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Effect of Renewal Pruning on Alternate Bearing of Apple

BAI Gang-shuan' ,ZOU Chao-yu! ,LI Jing-jing? ,DU She-ni
(1. Institute of Soil and Water Conservation, Northwest Agriculture and Forestry University, Yangling,Shaanxi 71210032, Mintoring Center of
Soil and Water Conservation and Ecological Environment of Yellow River,Xi’an,Shaanxi 710021)

Abstract; Taking ‘Red Fuji’ apple as test material ,with the long-branch pruning as control,the effect of renewal pruning
on the number and proportion of different branches,fruit weight and yield in different years were determined in Weibei
Plateau,Shaanxi province. In order to reduce the probability and extent of alternate bearing of apple tree in final full
productive stage. The results showed that the renewal pruning significantly improved the number and proportion of
turion, long branch and medium branch, significantly reduced short branch and foliage branch. Renewal pruning
significantly decreased the number and proportion of vegetative branch, significantly increased fruit branch in on-year;but
in off-year,renewal pruning significantly increased vegetative branch,significantly decreased fruit branch. The fruit weight
and yield of renewal pruning remained at a certain level and changed to a lesser extent,but long-branch pruning had a
magnitude change and significantly larger than renewal pruning. Renewal pruning could effectively reduce the probability
and extent of alternate bearing of apple tree in final full productive stage.
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Table 1

Comparison of nutrition component in five species of leek

EIHRS &FHEAER NS “BEE R “AeE F1” “ITRERERM”
Nutrient content Jinxiu wild leek Daming Mountain wild leek “Yejiubao Fy? ¢Jiubao F1”’ “Guangxi Nongjia species’
4% C 4 Vitamin C content/(mg + (100g) “1FW) 103.33 b 121.11 a 53.33 ¢ 53.33 ¢ 48.89 ¢
HEH RS’ Protein content/ (mg » g~ 1FW) 2.751 b 3.964 ab 3.098 b 3.245 b 5.021 a
A VE MR i Soluble sugar content/(mg + g~ 1DW) 188.38 b 246. 66 a 103.09 ¢ 63.67 d 78.26 ¢
HMEF4E S Crude fibre content/(pg » g=1) 3.896 b 6.133 a 2.704 ¢ 2.651 ¢ 1.879 ¢
fifi Se/(pg * g ) 0. 01379 ¢ 0.01942 ab 0. 01954 ab 0. 03556 a —c
. _ &k Fe/ (pg* gD 21. 668 a 23.833 a 16.467 b 16.369 b 12.343 ¢
AR
o5 Ca/(pg+ g 1) 203. 825 b 678. 000 a 317. 980 b 281.308 b 315. 667 b
Microelement content
B Zn/(uge gD 5.668 b 4,924 be 5.425 b 6.747 a 4.596 ¢
74 Mn(/ (pg * g 1) 1708.42 ¢ 4 107.50 a 1 606.75 ¢ 1708.92 ¢ 2750.92 b

)& R Subordinative value 0. 30782 0. 30813
LE4& kb HE4 Comprehensive quality ranking 2 1 5 3 4

TR RN FRERIRTE 0. 05 KPR B,

Note: Different lowercase letters in the same row show significant difference at 0. 05 level.
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Comprehensive Evaluation on Leaf Nutrition Quality Between Two Species of
Guangxi Wild Leek and Cultivation Leek

WAN Zheng-lin'"? , HUANG Xiong-biao* , WU Peng' ,LIU Chao-an' , LI Li-zhi' ,DENG Jian-ying' , LONG Ming-hua®
(1. Guangxi Demonstration Park for Modern Agricultural Science and Technology , Nanning , Guangxi 530007 ;2. College of Agriculture,Guangxi

University, Nanning , Guangxi 530004)

Abstract ; Taking two species of Guangxi wild leek and three species of cultivation leek as test materials,the differences of

their nutrition component by measuring the leaf nutrition indexes were compared, and evaluated comprehensively by

subordinate function value analysis. The results showed that the nutrition quality of two species of Guangxi wild leek was

better than cultivation leek,the nutrition quality sequence for the five species of leek was Daming Mountain wild leek™>Jinxiu
wild leek> ‘Jiubao F; ’>>‘Guangxi Nongjia species’>*Yejiubao F, .

Keywords: wild leek;cultivation leek;nutrition quality;subordinate function value
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