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Study on Growth and Development of Zyphus jujuba Root
in Gravel-mulched Land in Ningxia

LI Batryun, WEI Tian-jun

(Institute of Germplasm Resources Ningxia Academy of Agricultural and Forestry Sciences, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750002)

Abstract: To study on growth and development of Zyphus jujuba root,the experiment chose 1 year old and 3 to 5
years old ‘ Tongxinyuanzao’ as material in 2008 to 2010. The results indicated that the vertical distribution of Zyphus
jujuba root in one year old mainly distributed in 0~25 cm,especially the root amount in 0~5 cm soil top layer was
60% in soil root profile. The amount of Zyphus jujuba root(diameter<C0. 2 mm)accounted for 90% in the soil layer.
Compared with root in one year old, the root amount of 3-year-old jujube increased by 1. 5 times. The root(diameter>
3 mm)appeared in the soil layer, reached 65cm soil depths in vertical. The root system of 5-year-old jujube had two
developmental characteristics in vertical distribution: on the one hand, the amount of the root obviously decreased in
0~5 cm soil layer, mainly distributed in 5~25 c¢cm. One another hand the root amount obviously increased in 25~
65 cm soil layer and reached 32. 9% ~44.3% in 0~65 cm soil root profile. The amount of root(diameter™>0. 2 mm)
accounted for 40%. The distance of the horizontal distribution of root system in 1 year old, 3 to 5 years old
‘Tongxinyuanzao’ reached 50, 150, 250, 300 cm respectively. Water-retaining agent and fertilizer-water made the
amount and diameter of root enhanced in soil layer.
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Fig. 1 The influence on ‘Nakai” pear fruit longitudinal diameter

growth of different treatment
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Table 3 Influence on fruit quality of ‘Nakai” pear of different treatment
TSS vC
Treament Shape index Weight of single fruit/g Total soluble solid/ % VC content/g « (100mL) ~! Acid content/g + (100mL) ~! Sugar content/g + (100mL) ~! Sugar/acid
Al 0.8024aA 200. 9bB 12.9bB 5. 145bA 0.082 9.302 113.439¢B
A2 0. 7742bA 222.9aA 14. 2aA 3.361dB 0. 080 10. 250 128. 125abA
A3 0.7979aA 196. 7¢C 13.0bB 5.730aA 0.075 10.014 133.520aA
CK(A)  0.8191aA 158. 8dD 12.5¢B 3.898cB 0.071 8.803 123. 986bA
3 Duncan 0. 05 B 0.01 . B

Note: The data were average of three replicates,new multiple range method propounded by Duncan,Small letters are at 0. 05 level while capital letters at 0. 01 level, the same

letter said the difference was not significant. The same below.
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Table 4 Influence on fruit quality of ‘Zaosu’ pear of different treatment
TSS vC
Treament Shape index Weight of single fruit/g Total soluble solid/ % VC content/g « (100mL) ! Acid content/g + (100mL) ~! Sugar content/g + (100ml) ~1 Sugar/acid
Bl 1. 060aA 150. 0bB 15. 0aA 0. 840aA 0.169 8.953 52.976bB
B2 1.073aA 153. 3aA 11. 1dC 0. 564bB 0.162 7.220 44, 568dD
B3 1. 068aA 149. 5bB 11. 6cC 0. 840aA 0. 156 8.974 57.526aA
CK(B) 1.109aA 128. 3cC 12.1bB 0.841aA 0. 144 7.067 49, 076¢C
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Table 5 Influence on fruit quality of ‘ Huangjin’ pear of different treatment
TSS vC
Treament Shape index Weight of single fruit/g Total soluble solid/ % VC content/g « (100mL) ~! Acid content/g + (100mL) ~! Sugar content/g + (100mL) ~1 Sugar/acid
C1 0.929aA 354.7bB 12.8dC 1.282bB 0.177 6.949 39. 260bC
C2 0.926aA 345. 8¢C 13.2bB 1. 283bB 0.182 7.362 40. 450bB
C3 0.921aA 405, 1aA 13. 7aA 1. 286aA 0. 147 7.921 55. 884aA
CK(O) 0. 886bA 219. 4dD 13.0cC 1. 283bB 0. 201 7.323 36.433cC
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Pear Plastering Agent’s Applying Effects on Three Pear Varieties

WANG Zhi-hui, YIN Wen-fang, YAN Qiao-giao
(College of Horticulture, Sichuan Agricultural University, Ya’an, Sichuan 625014)

Abstract: Taking ‘Nakai’ pear, ‘Zaosu’ pear and ‘Huangjin’ pear as the experimental materials, this essay studied
the effects on the fruit growth, maturation period and quality, which were caused by different process of pear
plastering agent. The results indicated that pear plastering agent processing obviously promoted the pear’s diameter
growth and made the fruit weight increase, different processing of pear plastering agent made the maturation period
ahead of time in different extents, pear plastering agent processing improved the quality of pear, but should act
according to the best processing way which varied from different varieties.
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