2023(2):31-36 Northern Horticulture . .

doi: 10. 11937/bfyy. 20222213

1 1 1 1 1 2
’ ’ ’ ’ ’
(1. s 830052,2. s 843000)
3 2 , s
. s N C
i :3 “ 2 ) “ 1 2 R
s 180~190 d, 210~220 d; “N-1”
82.94% 58 15%, 2 7 26.76% 40.90% ;“N-1”
. . « 2 ”,“Nfl” C
2. 79 mg * (loog)—l , “ 2 ”’ “ 1 ”o ,“N‘l” .
:S 6611 :B :1001—0009(2023)02—0031—06
[1-2]
b b [3] o
(1994, . . [”o
» E-mail:1664696943@ qq. com. , s
(1968, . s s y .
» E-mail:lws@xjau. edu. cn. , .
; . 20
’ . 80 . 250 G,
20 70

:2022—05—29

vigor, chlorophyll content and net photosynthetic rate of seedlings under low temperature stress
conditions, significantly decreased the cytoplasmic membrane permeability and MDA content of
seedlings under low temperature stress conditions, and increased antioxidant enzymes (SOD, POD)
activity, and 300 mg + L' treatment reached the maximum value. In conclusion, different
concentrations of humic acid treatments had significant differences in photosynthetic characteristics,
growth and physiological indexes of melon seedlings under low temperature stress,and the treatment
with humic acid concentration of 300 mg « L' had the best effect.
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Table 1 Comparison of blooming phenophase -
GY%) 252 50
Flower Flower bud Inflorescence Bud Initial Moribana Full (75%) Final
Cultivar
bud expanding opening exposing separating blooming beginning blooming End of bloom flowering
“N-17 03-21—03-25 03-26—04-01 04-02—04-06 04-07—04-11 04-12—04-16 04-17—04-19 04-20—04-25 04-26—04-29 5
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« 1
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‘Xinhong No. 1”7
“ 9 7
03-22—03-26 03-27—04-02 04-03—04-07 04-08—04-12 04-13—04-17 04-18—04-20 04-21—04-26 04-27—04-30 5
“Nagafu No. 2”7
2
Table 2 Comparison of phenophase of shoot and leafl and fruit setting -
Young fruit Physiological Fruit
Leaf bud Leaf bud Leafl Deciduous
Cultivar Shoot growth Shoot growth formation  fruit drop coloring Fruit
expanding opening opening period
beginning stopping period period period maturity
“N-17 03-27—03-29 03-30—04-03 04-04—04-10 4 5 4 6 9 10 11
*N-27 03-27—03-29 03-30—04-03 04-04—04-10 4 5 4 6 9 10 11
*N-3” 03-27—03-29 03-30—04-03 04-04—04-10 4 5 4 6 9 10 11
« s
03-28—03-31 04-01-—04-04 04-05—04-10 4 5 4 6 9 10 11
‘Xinhong No. 1’
« 9 v
03-29—04-01 04-01—04-04 04-05—04-10 4 5 4 6 9 10 11
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Comparison of fruit setting ratio, tapering grade,internodes length and relative diameter

Fruit setting ratio of Fruit setting ratio of Internode length Tapering Relative diameter
Cultivar
inflorescence/ % flower/ % /em grade /%
“N-17 82. 94a 58 15b 2. 05cd 0. 66b 1 81b
“N-2” 73. 67b 56. 81c 2. 34b 0. 65b 1 76cd
“N-3” 74. 51b 57. 37bc 1 95d 0. 65b 1. 78bc
“ 1 7 ‘Xinhong No. 1’ 84. 18a 61 49a 2. 06¢ 0. 78a 2. 23a
“ 2 ” “Nagafu No. 2’ 65. 43¢ 41, 27d 2. 84a 0. 62b 1 74d
(P<<0. 05),
Note: Different lowercase letters indicate significant difference in the same column at P<Z0. 05. The same as below.
4
Table 4 Comparison of {ruit appearance quality
Peel color
Single fruit Longitudinal Transverse Fruit shape Coloring
Cultivar
weight/g diameter/mm  diameter/mm index (L*) (a*) (b*) type
“N-17 253. 18a 73. 21a 81. 14a 0. 90a 60. 63a 30. 78a 15. 27d
“N-2” 237 37¢ 63. 02d 72. 23d 0. 87a 52. 66d 24, Tlc 25. 14b
“N-3” 230, 67d 63. 80c 73. 13¢ 0. 87a 55. 03¢ 24, 80c¢ 23. 96¢
“ 1 7 ‘Xinhong No. 1’ 243, 01b 70. 88b 77.57b 0. 91a 59. 35b 25. 23b 15. 49d
* 2 7 “Nagafu No. 2’ 224. 39e 63. 78¢ 72. 85¢ 0. 88a 5L 68e 22. 97d 26. 72a
5
Table 5 Comparison of fruit internal quality
C
Fruit firmness Soluble solids  Titratable acidity ~Soluble sugar =~ Reducing sugar Vitamin C content Sugar-acid
Cultivar
/(kg+ cm—2) content/ % content/ % content/ % content/ % /(mg + (100g) "1FW) ratio
“N-17 7. 90b 18 50a 0. 23a 12. 76a 9. 13a 2. 79a 55. 5la
“N-2” 7. 41c 15. 53¢ 0. 29a 1L 47be 8 00d 2. 68a 39. 77¢
“N-3" 8 53a 16. 96b 0. 28a 11 88b 8 41b 2. 50a 42. 82b
1 7 *Xinhong No. 1’ 7. Tlbc 17. 20b 0. 26a 11 28¢ 8 16¢cd 2. 73a 43. 94b
* 2 ” “Nagafu No. 2’ 8 90a 18 10a 0. 21a 11. 54bc 8. 29bc 2. 90a 55. 39a
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Study on the Biological Characteristics of
Spur Red Fuji Bud Transformation

WU Zezhen' ,LI Wensheng' , WANG Anli' ,HU Zhen' ,ZHOU Wenjing' ,ZHANG Zhenjun*
(1. College of Forestry and Horticulture, Xinjiang Agricultural University, Urumqi. Xinjiang 830052; 2. Aksu Prefecture
Forestry Technology Promotion Center, Aksu, Xinjiang 843000)

Abstract: Taking 3 Red Fuji Bud variations and 2 Red Fuji varieties as test materials, the comparative
analysis method was used to observe the biological characteristics such as phenology and fruit setting
rate of different short-branched Red Fuji bud variations,and to measure the single fruit weight,soluble
sugar and vitamin C content. The biological characteristics and fruit quality similarities and differences
of Red Fuji bud change were studied,the comprehensive traits of bud change were evaluated,in order
to provide reference for the selection and breeding of good bud changes. The results showed that the
phenological periods of the three bud changes were relatively consistent with those of ‘Nagafu No. 2’
and ‘Xinhong No. 17 in terms of flowering, branches, leaves and fruit setting. The growth period was
180—190 days, and the vegetative growth period was 210 — 220 days. The inflorescence and flower
fruit setting rates of bud ‘N-1" were 82 94% and 58 15% respectively,26. 76% and 40. 90% higher
than ‘Nagafu No. 27 ; the soluble solids, soluble sugar,reducing sugar sugar-acid ratio of ‘N-1" were
significantly higher than ¢ Nagafu No.2’, and the vitamin C content of °N-1’ was
2. 79 mg « (100g) ',which was higher than ‘Nagafu No. 2’7, but lower than ‘Xinhong No.1’. In
summary, ‘N-1" had the characteristics of high fruit setting rate, high yield and bright fruit color,and
was a bud variant with better comprehensive traits.

Keywords: short branch;Red Fuji; bud mutation;biological characteristics



