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Effects of Liangguoan AS on Chlorophyll Content, Fruit Sugar Content and Rot Disease control Effect of Korla Fragrant Pear
ZHANG Ping, WANG Xiao-yu" ,XUE Gen-sheng et al
Xinjiang 841005 )

Abstract
rot disease control effect of Korla fragrant pear. [ Method ] After spraying the whole tree, leaf chlorophyll content and fruit sugar content were

(" Agricultural Science Institute ,the Second Division of Xinjiang, Tiemenguan,
[ Objective ] To study effects of Liangguoan AS which is an Chinese herbal fungicide on chlorophyll content, fruit sugar content and

determinated and control effect of rot disease was surveyed. [ Result] There was no significant difference of chlorophyll SPAD value in different
direction of leaf. Except peroxyacetic acid AS, the chlorophyll SPAD value of 2. 6% Liang Guo-an AS, 10% Difenoconazole WG, 80% Ethyl-
icinr OL were both higher than CK significantly. Fruit sugar content had no significant difference between the test of single fungicide and CK,
the highest value added was 0.586% , but Liangguoan composed of the other fungicide had extreme significant difference compared with CK,
the lowest value added was 0.897% . The control effect of valsa canker between 40.90% and 62.68% . [ Conclusion ] 2. 6% Liangguoan can
increase chlorophyll content of leaf, total sugar content, improve the quality of fruit, enhance the ability of fighting canker effectively, which

had more effective if composed of the other fungicide. It can be widely used in pear production.

Key words

UEAF Sk 3 e AL BT IE SRR 5 | 2 Bl R IS L I
HEEOR B et DL R 32 25 R B X e, B M s X
BB I, B AR i TR . BRT, N TR
JE SR 5T, th R 3 25 B — A B I AR R A, BT &
PR G B IR BAE TR B BT KB A B A 22 R 45
A

HRELZ 2. 6% FILR A AS SRR IR R AR IR TR
FLAT R Al | P A TR, X 5 4 A A 1 4 1
o ARF5 AN B gE F W], AR EHE 400 1% 3 T A A4 By
THSERIR SR SR IR AR 85 500 A5 1T 2 4 =
TR 28 25 B MO SRR TR RS R A, 21 300
~ 800 fH5 2. 6% L2 AS Wi 7 Ji 48 597 96 B 1A RICR 1k
63.29% ~78.30% , ELA i JRIT FE IR =EIN, EH
T 2014—2015 4E 76 R AR L 51k 2. 6% B %, b 4T
SRR BRI, LA Ay v A A Bl TR S R
TR LRI PR A 3
1 #R5FE
1.1 RIEHE  fEEAd rm E s e S W 29 F(29 [) |
HrEE R e S A A U 33 [1(33 F) A e S A S
PV BHERFTT T CARBHIT ) B SR BIK - 55 B BUE

HE&EWH @il s = I)nAH %R A (2014NYGGI2) ;¥ 52 £ A %
IR A XA B (2015NYGG12)

RIE(1968—) , &, iT i A, SIAT R A, AT R A 4L,
NEBREZOGBHARRL, « BFEH, RLIF,NF
RAE A RAT I BRI

2016 —12 -29

EER-N

WimBH

Liang Guo-an;Korla fragrant pear; Chlorophyll; Total sugar;Rot disease

I PP A A A AR B B A AL B O R el AR A AR AR
Pel 1 33 P 3 1% 3 -7 g hyikae b ,29 WATpE i) -2 ~ 1
(FRUE ST
1.2 ZH 5
1.2.1 255, 2.6% @R % AS EE R N =2. 6 HE YRR
T CHED AT BA A R ) 580% Zirii OL(
D BAAEYIRREDT I AT FR 7)) 5 2040 #i = (9281) AS, 52
53R 21% 53 48 LR (T AL & BB bl AL AT BR A 7] ) 5
10% Ak R0 WG (BRPTSEARAEDIRHCA R AR o
1.2.2 G0, 80% R .95% £ Bebkisin] B iR S A AL
BT RR B TR P RS | OPREE B
1.3 @RS Wi islngs s 20 Lok 7R (it
0.01 g) \ FHrarH 4k Z M E L SPAD - 502Plus \ T6S K535t
JETE R 2SI REAL LA KA (1 000 W IR L A
ORI RO
L4 RKBHE RMEMBHERN T k. EFEREFEMkEE
BUE R AR, R AR BRI 4 A T HES Ak
Zemiits 2 Y7 H MR 8 H A (B s ARl ) 1 4%
2 2 Y, 2 YRR RIS E] 10 d ZeAy, JEmiE 4 Y, A Ak B 3
~5 PRp, HAE 3 Uk, BEALHES

2014 47 H ] A8 5 D2, 6% WL 2 400 AL, %% it
B 500 A ¥ 7K 3 A AR B, 2015 4F A8 A B} i % D
2.6% WA 2 400 £5 W + 10% ik T PR 1500 59, @
2.6% {400 5 +80% L7711 000 f5 i MBI K 3
AL PRBES TR 33 AT (2. 6% FLAL 2 400 15, (80%



18 G AR e

2017 &£

il 1 200 57, ©10% < H 2RmE 1 500 57 A K D K

4 AP TIRE
1.5 MEmBMTFGE

b4 NI EC10 i 368 1 AR AR RSP R R, TR
SFAOME AR 7 L4 2 SPAD {H,

1.5.2 SFE, AAEALRIE, & A2 TR LR 10
AN BTG GB/T 6194—1986 7K 35 3 0T v o o
NPAEE SRR i acrg s o8

1.5.3 BRI IR . M2 AT, AL
P B A K A s KB R e B AR R I A Bt
B, I BB R 2 PR ROR

KR = [ (BRBERE R E + B BB/ (CEIRBEEL +
FEIED ] x 100%
BARCR = [ (R IR W3 - 2557 kI 3) /% Uk %
%] x100%

16 #iEAH KB EIERH Excel 2003 JF17 545 1,
IR H] DPS #4147 22 52 0 50T
2 HER545H
2.1 M43 SPAD E 2014 4 H B & A BT .29 FF1 33
A1 3 A s S 5 itk 2 SPAD H, LA R BEAR (RS
PO At 4 ATt A aREE SPAD H, 45 R LER 1, R 1 1]
AL BR 29 A S CK 727K R WP b 4 DT A 22 5708,
3 ARG A 8 MBI E R R B E

F1 2014 £FRFELEITAEE SPAD EAIFNT

Table 1 Effects of different treatments on chlorophyll SPAD value in 2014

e e AIEJr i 42 SPAD {E Chlorophyll SPAD value in different azimuth 43 2% SPAD SF-34{H AR
Pl;c\(\? Treatment A East 4 South 75 West 1K, North Chlorophyll Increased rate
A SPAD value %
ABHT Agricultural (D 44.95 £2.57 a 46.80 +£1.91 a 46.40 £0.96 a 46.38 +1.98 a  46.14 £1.32 aA 4.99
science institute ) 43.42 +3.35 a 44.30 £3.03 a 42.87 £2.41 a 42.95+£2.48 a 43.38 £2.66 aA -1.28
®3)(CK) 42.18 £2.56 a 45.05+1.99 a 44.42 +£3.34 a 44,12 £2.46 2 43.94 £2.20 aA —
33 4] 33mass @ 44.91 £0.68 a 44.67 £0.90 a 44.74 £0.85 a 45.34 £0.81 a  44.92 £0.43 aA 1.82
® 42.62 £1.52 a 42.45 £1.55 a 41.66 £1.54 a 42.49£2.00 a  41.78 £0.75 bB -3.09
®(CK) 44.23 £1.65 a 43.89+1.47 a 43.56 £1.56 a 44.79 £1.52a  44.11 £1.25 aA —
29 4] 29mass @ 49.91 £1.62 a 49.46 £0.63 a 49.61 £0.86 a 48.62 £0.50 a  49.40 £0.65 aA 2.66
®) 49.05 £2.01 a 48.80 £1.12 a 48.03 £0.25 a 49.61 £0.94 a  48.82 +£0.57 abA 1.43
®3)(CK) 48.78 £0.47 a 47.61 £0.34 be  48.64£0.30 ab  47.48 +0.93 ¢ 48.13 £0.42 bA —

LE : [RISIAR/ING TR R A B ] 22 57 .25 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant difference between different treatments at 0. 05 level
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Table 2  Effects of different treatments on chlorophyll SPAD value in

2015
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KB Agricultural H#E O 36.70 £3.44 aA 13.76
science institute @) 36.01 £4.90 abA  11.62
®(CK) 32.26 £3.28 bA —
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Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differ-
ence among different treatments at 0.05 level, different capital let-
ters stand for significant difference at 0.01 level
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Fig.1 Fruit total sugar content of different test places in 2014
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Table 3 The control effect of different treatments on pear canker in 2014 and 2015
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Year Place  Treatment Hunfired eal Old disease spot recurrence number number Incidence rate Control effect
weight /g number /4~ N e % %
2014 feRbr D 129 26 5 1 22.22 52.59
@) 118 29 6 3 28.13 40.00
®(CK) 120 28 11 4 46.88 —
33 A @ 128 16 3 0 18.75 55.47
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@ 128 32 5 2 20.59 60.78
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2y . Uil 7
BRI GEM we.,  AEksm RS
Treatment Chlorogenic . Flavonoid .
ode acid Rutin polyphenol Coffee tannin
¢ polyphenols
® 11.56 12.75 10.21 12.06
@ 12.86 13.96 10.33 12.05
® 11.02 12.77 9.86 12.11

ARFRD, Jy 11. 56 me/g, & iR AR JE 4L FG), 4 11. 02
mg/g; 257 H A A R BUIR VO AL L) D) D; B £
M 5 M BRI YO AR B (D (B33 A4k JH1 i wi e 8.
KL & 2 A R, WAL B RE S = M 2 B )
(05 B, BSCER JA  A A SORINZ A , 342 e AR P ) PRI A
3 #Hiv5itie

FH TR b Ao R R P €00 3 Bt AL I 1] 114
S TZ AR, For , R R I bR, 065 s JE i rp LA A
o T340, M 2R SR My 2 4 AR B SR UL
BB AINTER BT, WA R BoR, BAR 6 F it — P ks
AbBRAR R B B - W R ST N R AL
TP RS I Je R (R AL S S e T AR 2 b
38k, R 6 R — U MRS b BRAE RS 1 T RERS
FHI R ZMIALE YIS, A TR Bz R A U,
I, RS S HR i (R AN 2 B A W o i 25 I, B AR
TEVEAT RMCHLIE I, AT B3R 6 7 — R PEERIE B,
SRR AR

S 30k
(1] BPATE. MRET BRI AR DS BFRAOERER T ] MRS, 1981 (4) 21
-23.

(2] PE7GEE. ISR AR DI B AR S A TR AEA SR AL [ DT BN
FIFEA A, 1990.

[3] BZE, Rean, /B E , 5. MU TR M. Junt: Bl iR,
1995.

(4] B8, Jufas, R, 56 FB R DI AR A RIS 7 Rt B oY
[J]. BHELEHS,2014(6) :35 - 36.

[5] 28, F58, 00, 5. MRS R e i — P E S
RSB IR (0 [T]. RIS, 2003 (4) 155 - 64.

(6] FHZE, JHBLAT, Te—, % ARFF TR E IR P A7 By
HosEm[ )] mRgAall Rz ( B ARIEERR) ,2014,29(1) <78 - 83.

(EBEF 19 )

Tk F A 80% £ Rl A T I 7E 33 141,29 MIFIAH BT 3 4
TR S EA T A W it 15, 25 SRR, 2. 6% TR A (10% K
ik FH PR 80% £ 757 T ( BRER B A B2 A1) it 4t 25 SPAD {45
CK 3, Horfr L 2. 6% AL Jy w4 2 SPAD {E 3 il i
%, M 2.6% BARZ + A EFNTRHN 2 b3 3 Fhep—2%
TR B T80 P2 2 il A A it R i 2R RN R
BB R A AL S R B 4 Rl — R 57 S CK G
BT 2. 6% WAL + REFIRHM 2 NI CK £
e B 25 5 BB AE A AL M RS B B i, 2. 6% SR L
— IR X B B R B TR RO 7T 1k 40.00% ~62.83% 11t
TLk W B2 10% ZE ik F FR e 80% 2,5 . Al I,
2. 6% FRAL LTIy R Sk 2 B IR R AR S R
R BIRECR, A L 2. 6% SR + R EFIR AR R

B, R A T RS B AR BUIR AE T, B SRS B, SR

W EE R 7=, HIELS THEAE, MUK KT A 578 1A,

T HL AT 7850 R B L T IRY7 FVE 37 —H YR, & AT

e N AL O ESTE I

S &R

(1] CLET, 50, R AR st N R 2L R b SERIN T ). Ak
FE2,2016(5) ;191 - 194.

(2] B, T/ 30, 2. Pe/ ks B I 1o M Ssiatr ot t ie[J .
BrEf R 2015,38(9) :24 - 26.

[3] 4B5s1e, TN Fp2GHI B2 fE 5 R 25RaRga T ]. b5l
% 2012(9) :135 - 137.

[4] 2RF54E, FAA, T/ LR EL2G5H0 55078 B0 | (2555056 1
LT, MR ER L ,2013(2) 39 —43.

[5] TA&E. B LHIAE ERZR HI25aR 0 [T ], ek =R,
2012,35(4) :416 —419.

[6] BERITARIRRERLE A I Z. KR S A M E . GB/T
6194—1986[ S]. db5t . thEbRfEH et , 1986.



