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Abstract
Grape load is closely related to grape quality. Generally speaking, the higher the yield, the lower

NESIH: B, TR, THER, A, Ak, 5RIE. AR B 20 BRI A 4 7 8 ORI R ). Rk,
2022, 12(3): 187-195. DOI: 10.12677/hjas.2022.123028


http://www.hanspub.org/journal/hjas
https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2022.123028
https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2022.123028
http://www.hanspub.org

ELL

dlea

&

the effective components contained in grapes and the worse the grape quality, but the lower the
yield, the better. Each variety has its own best yield and quality ratio. In this experiment, Cabernet
Sauvignon, Shiraz, Riesling and Qiongyao pulp were used as test materials. The load is controlled
by the amount of buds retention to study the relationship between yield and fruit quality under
the climate and production conditions of Huailai production area. The results showed that 18 buds
had the best effect on the yield and fruit quality of wine grape, and the yield, fruit grain condition,
sugar, acid and pH value were in the middle and upper grades.
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Figure 1. Total quality of 10 fruiting branches and ears of four varieties under different treatments
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Figure 2. Average ear length of four varieties under different treatments
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Figure 3. Number of grains per ear of four varieties under different treatments
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Figure 4. Fruit grain size of four varieties under different treatments
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Figure 5. 100 grain weight of four varieties under different treatments
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Figure 6. Soluble solid content of four varieties under different treatments
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Figure 8. Acid content of four varieties under different treatments
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Figure 9. Sugar content of four varieties under different treatments
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Figure 10. PH value of four varieties under different treatments
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