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Table1l The effect of different treatmentson shoots grow th
1 Na of shoots Jan Jan
L ength of D iameter of
Tmrgtt- Total Long M iddle Spur fIaNNoerol:Eud exs'i]efr)gjtigg exs'i]egéjtigg
shoots shoots shoots shoots
I 137 Cd 72ADb 34cd 31D 0 77 6A Q 73A
I 163Bc 76Aa 47Bc 40C 3D 54 8B Q 52B
il 189A a 68Bb 59Aa 62A 37B 38 4cC Q 48B
IV 194Aa 71Bb 63Aa 60A 44 A 36 7C Q 48B
Vv 184Ab 74Aa 57Ab 53B 7C 51 3B Q 49B

Q 05 Q 01
Note Date in this tablew as tested with SSR, a, b, ¢ and d means significantly different at evidence () Q 05 level,A,B,C and D means
significantly different at evidence () Q 01 level The below tables are sane as this table
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Table 2 The effect of different treatmentson shootsB iomass

1 /g Biomassof shoots 5 /%
M oisture
T reatment o nebfulglv er percent
Total shoots L ong shoots M iddle shoots Spur shoots of shoots
I 594 A 575 2Aa 14 6D 4 2Cd - 38 64 a
II 589 A 565 3Aa 189C 4 8Bc Q 023B 37 14 a
I 571A 542 7Aa 22 7B 5 6Ab Q 025A 36 27b
v 567 A 533 5Ab 27. 4A 6 1Aa Q 026 A 36 01b
V 556 A 533 1Ab 17. 8C 5 1Bc Q 023B 37. 06 a
312 ) )
3 1 1
V> 1> II> V> [; \ :
11> V> V> 11> II , I , I
I V> IV I I I v , I v
1> 11> V> I; , , I 1II ,
1> 11> V> V> I; 1 ,
V> II> 1 , '
11> V> I
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Table 3 Tree's grow th of different treatment
/am Grow th /g Biomass
T reat- 1
ment : . D ianeter Perennial . .
D iameter Height T runk Biomass L eaves Summation
of crown branches of shoots
I 5 24Cc 238Bc 211x 181Bc 1067 Cd 1168D 594 A 623B 3452D
II 6 31Aa 271ADb 228x 206 Bb 1367Ab 1456 A 589 A 663 A 4 075A
il 6 04ADb 264Ab 286x 257A a 1243Bc 1398B 571A 681 A 3893B
Y 5 84Bb 248Bc 274x 261A a 1204Bc 1264C 567 A 658 A 3693C
Vv 6 44Aa 286Aa 221x 215Bb 1408Aa 1504 A 556 A 637B 4 105A
32 V> V> I> IT; 3 ,
321 I> 11> V> 11> IvV; 4 ,
IV 326 2,416 4, 428 4, V> V> 11> > I;5
417. 6 426 8 : II> 1> V> V> I
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I V 96 0, 115 6,
160
138 7,128 2 118 3an( 1)
v : I : 216 140 1
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1l I, L ’ ' 11l Fig 1 V ertical distribution of rootsof different reatment
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Table 4 Biomassof under-ground and horizontal distribution of different treatments
Biomassof different grade rgots /an
9 /g /9 /9 The biggest
Root Biomass sani-diame-
Treament 1 2 3 4 5 Roots stake of under ter of roots
First Second Third Fourth Fifth ground horizontal
grade grade grade grade grade distributing
I - 82 1Bb 152 8A 75 1De 16 1De 326 1B 145Cd 471 1Bc 131De
II 19 4C 75 5Cc 113 0B 85 1Cd 123 3Aa 416 3A 207Bc 623 3ADb 156 Cd
il 29 9B 89 5Aa 102 0C 91 6Bc 110 2Bb 423 2A 231Aa 654 2Aa 190Bb
I\Y 30 1B 86 2Aa 90 1D 105 3Ab 105 9Bc 417. 6 A 210Bc 627. 6ADb 216Aa
V 41 6A 84 4ADb 109 4B 110 7Aa 8Q 6 Cd 426 7A 221Ab 647. 7TAa 181Bc
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Effect of different pruning treatmentson young apple tree's biomass

BA | Gang-shuan,DU She-ni, HOU Xi-lu
(Institute of Soil and W ater Conservation, ChineseA cadeny o Sciences,M inistry o W ater Resources,
N orttw est A & F U niversity, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China)

Abstract: The results of 5 pruning treatments show that pruning inhibits the grow th of young apple
tree's biomass These pruning treatments are the folw ings the tree's biomass of No pruning> W inter
gentle pruning> Grow th season pruning> W inter gentle pruning+ Grow th season pruning> W inter heavy
pruning W inter heavy pruning is the strongest in inhibiting the grow th of tree's biomass, and its inbitition
on tree's grow th in roots is stronger than in over-ground, resulting in snallest crown and no flow er bud
W inter gentle pruning is the w eakest in inhibition but the trees have fev flower buds and the w eight of
flower bud is light Grow th sean pruning inhibiting tree's biomass in over-ground is stronger than in
roots, but the tree hasmore flow er buds T he effect of W inter gentle pruning+ Grow th season pruning is
the sane as that of Summer pruning, but W inter gentle pruning + Grow th sean prunings inhibition
tree’s biomass in over-ground is stronger than Grow th season pruning, and the trees have less biom ass and
more flow er buds
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