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Table 1 The fruit characteristics with different flower buds treatments
P— 4% 18 9 i He i/ Y%
e PR AR BA AL ZE A - RABEKT 18 mm (W & LBl / %% R

The number of

The rate of fruit which diameter

Treatments buds per plant Yield per plant more than 18 mim Single fruit weight
T1 180 1630. 69 a+143. 54 36.45 a$2.05 2.31 a%0.16
T2 270 2214.26 b£11.73 25.47 b=£5.83 2.28 a®0. 14
T3 360 2463.52 bct145. 36 21.92 bet4.94 2.06 b£0.10
T4 450 2343.50 be4180.72 16.01 ¢+3.13 2.00 bet0.07
CK n 2638. 84 ¢+390.08 7.88 d+2. 21 1.82 ¢+0.03

e IR RN T BE R OR 22 5 8. 3% (Duncan BT & M 22 K585 . P<<0. 05) . T,

The lowercase letters in column indicated significant difference at 0. 05 by Duncan’s multiple range test. The same below.

3.2 BE . FAAMEEYNEE

R 2 AT, BRI Ry 2 i R WL R |
T1.T2 F1 T3 S Soffi B I i 2% 25 5, T2, T3, T4
MCK L #FE2%,TL 5 T4.CK WA B F 2%
S, A EEEY F T1.T2 f1 T3 Bk A B
xS T2 T3 T4 R AW FEXER,T3.T4
MCKEAREFEZER . HZETIH T4.CK f#F

Zest. RIELRAAMZEEAEEZS, T1A
PRAERE Je T1.T2 4 BERT i [ W) 1 B35 &
CK B J3£ 1] 375 18 [ 2 4 249 3 B0 B P A 4y 3
e T A AR ) . A ] B i A LGP 2R S 11 1R 2
TR 234 2 PR S A ML B A5 AT
Yyita oK A PG5 A B B 4 DR BCEE A B
FEAL P

R2 AEAEFLEMERRIRREESHT

Table 2 Comparative analysis of fruit quality with different flower buds treatments

b 3 Rk R BB AL ZF AL i/ (gemm™) AEEEIE Y % R/ %
Treatments The number of buds per plant Hardness Soluble solid content Acidity

T1 180 225.71 a£2.50 11.10 a=0.47 0.3271 a£0. 06

T2 270 219.81 ab+10.78 10. 97 ab=+0. 59 0.2861 a+0.08

T3 360 213.73 ab+4.76 10. 34 abc=£0. 59 0. 3330 a£0. 09

T4 450 208. 54 b+10. 35 9.98 be+0.77 0. 2849 a=+0.08

CK n 209.77 b+1.87 9.67 c+0.21 0.3166 a=£0.02
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Effects of Different Number of Buds per Plant on Fruit Yield and
Quality of High Bush Blueberry Among Winter Pruning

ZHENG Jian-li"* ,SU Ying-xiong® , CAI Jiao* , YANG Yue-wei’ , CUI Xing-guo'"*
(1. Qujing Joyvio Modern Agriculture Limited Company, Qujing 655000,China;2. Yunnan Province Blueberry

Engineering and Technology Center,Qujing 655000, China)

Abstract: In order to find out the best number of buds per plant of north high bush blueberry during winter

pruning in Jiaodong peninsula,in this paper,we designed 4 treatments to prune the 5-year-old Duke at Jiaonan

in Qingdao.,and discussed the effects of the fruit yield and quality of north high bush blueberry with different

winter pruning,and counted the yield per plant,the rate of fruit which diameter was more than 18 mm, single

fruit weight,the hardness of fruit, the soluble solid of fruit and the acidity of fruit to evaluate the fruit yield and

quality of north high bush blueberry. The results showed that the fruit yield and quality of north high bush

blueberry was best when the number of buds per plant was 4 in Jiaodong peninsula.

Keywords: blueberry; winter pruning;flower thinning;yield;quality
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