 47.12¢ 11. 67def 8.37¢c 0. 86gh
T11 2. 31bc 4. 29m 0. 26ef 5.11g 61. 85a 53.17a 11. 65def 8.43c 0. 70ijk
Ti2 2. 94ab 6. 27a 0. 34a 5. 36¢cd 63. 84a 53. 96a 12. 87ab 9. 00b 0. 65k
T13 2. 90ab 4. 77ijkl 0. 21klm 7.03a 49. 77cd 44, 93d 11. 33fg 8.27cd 1. 02de
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Table 3 Effect of rootstocks on taste quality of grafted watermelon
[N & ROE il 3 Ko e BB i) 2 Ui REpie RERE GAVE
Rootstock  Taste  Refreshing degree Sweetness Moisture Flesh color Maturity =~ Character Hollow ratio Seed number Peel color — Peel thick Comprehensive evaluation
Tl 0. 45bc 0. 48abc 0. 54a 0. 52ab 0. 29b 0. 46a 0. 48bc 0. 40a 0.07a 0.12a 0.2la 4.02b
T2 0. 36de 0. 34e 0. 38d 0. 35{g 0. 28b 0. 40c 0. 25¢ 0.37c 0. 04f 0. 06e 0.12¢g 2. 95de
T3 0. 33e 0. 33e 0. 38d 0. 32gh 0. 22e 0. 46a 0. 44d 0. 40a 0. 06b 0. 07d 0. 081 3.09d
T4 0. 19g 0. 25g 0. 291 0. 26j 0. 20f 0. 46a 0. 28f 0. 39ab 0.03g 0. 10b 0. 081 2.3le
T5 0. 39d 0. 35de 0. 40c 0. 32gh 0. 26¢ 0. 45a 0. 22g 0. 38bc 0. 05de 0. 10b 0. 10h 3.02d
T6 0. 32f 0. 35de 0. 39cd 0. 36ef 0. 28b 0. 46a 0. 40de 0. 40a 0. 05de 0. 10b 0.17c 3.28d
T7 0. 53a 0.52a 0. 59a 0. 55a 0. 25d 0. 46a 0. 50ab 0. 40a 0. 06bc 0.13a 0. 14d 4.13a
T8 0. 45bc 0. 46b 0. 52ab 0. 48abc 0. 27bc 0. 46a 0. 48b 0. 40a 0. 06¢c 0. 10bc 0. 14d 3.82b
T9 0. 34e 0. 36d 0.41c 0. 38de 0. 28b 0. 46a 0. 3% 0. 39ab 0. 0de 0.13a 0. 13e 3.31d
T10 0. 32¢f 0. 28f 0. 32e 0. 30hi 0. 24de 0. 46a 0.53a 0. 40a 0. 04f 0. 10bc 0. 13fg 3.12d
Ti1 0. 45bc 0. 45bc 0.51b 0. 47bc 0. 33a 0.47a 0.52a 0. 40a 0.07a 0. 10bc 0. 13ef 3.90b
Ti2 0. 48b 0. 46b 0. 52ab 0. 43cd 0.27¢ 0. 43abc 0. 46¢ 0. 40a 0. 05d 0. 10c 0. 13e 3. 73bc
T13 0.41cd 0.45¢ 0.52b 0. 50ab 0. 28b 0. 40bc 0. 42d 0. 40a 0. 04f 0.13a 0.19b 3. 74c
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Fig. 3 Comparison of fruit fresh weight and yield per 667 m? of

grafted watermelons with different rootstocks
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Effect of Pumpkin Rootstocks on Growth, Yield and Fruit Quality of Grafted Watermelon

LIN Ye'? ,DUAN Qing-qing? ,SHAQ Jing-yi' , HUANG Dan-feng'-?
(1. School of Agricultural and Biology, Shanghai Jiaotong University, Shanghai 200240; 2. Key Laboratory of Urban Agriculture (South),
Ministry of Agriculture,P, R. China,Shanghai 200240)

Abstract: Taking 12 excellent pumpkin rootstocks as materials, with self-rooted watermelon cv. ‘Zaojia 8424 as control,
grafting survival rate, growth and fruit nutrient qualities of grafted seedling on twelve rootstocks were studied. The
results showed that grafted seedling of ‘Jingxin stock 3’ had the largest survival rate which reached 97 %. All seedlings
from the grafted combinations grew better than self-rooted ones. ¢ Qingyanxiuzhen’, ‘Naire’ and the series of Jingxin’
had good performance in the quality and nutrient of fruits. Furthermore, there were significant differences in taste
identification between all the grafed combinations and ‘Qingyanxiuzhen’, ‘Naire” and the series of ‘Jingxin’ showed good
taste. Moreover,single fruit weight and the yield per 667 m® of grafted watermelons were significantly higher than that of
self-rooted ones. The single fruit weight was highest in ‘7059’ and then was the series of ‘Jingxin’, ¢ Yong zhen
stock 7. In terms of the yield per 667 m?,all the grafted combinations had better performance than self-root seedling by
1.8 t/667m’. In conclusion, grafting watermelon cv. ‘Zaojia 8424’ on the rootstocks of ¢Jingxin stock 3’ or
‘Qingyanxiuzhen’ showed higher grafting survival rate,better growth performance and favorable fruit qualities,and thus
were recommended for agricultural producers.

Keywords ; graft ; pumpkin rootstocks; yield; fruit quality
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