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Effect of preharvest irrigation on fruit drop, fruit crack and fruit quality of junzao

MUHTAR Zari, KADIR Isah, MAHMUT Ablat, SHI Yan-jiang, WU Zheng-bao
(Institute of Economic Forest, Xinjiang Academy of Forestry Sciences , Urumqi, Xinjiang 830063, China)

Abstract: This study used eight — year old Junzao trees as materials to investigate the effects of preharvest irrigation
timing on fruit dropping rate, fruit cracking rate, leaf relative water content and some fruit quality index of Junzao. The
results show that leaf relative water content were increased with increasing of orchard soil water content, the leaf relative
water content of T3 (irrigation 5 times) was higher than the control by 17.64% . With more irrigation times, preharvest
fruit dropping rate and fruit cracking rate of Junzao were significantly decreased, with the fruit dropping rate and fruit
cracking rate of T3 treatment being 7.697% +0.724% and 12.393% +0.290% , respectively. The increase in irriga-
tion times could reduce fruit soluble sugar, titratable acid, Ca and Zn content, but there were a significant increase in
the soluble protein and sugar acid ratio, flavonoids, N, K, Mn, Fe and Cu content. In addition, the effects on P and
Mg content were not significant. Preharvest irrigation treatment could significantly reduce fruit dropping rate and cracking
rate of Junzao, with the T3 treatment showing the largest effect.

Keywords: junzao; irrigation time; fruit dropping rate; fruit cracking rate; fruit quality
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Fig.3  Junzao orchard soil moisture and leaf relative water content under different preharvest irrigation times
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Table 1 Effects of preharvest irrigation times on fruit nutrient taste index

fhg AR S ATV it A A R A Wi EEes

: Soluble protein content Soluble sugar content Titratable acid content e . Flavonoid content
Treatment 1 1 o Sugar acid ratio -

/(mg-g™") /(mgrg™") /(mgrg™") /(mg-g™")
CK 24.003 +1.041Cc 388.40 +9.85Aa 4.97 £0.40Aa 78.667 + 8.083Ab 28.857 +2.902Cd
T1 28.027 £ 0.831BChc 270.73 + 3.80Bb 3.24+0.29Bb 84.333 +9.292Aab 35.913 + 1.365Bc¢
T2 32.360 + 2.884Bb 257.17 +5.35BCb 2.80 +0.08BChc 92.000 + 4.583Aab 40.580 + 0.473Bb
T3 49.667 +£3.971Aa 234.67 +12.34Cc 2.40+0.10Cc 97.667 + 8.622Aa 48.833 £ 1.715Aa

T R ARG R RS NG TSR RN A A B A B35 2257 (P < 0.0) BB H 2257 (P <0.05), FIA.

Note: the different letters in same columns indicated that there were significant differences either at P <0.01 or P <0.05, the same below.
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Table 2 Effects of preharvest irrigation times on fruit nutrient element content

& JEFE Treatment

Element CK Tl T2 T3
N/% 2.793 +0.145 Ce 3.530+0.182 Bb 3.560 = 0.225 Bh 4.287+0.280 Aa
P/(mg-g™") 1.647 £0.303 Aa 1.783 +0.316 Aa 1.663+0.232 Aa 1.947+0.211 Aa
K/(mg g™") 11.487 +0.050 Be 11.933 +0.190 Bbe 12.467 £ 0.736 ABab 13.293£0.445 Aa
Ca/(pgrg™") 1521.667 + 97.644 Aa 1393.000 + 69.477 ABab 1277.000 + 44306 Bhe 1241.000 + 50.478 Bc
Mg/ (pgrg™ ") 594.967 + 6.396 Aa 587.267 +36.104 Aa 586.200 = 18.031 Aa 596.133 +35.558 Aa
Mn/(pg-g™") 2.767 +0.100 Ce 3.250 + 0.345 BChe 3.677 +0.147 ABb 4.430 £0.444 Aa
Fe/(pgrg™") 77.027 + 6.895 Bb 86.337+5.193 Bb 90.223 +3.968 Bb 117.367 + 12.491 Aa
Cu/(pgrg™") 3.637 +0.333 Be 4.120£0.961 ABc 5.290 +0.130 ABb 5.823+0.699 Aa
Zn/(pg g™") 27.097 £2.252 Aa 23.493 +2.873 ABab 20.560 + 1.150 Bhe 18.507 + 0.574 Be
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