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Abstract

Over the years, the phenomenon of dehiscence dates in the mature stage because of rainfall was
serious in jujube. It has seriously affected the quality of the date and the enthusiasm of the far-
mers, which has caused great losses to peasant and local economy. This study is based on “Muzao”
which is the main variety of jujube in northern Shaanxi. First of all, the different concentrations of
nm reagent were used by means of periodically spraying on the fruit and leaf surface; after that,
the effects of nm reagent on the size and weight of jujube fruit and dehiscent fruit were analyzed.
The results were listed as follows: 1) The spraying of different concentrations of nm reagents can
greatly reduce dehiscent fruit rate, but have not significant difference between different concen-
tration; 2) The spraying of different concentrations of nm reagents can increase the transverse
diameter of jujube fruit, and the treatment effect of nm-2 and nm-3 was the best; 3) The treatment
level of nm-2, nm-3 and nm- 4 can increase the vertical diameter of jujube fruit; 4) The spraying of
different concentration of nm reagents can increase the weight of jujube fruit, and the level of
nm-2 concentration is better. In conclusion, the spraying of different concentrations of nm rea-
gents has improved both the quality and the output. Among the different levels of concentration,
the level of nm-2 was the best, and it is recommended to be applied to production.
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Figure 1. The comparison of dehiscent fruit rate of different treatments
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Table 1. Multiple comparison of dehiscent fruit rate of different treatments (LSD)
= 1. TRAEERRELELLR(LSD %)

99%H 15 X [f]

(1) ARHRE Q) AFEWE BEZE (1) FRAELR B
TR FR
nm-2 1.50000 0.73666 0.069 —0.8347 3.8347
nm-3 1.50000 0.73666 0.069 —0.8347 3.8347
s nm-4 0.50000 0.73666 0.513 —1.8347 2.8347
ck —66.00000 0.73666 0.000 —68.3347 —63.6653
nm-1 —1.50000 0.73666 0.069 —3.8347 0.8347
nm-3 0.00000 0.73666 1.000 —2.3347 2.3347
- nm-4 —1.00000 0.73666 0.204 —3.3347 1.3347
ck —67.50000 0.73666 0.000 —69.8347 —65.1653
nm-1 —1.50000 0.73666 0.069 —3.8347 0.8347
nm-2 0.00000 0.73666 1.000 —2.3347 2.3347
- nm-4 —1.00000 0.73666 0.204 —3.3347 1.3347
ck —67.50000 0.73666 0.000 —69.8347 —65.1653
nm-1 —0.50000 0.73666 0.513 —2.8347 1.8347
nm-2 1.00000 0.73666 0.204 —1.3347 3.3347
e nm-3 1.00000 0.73666 0.204 —1.3347 3.3347
ck —66.50000 0.73666 0.000 —68.8347 —64.1653
nm-1 66.00000" 0.73666 0.000 63.6653 68.3347
nm-2 67.50000" 0.73666 0.000 65.1653 69.8347
CK nm-3 67.50000" 0.73666 0.000 65.1653 69.8347
nm-4 66.50000" 0.73666 0.000 64.1653 68.8347

“HME M B HEKCE A 0.01.

3.2. BEEARIRE nm XX FRIEZHIR M54

MAFSREAR BT, ASFIREE nm BRI A0S (0 R R R R TR 2), Hob nm-2, nm-3 1
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{E59 0.000 < 0.01, EHHTLE 0.01 M EEE AT R, ARIKEE nm il EE K ck B R SMR KNA RS E
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RIBFINRE . FIE, AFWRE nm S5 SRR H — S E M, nm-2. nm-3 5 nm-4 7]
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Figure 2. The comparison of the transverse diameter, the vertical diameter and weight of jujube fruit of different treatments
E 2. TRILE#ER, IEMBRELR

Table 2. Multiple comparison of the transverse diameter of different treatments (Tamhane)

2. FEISLIR B2 K/ S E L E (Tamhane %)

99% E (F X 1]

(1) AEIHSE () RFEwE BEZE (1) LINGAS BN
THR FR
nm-2 —0.19550 0.21803 0.990 -0.9182 0.5272
nm-3 —0.14790 0.18941 0.997 —0.7756 0.4798
et nm-4 0.40070 0.18676 0.282 -0.2183 1.0197
ck 1.62260" 0.19279 0.000 0.9837 2.2615
nm-1 0.19550 0.21803 0.990 -0.5272 0.9182
nm-3 0.04760 0.21173 1.000 —0.6544 0.7496
s nm-4 0.59620 0.20937 0.046 —0.0980 1.2904
ck 1.81810" 0.21476 0.000 1.1062 2.5300
nm-1 0.14790 0.18941 0.997 -0.4798 0.7756
nm-2 —0.04760 0.21173 1.000 —0.7496 0.6544
s nm-4 0.54860 0.17937 0.024 —0.0458 1.1430
ck 1.77050" 0.18564 0.000 1.1553 2.3857
nm-1 —0.40070 0.18676 0.282 -1.0197 0.2183
nm-2 —0.59620 0.20937 0.046 -1.2904 0.0980
nm-4 nm-3 —0.54860 0.17937 0.024 -1.1430 0.0458
ck 1.22190" 0.18294 0.000 0.6157 1.8281
nm-1 ~1.62260" 0.19279 0.000 -2.2615 -0.9837
nm-2 -1.81810" 0.21476 0.000 —2.5300 -1.1062
“ nm-3 -1.77050" 0.18564 0.000 —2.3857 -1.1553
nm-4 -1.22190 0.18294 0.000 -1.8281 -0.6157
*EIEZ ¥R MK 0.01.
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Levene Ziit &4 1.874, Sig = 0.113 > 0.05, HA 7 ZEFME. J7%7-# P {625 0.000 < 0.01, #iHifE 0.01
AR, AFEREE nm il A K ck PRI RNEREZEZR. D2 EEITRY
(W5 3), nm-1. ck 5 H A ALBR BE R/ NFAEN R 2 2 5 nm-2. nm-3. nm-4 PR [E] 35 R A 2 7 AN
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MFE 5, nm-2. nm-3. nm-4 &3 AT A —EFE R EIE KRR IME .

3.4. BIEAREMRE nm K7 EREERIRNIHT

M5 BT, SRR E nm 70 1 kb2 S B R E BT, o nm-2. nm-3 SR BRI
K 2) HEFERIGLE R TR, Levene 4iit &N 4.604, Sig=0.001<0.05, ANEAGHZEFE. HEOH
P {Ey 0.000 < 0.01, ¥iHALE 0.01 B AT, AFEKEE nm LB & ck 18 S & /N R
St WS BRI RI(ILZE 4), AFE nm 5 53 AL B RN EEE R nm-1 5
nm-2 [AA R EZE S, HARFERELIFICEEZ R . Fit, ARG LR EEEE P, YA
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Table 3. Multiple comparison of the vertical diameter of different treatments (LSD)
% 3. FELIBEIE KRN ZEELE(LSD %)

99% E 15 X [f]

(1) R Q) AFEWE Bz (1) FRAELR wEE
TR ERR
nm-2 -1.73065" 0.25811 0.000 —2.3968 —1.0645
nm-3 —2.16545" 0.25811 0.000 —2.8316 —-1.4993
et nm-4 —2.19410" 0.25811 0.000 —2.8602 —1.5280
ck 1.18725" 0.25811 0.000 0.5211 1.8534
nm-1 1.73065" 0.25811 0.000 1.0645 2.3968
nm-3 —0.43480 0.25811 0.092 —1.1009 0.2313
s nm-4 —0.46345 0.25811 0.073 -1.1296 0.2027
ck 2.91790" 0.25811 0.000 2.2518 3.5840
nm-1 2.16545" 0.25811 0.000 1.4993 2.8316
nm-2 0.43480 0.25811 0.092 —0.2313 1.1009
s nm-4 —0.02865 0.25811 0.912 —0.6948 0.6375
ck 3.35270" 0.25811 0.000 2.6866 4.0188
nm-1 2.19410" 0.25811 0.000 1.5280 2.8602
nm-2 0.46345 0.25811 0.073 —0.2027 1.1296
-l nm-3 0.02865 0.25811 0.912 —0.6375 0.6948
ck 3.38135" 0.25811 0.000 2.7152 4.0475
nm-1 -1.18725" 0.25811 0.000 —1.8534 —0.5211
nm-2 -2.91790" 0.25811 0.000 —3.5840 —2.2518
o nm-3 -3.35270" 0.25811 0.000 —4.0188 —2.6866
nm-4 -3.38135" 0.25811 0.000 —4.0475 —2.7152

A ZEIN R K 0.01.
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Table 4. Multiple comparison of the weight of different treatments (Tamhane)
= 4. TEIALIEE) B R E L E LR (Tamhane %)

99% {5 X [

(1) AFHEZ Q) AFEWE Bz (1) FRAELR B
TR FR
nm-2 —0.62550 0.20648 0.026 —1.3098 0.0588
nm-3 —0.53850 0.19339 0.055 -1.1794 0.1024
s nm-4 —0.22900 0.18263 0.906 —0.8343 0.3763
ck 1.23400" 0.18402 0.000 0.6241 1.8439
nm-1 0.62550 0.20648 0.026 —0.0588 1.3098
nm-3 0.08700 0.20308 1.000 —0.5861 0.7601
s nm-4 0.39650 0.19286 0.339 —0.2429 1.0359
ck 1.85950" 0.19418 0.000 1.2158 2.5032
nm-1 0.53850 0.19339 0.055 —0.1024 1.1794
nm-2 —0.08700 0.20308 1.000 —0.7601 0.5861
- nm-4 0.30950 0.17877 0.585 —0.2830 0.9020
ck 1.77250" 0.18019 0.000 1.1753 2.3697
nm-1 0.22900 0.18263 0.906 —0.3763 0.8343
nm-2 —0.39650 0.19286 0.339 —1.0359 0.2429
e nm-3 —0.30950 0.17877 0.585 —0.9020 0.2830
ck 1.46300" 0.16859 0.000 0.9043 2.0217
nm-1 -1.23400" 0.18402 0.000 —1.8439 —0.6241
nm-2 -1.85950" 0.19418 0.000 —2.5032 —-1.2158
Ck nm-3 -1.77250" 0.18019 0.000 —2.3697 -1.1753
nm-4 —1.46300" 0.16859 0.000 —2.0217 —0.9043

A ZEIN R K 0.01.
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FERHKAIITH (D2016072);  HE % 17 #KFHETHRITH H (2015CGZH-12).

DOI: 10.12677/hjas.2017.79094 699 b k=


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2017.79094

SE Wk (References)

[1] ZE%k, &, mo0E. REHIFRRAXBFD]. R 54R, 2005, 22(6): 620-625.

[21 PR, SRS, URRGE. Bk b XOR R R B R R S RS ] BRPE AR RHE, 2010(1): 66-68.

[81 BRATHE, REEES, Zfh, & KEIFRFIHERAAERL S M ERIN]. Bl R4, 2007(5): 75-76.
[4] BRpiEFEM AT, B R EIM]. A BRI A R HikR AL, 1978: 554,

[5] FEZMAR. FEPEFFEEEM] AL Bl R, 1994,

Hans X

PR BB 5 2

1. FTFFEIM T http://kns.cnki.net/kns/brief/result.aspx?dbPrefix=WWJD
THIFIERMEESE: [ISSN], H AT ISSN: 2164-5507, RIn] A
2. FTFFENIE TR http://cnki.net/
AE “ EBRSCEREE” BEN, BN SCEAR AR, B A
hEE S http://www.hanspub.org/Submission.aspx
HATFIMEAE: hjas@hanspub.org

DOI: 10.12677/hjas.2017.79094 700 b k=


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2017.79094
http://kns.cnki.net/kns/brief/result.aspx?dbPrefix=WWJD
http://cnki.net/
http://www.hanspub.org/Submission.aspx
mailto:hjas@hanspub.org

	Effects of nm Reagent on Dehiscent Fruit and Quality of Jujube
	Abstract
	Keywords
	nm试剂对枣果实裂果及质量的影响
	摘  要
	关键词
	1. 引言
	2. 材料与方法
	2.1. 材料
	2.2. 试剂
	2.3. 方法

	3. 结果与分析
	3.1. 喷施不同浓度nm试剂后裂果率比较分析
	3.2. 喷施不同浓度nm试剂对枣果横径的影响分析
	3.3. 喷施不同浓度nm试剂对枣果纵径的影响分析
	3.4. 喷施不同浓度nm试剂对枣果重量的影响分析

	4. 结论
	基金项目
	参考文献 (References)

