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Abstract : Comparison three kinds of branch pinching method in Xinjiang southern on jujube, produced by different

methods of pinching jujube number,jujube hanging type, fruit weight, total soluble sugar content, titration acid

content to determine a reasonable method of pinching, The results showed that the number of fruit per plant of

Chinese jujube branch heavy heart was significantly higher than that of light and heaviest plant fruit topping

number ,the average was higher than 22. 85 and 19. 60. The heavy pinching was maximum weight of jujube fruit,

was 8. 32 g, heavier than the light pinching and heaviest pinching 9.5% and 9.4%. The total soluble sugar

content of fruit was the highest by the heavy pinching, reached 28. 74% , higher than light pinching and heaviest

pinching 3. 86 and 4. 13 percentage points. Therefore,determined heavy pinching was best method of high-density

young jujube.
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Fig. 1 Effect of drought stress on soluble sugar
content of pepper seedling
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content of pepper seedling
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Fig. 3 Effect of drought stress on MDA content of
pepper seedling
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Fig. 4 Effect of drought stress on chlorophyll content of
pepper seedling
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Fig. 5 Effect of drought stress on soluble protein
content of pepper seedling
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Effects of Drought Stress on Physiological Indexes of Pepper Seedling

LOU Xiyan' , LIU Dongmei® , PEI Dongli® , LI Jianmin®
(1. College of Civil Engineering,Shangqiu Institute of Technology , Shangqiu, Henan 476000; 2. Department of Life Science, Shangqgiu

Normal University/Key Laboratory of Plant-microbe Interactions,Shanggiu, Henan 476000)

Abstract; Three different varieties of pepper were used as test materials. Water-controlled treatment(3,6,9 days)

was conducted to study how different degrees of drought stress influenced certain physiological indexes of pepper

seedling by potting plant method. The results indicated that with increasing of different drought stress levels, the

contents of soluble sugar, free proline and MDA increased, whereas the contents of chlorophyll and soluble protein

decreased.
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