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Effects of Four Kinds of Chemicals on Thinning
Flower and Fruit and Quality of Zaosu Pear

LIU Chang.BU Hai-dong.GU Guang-jun,CHENG Xian-min, LIU Yan-jie, YU Wen-quan
(Mudanjiang Branch, Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences/ Fruit Engineering Re-
search Center of Heilongjiang Province / Fruit Tree Breeding and Cultivation Key Laborato-
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Pilot Base of Heilongjiang Province, Mudanjiang 157041, China)

Abstract; In order to screen out the suitable chemical treatment for Zaosu pear flowe and fruit thinning, we use
6-7 years old pear trees as test material to study the effects of Ca-+NAA,Ca+SNA,Ca+ Sevin and Ca+6-BA
treatments at different stages on the {ruit setting and quality. The results showed that the treatment 2(Ca 150
times+SNA 40 mg+L"')was the best in the treatment of thinning flower at flowering stage and thinning fruits

at 10 days after flowering stage,and the fruit set rate was 32. 04 %. In the early flowering stage,the treatment 7

of Ca 150 times+ Sevin 2. 0 g+ was the best in the treatment 2 times flower thinning at early flowering stage
and flowering stage and thinning fruits at 10 days after flowering stage,and the fruit setting rate was 23. 63%.
Keywords : Mudanjiang; Zaosu pear; flowers and fruits thinning; fruit setting rate; fruit quality
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Table 1 The general situation of 24 plant
landscape units in Nanning Arboretum
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Table 2 The comprehensive evaluation model
of landscape pattern in Nanning Arboretum
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Table 3

The score grade standard of the plant evaluation factors
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Table 4 Judgment matrix scale and its meanings
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Table 5 The grade standard of plant
landscape quality
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Table 6 The weights of plant landscape appraisal factor
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Table 7 The evaluation results of

plant landscape in Nanning Arboretum
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Evaluationon of Plant Landscape in Nanning
Arboretum Based on AHP

WANG Lei' , LU Hai-yan’ , LI Hong-dao' ,CHEN Bi-zhen’
(1. Forestry College, Guangxi University, Nanning 530005, China; 2. Nanning Arboretum,
Nanning 530031, China)

Abstract; In order to create excellent plant landscape configuration mode, taking Nanning Arboretum as the re-
search object in this paper,we selected and evaluated twenty-four plant landscape units by the method of AHP
(analytic hierarchy process). The results showed that in the levels of criterion,landscape function and ecologi-
cal benefit were equally important, followed by service function. And the levels of index,the top three were the
diversity of plant species,ornamental characteristics of plants and stability of plant landscape community. The
resuluts of evaluation showed that there were 7 plant landscape units at the level of | ,accounting for 29.17 %
of the total units; 9 plant landscape units at the level of [ ,accounting for 37.50% of the total; 5 plant land-
scape units at the level of [[[ saccounting for 20. 83% of the total; 3 plant landscape units at the level of IV ,ac-
counting for 12. 50% of the total . The results indicated that the quality of plant landscape in Nanning arbore-
tum was preferable as a whole. And based on the results of the evaluation, the author selected seven good plant
landscape collocation method to analysis.

Keywords: Nanning Arboretum; plant landscape; AHP;evaluation



