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Table 1 The proportion of relative radiation of different treatment

HAbFE Treatment < 20% <30%  30% ~59% 60% ~80% = 80%
1 9.12 32.23 43.38 12.09 12. 30
I 3.18 24.19 40.23 21.25 14. 33
il 33.36 49.53 26.08 14.37 10. 02

T B A AL I BRI AR 28 AT IE.
Note:]. The branch amaint suitable ty pe II. The branch anount insuffident type;

Il The branch amount excessive type. The same bdow.
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Fig.1 The distribution of relative radiation in different tree shape
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Note: X axis is the disgance from canopy point to center. Y axis is the distance from canopy to ground Z axis is the relative radiation.
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Table 2 The compare of yield of different treatment
LbE R A FRE o= 667 m2 FE i
Treatment Density/ m Fruits of average plan/ #% Mean fruit mass/ g Yield of Per plant/ kg Yield of average/ kg
I 4<4 338.5 226.31 76.61 3195
11 3X4 110 254.69 28.02 1555
11 1.5X3 66.5 213.15 14.17 2098
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Fig. 2 The yield distribution of different treatment
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Table 3 The difference of fruit quality of different treatment in different layer of tree canopy
N7 7 T e s L8 S H (LTHR T USRS s AR T AT ER [y 1R

Canopy height . Mean fruit Surface blush Fineness Fruit shape Firmness Soluble solids Titratable Solids
above ground/ m freatment mass/ g /% /% index / kg * an—2 /% acidity’ %o / Acid
I 221.65B 97.72A 99.34A 0.92B 7.33B 13.91B 2.70B 42.15B

0.5~1.0 1 256. 82A 99.09A 97. TIA 0.93B 6. 54C 14. 86A 3.4A 49.53A

il 210.64B 75.08B 87.78B 0.95A 8.25A 13.05C 3.18A 42.51B

I 232.47B 97.53B 9%.17B 0.93AB 6.72B 14.458 2.88B 45.30B

L.LO~LS I 256. 52A 99. 82A 96.97A 0.91B 6.49B 14. 81A 3.12A 51.07A

il 211.04C 77.21C 85.67C 0.95A 8. 14A 13.82C 3.24A 44.58B

I 240.01B 96.73B 96. 14A 0.9%4A 6.48B 14. 86B 2.97A 52.14A
1.5~2.0 I 246. 63A 99.00A 93.93A 0.91B 7.24B 15. 54A 3.10A 48.35AB

11 217.90C 82.86C 84.65B 0.92AB 7.44A 14.22C 3.05A 45.68B

I 237.06B 96. 68B M. 73A 0.87B 6. 89B 15.15B 3.11B 53.20A

2.0~2.5 11 250. 61A 99. 79A 93.23A 0.94A 7.12B 15. 72A 2.92AB 48.22B

il 218.50B 87.92C 84.45B 0.91A 7.32A 14.63C 3.02A 45.38C

I 239.98B 9.21B 9. 11A 0.87B 6. 55A 15.38B 3.19A 50. 52A

2.5~3.0 I 276. 44A 99.71A 90. 69A 0. %A 6.53A 16. 4A 3. 11A 50. 68A

il 226.07B 88.51C 82.55B 0.92A 6.38A 15.03C 3.09A 47.19B

I 239.05B 9. 18B 93. 15A 0.83A 6. 18A 15. 96B 3.31A 57.15A

3.0~3.5 1 281. 50A 99.32A 90.69B 0.94A 5.75B 16. 10B 3.13B 53.59B

il 239.05B 90.93C 81.91B 0.92A 5.43B 15.43C 3.22B 47.40C
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Comparative Study on Distribution of Relative Light Intensity and Yield and
Quality of Red Fuji Apple Trees with Different Numbers of New Shoots

NIU Jun-giangs MA Ming YIN Xiao-ningg DONG-Tie

(Institute of Fruit and Floriculture of Gansu Academy of Agricultural Science Lanzhow Gansu 730070)

Abstract. Comparative study on distribution in relative light intensity and fruit yield, characteristic of canopy space in fruit
yield and quality with the three different shoots amount types of Red Fuji apple trees, with modified spindle shape in
Longdong area. The results showed that the canopy volume ratio of relative light intensity insufficient to 30%) were
32.23%, 24.19%,49.53% and output were 3 195, 1 555 2 098 kg/667m’ in branch amount suitable type, the branch
amount insufficient type, the branch amount excessive type; All quality of fruit in branch amount insufficient type slightly
than the branch amount suitable type, but fruits of two types all were good quality. The optimum branch amount of
canopy structure for good quality and high yield of Red Fuji apple trees were obtained, which were about 84 000/ 667m’ .
Key words: apple; relative light intensity; yield; quality
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