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Abstract

Sugar apple flower is sexual flowers, pistils mature before stamens, so production often needs ar-
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tificial pollination, which greatly increases the labor cost, this study compared the effect of nine
agents on the sugar apple fruit without pollination, detected the effect of 4 compound agents on
sugar apple fruit, and detected the difference of input, yield, quality between the fruit best treat-
ment and artificial pollination sugar apple. The results showed that only trees sprayed with 0.02
mmol/L salicylic acid, 5 mg/L clopirea and 100 mg/L mannitol boron had a small amount of fruit
setting. The compound treatment with the highest fruit setting rate is 0.02 mmol/L salicylic acid +
5 mg/L clopirea + 100 mg/L mannitol boron combination, with a fruit setting rate of up to 40%,
and the fruit developed normally. The deformity rate of fruit produced by spraying compound
agent is 5% higher than that of artificial pollination, and the edible rate is 13.8% higher. The sin-
gle fruit weight is similar to that of artificial pollination. The per mu yield is 200 kg higher than
that of artificial pollination, and the labor cost has decreased by 700~1000 yuan/mu. In conclu-
sion, it is believed that spraying the compound fruit setting medicine can effectively replace artifi-
cial pollination to improve the sugar apple fruit setting rate.
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1. 51§

%75 (Annona squamosa L.)J& % 7 ki FH(Annonaceae) 75 7 1 J& (Annona) i 47, SRsefft k. A “OK
BRI HRIE” 2 362, PRt KA ATIA 40~60 Je/kg, R HrR3a T, TR RAEE K e R .
T EZRCNPELE, [F— A eSS e TRESS i, MESS AR MES C A R & nTitt, Rl B
R, HarErs LR EN TR REAL R &, N TR HRATIEN, It TRRAGE N T80,
HFEZRE8Z: B TAERER. BRE, BN T AT B A R, 1R 2 eSS A 45 288w R i
T AN B RAETEVE N TR, BRI N THRM R SR 2R TR, Toiksehrr R N T3
WL 3% TR m B TN E R AR K ER By, R AR = A R TR KR M LBk A Rk T80
BT B I IME S AR SRR R S AT, RN BT R TAREARKTESZEZAFT 2 HAL LK.
SRERWIY, R SRS ME CAARIE . 7RI R PG b S A PP AR OO ASE,  BER BT AR SR, AN TR
W E, HEAKFERRE TAR SRR WREMARIGL, 28l #H 8 R8N B, B
AR, SRR ARG, TEE R T R AR AN .

T T B L TEAZ R AL SRR A ™ B 2 e A AR . TR AL R R R, — B RH TR S A
FEH SRR . H AR RSS2, i A TR WA B K MR T AT RS R LA
MR AR EAK KALRL] [2] [3], REKEERKZRR I TE 3B TER K, Bodlit A 0.002
mmol/L, ¥#JZ 81t 0.008 mmol/L B HkIAERy i A& [4]. SR A RE FEA AR IFHROR, feiagieit
. R, (ER LRgnMe 343w 100 fi5, (EMREE AR RS TR T, Bk R A
T RITTRCRARALES] [6]: HRARMNZ BT S s B AL R[], ARBEIR. SUMLIRIR A nT 2 25 B i 4 A
A 24.4%~29.7%, IGHNARFEKEE, (REERIZR, HINA S & 10.1%~22.2%, 40 SEn] EPERE Y
7.2%~10.9%. 5 HE & 8.6%~15.3%, [HK AR S & 11.3%~16.9% [8]. S ML AT $ 4 AL R 0.33%
[9]. Wit 500 mg/L £ H BT E & R RACFALR, T RIiR. AL, BRE, niEEE Y.
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H S FRAR[10] [11]. MR MZE QR A BALB R IIAL,  MHRIR B 25 CRR A TRAGIRRAERT, 30 mg/L
(25 /R AT DA R 1B 4 S 395 B [12] . 20~30 mg/kg FIREERE - SRS My SN R A4, m AR ah AL
AW 14%~16.2% [13]. {EHAWTIE 2,4-D FIEUILAR AT 75 507 (L RS ) BR R 2552, 40 mg/L 2,4-D AbBRZH AR
RRIKLF] T 71.11%, 20 mg/L CPPU Al {i AL SR ZKiAH] 93.5% [14]. 20~25 mg/kg it & A5 L RN & A dE
JF, AR ER S AL SRR A, HE— e R o A AR S T [15]

R SEFAEZ 7 10 IR S RGEAR ZD o AA L B ORI SRR = T I B2, HRT i ik f
BRN LM BB, FEEN TGRSR RE. BRI 2w ER RS, W
i 4 e A SR e — B E ERR B VR = b R, BRI, 700 A 7E 75 7 b A F A SRR A 0 22

EEWIUEI 9 FHALIRF), TE “AP FH k7 FRHATIRES . SRR 2550 PR R UL EZRIER, I
I WA, SR STAR AR L RS ST R L, DA A I Y S B A S

2. MR 55%
2.1 o8

P58 T 2021~2022 A8 H E Hhy SO R s R o0 3 o B BRI AT, K IR B — 2. IR IR EURK
I w0 B AR RN EE AU R, KB R BARE LT, 6 R ALK —B B, TWmER “AP F
LT o 2T S N TR RIS AR 9 H R A TERE I D AR K I AT

255t 13 A2 AL T . ARAC T A 100 ZEAE AL SRB N, W3 IRER.

L2455 MbFR . K A%82(0.01 mmol-L Y, 0.02 mmol-L ™, 0.05 mmol-L %, 0.1 mmol-L™), &tfR(2 mg/L, 5
mg/L, 10 mg/L, 20 mg/L), Z&M(1 g/L, 2 g/L, 5 g/L, 10 g/L), HZEELMI(1 mg/L, 10 mg/L, 100 mgi/L,
1000mg/L), 25 Z.F2(10 mg/L, 20 mg/L, 50 mg/L, 100 mg/L), l&&£E(1 mg/L, 10 mg/L, 100 mg/L, 1000 mg/L),
777 2(1 mg/L, 10 mg/L, 100 mg/L, 1000 mg/L), 2,4-D (1 mg/L, 5 mg/L, 10 mg/L, 20 mg/L), %} S A% 2.1
£H(1 mg/L, 10 mg/L, 100 mg/L, 1000 mg/L).

ST 275 i Ak FE - JK 3 12(0.02 mmol-L ™) + SUIEAIR(5 mg/L)~ 7K ##2(0.02 mmol-L ™) + H && Bl (100
mg/L)~ SALAR(5 mg/L) + H #EEEMI(100 mg/L). /KA%2(0.02 mmol-L™Y) + &MLAR(S mg/L) + H &5 B (100
mg/L), B2 E 4 MIRERRIE . 4 P02 70 Ab B DL R HH 1) 3 B — 24 50 Dy Al B E 2
Ho UIANTLHERE 0,

22. B

221 &BE®&
A SRBAE A E A AP A B

2.2.2. RoWFRE
It LA 24 7] v it B N\ T 42000 I SRS 600 A, PR &2 B S Rk B (K 1

223 AIRE
BEALAME & AN SRSE, R HIRRA, 250 R AR R L i b, HCPE (R

3. ZR55H
3.1 FERE P —ZFIBIREX A RBHRE

A% 19, A2 IR ETE WA oM ARt . 18 KIS I8, RILAE 0.02 mmol-L ™ KAZHR
5 mg/L SUMEAR % 100 mg/L H & EERl A A A R, 30 K5 AT A B 0 SRR IE 3 i
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Table 1. Effect of different concentrations of salicylic acid on fruit setting rate of sugar apple
= 1. TEIRBE KB & 754 A0 SRE IS

S 1 KR ARIR R
T1 0.01 mmol-L™* 0
T2 0.02 mmol-L™ 2% +0.37%
T3 0.05 mmol-L* 1% £ 0.52%
T4 0.1 mmol-L™* 0
Table 2. Effect of different concentrations of forchlorfenuron on fruit setting rate of sugar apple
@ 2. FRIRE SRR E 77 1% L REH R0
S 2 SR A B %
T5 2 mg/L 0
T6 5 mg/L 1% £ 0.37%
T7 10 mg/L 0
T8 20 mg/L 0
Table 3. Effect of different concentrations of paclobutrazol on the fruit setting rate of sugar apple
% 3. TRIRE ST B L REH RN
501 3 % A LR
T9 1g/L 0
T10 2g/L 0
T11 59/L 0
T12 10 g/L 0
Table 4. Effect of different concentrations of mannitol boron on fruit setting rate of sugar apple
4 FEHRE H BEMIBE X B 5 R AL R ERAIF2M0
54 4 H R AR
T13 1 mg/L 0
T14 10 mg/L 0
T15 100 mg/L 0.5% + 0.22%
T16 1000 mg/L 0
Table 5. Effect of different concentrations of NAA on fruit setting rate of sugar apple
T 5. NEIRBLE ZRRIS T B 1 A SRER S0
S5 5 HLR AR IR
T17 10 mg/L 0
T18 20 mg/L 0
T19 50 mg/L 0
T20 100 mg/L 0
736 AV R}
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Table 6. Effect of different concentrations of amikacin on fruit setting rate of sugar apple
2 6. T[EIRE R BEmR X 25 AL RE A F2 N

S 6 iz 8 i AR
T21 1 mg/L 0
T22 10 mg/L 0
T23 100 mg/L 0
T24 1000 mg/L 0
Table 7. Effect of different concentrations of gibberellin on fruit setting rate of sugar apple
7. FEIRERE RN & 7 L REMFD
S 7 IR AR IR
T25 1 mg/L 0
T26 10 mg/L 0
T27 100 mg/L 0
T28 1000 mg/L 0
Table 8. Effect of different concentrations of 2,4-D on fruit setting rate of sugar apple
= 8. TEIREE 2,4-D BHEXT & 75 h AL SRR AU/
S 8 2,4-D A LR
T29 1 mg/L 0
T30 5 mg/L 0
T31 10 mg/L 0
T32 20 mg/L 0

Table 9. Effect of different concentrations of chlorophenoxy sodium acetate on fruit setting rate of sugar apple
£ 9. FRIKREXMEFRR CERNEME X B L REFFN

Sl 9 X AR LR AR
T33 1 mg/L 0
T34 10 mg/L 0
T35 100 mg/L 0
T36 1000 mg/L 0

3.2. SR 4 RERRN

W72 10, X6 WA 7 B AW B 25 70): 18 RIS SR, FrameiiZa gl & 3As g, s

Table 10. Effect of different compound chemicals on fruit setting rate of sugar apple

@ 10. FREIERAFIBHERT E A RERFNT

S5 KK LR H AR
T1 5 mg/L 5 mg/L 12% + 1.3%
T2 5 mg/L 100 mg/L 12% + 1.03%
T3 5 mg/L 100 mg/L 30% * 1.61%
T4 5 mg/L 5 mg/L 100 mg/L 40% * 1.29%
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B A 5 mg/L KR +5 mg/L AR + 100 mg/L H 82 B = Fh 2570204, AL S ATk 40%.
3.3. B EHAF S A TIRB SRR

Table 11. Comparison of the effects of spraying compound chemicals and hand-pollination

11 SEHFINHES A TIRMIEERIER

NT 428 Esbnllyicl
Ry 26 10% + 1% 15% + 1%
CIREES 66% *+ 2.5% 79.8% = 0.5%
HAE 0.3~0.9 kg 0.3~0.9 kg
g 300~450 kg 500~650 kg
N LA 800~1200 JT/F 100~150 JG/Hi

WL 11, Wi A I 24 70 T 45 1 SR SET T 208 15%, I N T RER A SR Se i 2 . Wit 5 I 2457 (1)
B/ THERE TR, RRELERT, a7 RETER. BRI Em RS AT
BRI RS A Y, e TR — . AR A R JFR M) 12.5% 4 4. KR$ a7 47~
R, FAR T R AN .

4. 71ig

W58 R 24 75 b B ] A 28U 30 2 o B AN R I 0L T A SR s AR5 1 9 4 e AR AR 5 it S TBC 245 77) . 18
KIGWEE, A W24 A R, Horp A SRR I 442 0.02 mmol-L ™ /KR + 5 mo/L Stk
Ik +100 mg/L H &R &, ALFEATIL 40%; 30 KRG METE HRHER RS IER B, EHKE.

W it A2 T 24 7 A it T 45 T SR SR TR e L N CHEIC 5%, T35 13.8%, HLALE 5 AN T4k s
SEA Y, E N LR R 200 kg, A LEUA FFE T 700~1000 Jo/fi. 25 b\ e i Fo Ak SR 257 L
N AR ESR 15 75 9 i A 5 77 THD BB v R

5. &g

T AR R, @7 0.02 mmol-L K8 + 5 mg/L ZAEHR + 100 mo/L H & FE 5
A, XL R AARR PR, SR CERE B . ES AR R B Wi AL R
TR 2 75 A5 SR el 7= b 280 2 B v

EEWH
rh e g o s MERHI B BT B AR 5% 7% % 191(1630032022003) -
SE ik
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