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Effects of pleotropic azole on the growth
and fruit quality of ‘ Bojihong’ figs
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Abstract: To solve the problem of vigorous vegetative growth and reduced fruit quality of figs in southern Xin-
jiang, this study used the biennial fig ( Ficus carica L.) ‘Bojihong’ variety as the test material and used clear wa-
ter as the control (CK). During the shoot growth period, different concentrations of pleotropic azole were applied to
different parts of the plant. The treatments included Y1 ( Blade application with 15 mg - L™"), Y2 (Blade applica-
tion with 45 mg - L"), Y3 (Blade application with 75 mg - L™"), J1 (Stem application with 15 mg - L"), J2
(Stem application with 45 mg - L™'), J3 (Stem application with 75 mg - L™"), DI ( Terminal bud application with
15 mg - L"), D2 (Terminal bud application with 45 mg - L") | and D3 ( Terminal bud application with 75 mg *
L™'). Plant growth and fruit quality and sugar acid components were analyzed. The results showed that; (1) Pleo-
tropic azole could significantly inhibit shoot growth, of which J3 was the most significant effect of 34.99% compared

with the control. And the inhibitory effect was enhanced with the increasing concentration. (2) The application of
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45 mg - L' pleotropic azole to the stem could significantly increase the single fruit mass by 13.40%. The applica-

tion of 75 mg - L' pleotropic azole promoted the accumulation of soluble solid and soluble sugar content in the
fruit, which increased by 21.04% and 26.83% with the control and reduced the titrated acid content by 16.67%,

and the fruit sugar-acid ratio increased by 63.38%. (3) Low concentration (15 mg - L") promoted the accumula-

tion of the total sugar fraction of fig, which increased by 12.70% compared with the control, inhibited the accumu-

lation of 0.32% of the fig acid fraction, and high concentration (75 mg - L") treatment promoted the accumulation

of 11.78% quinic acid in the fruit. (4) Principal component analysis showed that the comprehensive score of each

treatment was Y3> D3> J2> J3> CK> Y1> J1> D2> Y2> D1. In conclusion, high concentration (75 mg - L")

significantly improved the fruit quality of ‘ Bojihong’ figs, and foliar application of 75 mg - L™" was the best.

Keywords: fig; pleotropic azole; plant growth; fruit quality; comprehensive evaluation
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Table 1  Position and concentration of pleotropic

azole on ‘Bojihong’ fig plants

b3 AL W%/ (mg - L1
Treatment Position Concentration

Y1 At A Blade 15

Y2 I Blade 45

Y3 " Blade 75

I 2536 Stem 15

J2 25 Stem 45

J3 ZEHB Stem 75

D1 TiZf Terminal bud 15

D2 TiZf Terminal bud 45

D3 Ti%f Terminal bud 75

CK ##k(¥%7K) Whole plant (Branch water) 0
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Fig.1 Effects of pleotropic azole on the growth of ‘ Bojihong’ fig trees
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Table 2 Effects of pleotropic azole on fruit

appearance of ‘ Bojihong’ figs

HORTE RIYPE SRR HIHEEL
il L - .
Single fruit Longitudinal Transverse Fruit shape
Treatment . . .
mass/g diameter/mm  diameter/ mm index
Y1 54.38+6.80bc  56.60+4.63bcd  43.03+243d  1.31+0.14bcde
Y2 56.01+7.26b  64.55+4.46a 4377+344cd  1.51+0.16a
Y3 5740+£7.03b  62.27+5.50ab 44770£2.42bed  1.39+0.14abed
J1 57.64+885h  60.22+65labc  46.95+520ab  1.27+0.20cdef
2 64.05+855a  65.62+5.58a 45.43+2.78abed 1.43+0.17abed
I3 59.08+12.86ab  53.32+13.92d 4727+388a  1.13£0.33f
D1 4327+424c  5451+72lcd 444452 73cd  1.2320.18ef
D2 48.79+990bc  54.64+1190cd  43.32+3.05cd  1.25+0.29def
D3 34.85t6.12bc  65.77+4.74a 45.88+2.11abe  1.45+0.15ab
CK 5547+4.56b  6549+4.34a 4423+1.69cd  1.48+0.09a

VE < ISR ] /NG 57 B R A B 2% 5 53 (P<0.05) R
Note: Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate signifi-

cant differences between treatments ( P<0.05). The same below.
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Table 3 Effects of pleotropic azole on the intrinsic quality of ‘ Bojihong’ figs

qb P EIE Y AR A AT SE R TEH Z’@i? ‘Eﬁg‘fﬁiﬁlﬁ MR L
Treatment Soluble solid Soluble sugar Titratable acid Starch Vitamin C Soluble protein Sugar-acid
/% /% /% /% /(mg - 100g™") /(mg-g™") ratio
Y1 22.13+1.18bed 11.56+1.48b 0.14+0.02bc 0.76+0.07ab 35.08+0.48f 1.06+0.06bc 80.79+3.63de
Y2 22.70+0.66b 12.28+0.94b 0.11+0.02¢ 0.87+0.05ab 42.91+0.39a 1.00+0.07¢ 114.04+9.14abc
Y3 23.40+0.53b 14.17+1.59ab 0.19+0.01a 0.92+0.14ab 39.88+0.46bcd 1.07+0.01bc 72.88+3.27e
J1 23.20+0.79b 12.62+0.47h 0.13+0.01¢ 0.85+0.13ab 39.91+0.58bed 1.00+0.10¢ 102.84+15.51bed
12 24.07+3.56b 13.58+0.74ab 0.11+0.01¢ 0.96+0.12ab 40.95+1.07abc 1.13£0.0labc ~ 127.60+4.56ab
13 28.37+1.05a 16.36+0.13a 0.12+0.01¢ 1.12+0.14a 42.19+0.55ab 1.25+0.06a 141.03+6.87a
D1 18.73+1.39%¢ 11.82+0.99b 0.18+0.01ab 0.74+0.04b 36.29x1.11ef 1.16+0.01abc 69.70+11.20e
D2 19.63+0.93de 11.90+0.98b 0.18+0.02ab 0.86+0.07ab 37.45+1.19def 1.20+0.04ab 67.78+9.60e
D3 19.87+0.95cde 12.73+0.92b 0.18+0.02ab 0.96+0.14ab 38.83+0.93cd 1.21+0.03ab 71.52+10.60e
CK 22.40+1.18be 11.97+0.91b 0.1420.01bc 0.94+0.08ab 38.14+0.60de 1.15+0.02abc 86.32+£9.99cde
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Fig.2 Effects of different pleotropic azole treatments on the

content of sugar components of ‘ Bojihong’ figs
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Fig.3 Effects of different pleotropic azole treatments on

the content of acid components of ‘ Bojihong’ figs
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Table 4  Principal component analysis of fruit

quality indicators of ‘ Bojihong’ figs
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Ttem Eigenvalue contribution
rate/ %
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. 4
. 'Eﬁ Iﬁﬁﬁ 5.961 45.852 45.852
First principal component
Jepy — 3 y
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Second principal component
=3 4
B=EWI 1.838 14.142 82.333
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0.162x; — 0.163x, + 0.315x, — 0.258x; —
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y; = 0.160x, — 0.227x, — 0.317x, — 0.111x, +
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0.268x, + 0.415x,, + 0.185x,, +
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Table 5 Principal component load matrix of fruit

quality indicators for ‘ Bojihong’ figs
H-TSr BTIGr BETEUr

e
f Edbﬁ First principal Second principal Third principal
ndex component component component
RN\ A~ L
v e it 0.877 -0.142 0217
Starch content
*E&H: . 0.871 0.212 -0.308
Sugar-acid ratio
N A I =N
PSR 0.854 0.119 -0.430
Soluble solid content
St A L
Al 0.853 -0262 -0.150
Soluble sugar content
2 it AL
RER CHR 0.834 0.276 0.166
Vitamin C content
A%
| REER 0.793 -0.278 0.102
Fruit transverse diameter
SRR 0.744 0537 -0.056
Single fruit mass
MR A
R 0.692 0439 0384
Total acid fraction content
AL E R
Titratable acid content 0.5% 0457 0.363
o
FRAR -0.120 0.793 0.562
Fruit shape index
[5] Vo3| A~ EL
PIHERE AR 0.187 0751 0251
Soluble protein content
Rz
Fruit longitudinal diameter 0.141 0.739 0.625
M A
BRI P i -0.442 0418 -0.631

Total sugar fraction content
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Table 6 Comprehensive scores and ranking of

fruit quality indicators of ‘ Bojihong’ figs

Ab T ) ) S50 He#
Treatment N 2 s Comprehensive score  Sort
Y1 -0.72 1.31 2.21 0.27 6
Y2 -0.12 -2.11 -0.81 -0.64 9
Y3 1.33 0.31 0.32 0.72 1
J1 0.01 -0.66 -1.54 -0.36 7
J2 1.26 -1.06 0.04 0.34 3
J3 1.01  -1.19 0.75 0.31 4
D1 -2.23 1.40 -0.18 -0.73 10
D2 —-1.81 1.11 0.20 -0.56 8
D3 0.70 0.93 -1.16 0.37 2
CK 0.58 -0.04 0.17 0.28 5
33 e
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