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Effects of Different Irrigation Methods on Mango Growth, Yield and Quality in Baise Youjiang Valley
GUO Pan, LI Xin-jian, LIANG Mei-ying et al
Abstract
kler irrigation ( MSI) , low pressure pipe irrigation ( LPI) and non-irrigation ( NI) were set up in the mango high efficiency water-saving irriga-
tion demonstration base of Longjiaotun, Shangxing Village, Napo Town, Baise Tianyang County, Guangxi. The results showed that DI, MSI
and LPI treatments of mango new leaves longer, coarser increased slightly than NI treatments by 2.40% , 4.33%, 2. 88%, 3.85%, 2.56%
5.13% ;the total number of new leaves increased by 22.25%, 25.17% and 15. 63% respectively. Irrigation increased the vertical and hori-
zontal diameter of mango compared with no irrigation, among which DI and MSI increased the overall distribution of fruit types, and LPI great-
ly increased the vertical and horizontal diameter of mango distribution less than 100 mm; the yield of DI, MSI and LPI increased by 90.91%,
76.86% and 43.59% respectively compared with NI; ER and V. increased by only 4. 18%, 2. 52%, 4. 88% and 2. 20%, 2. 67% and
3.59% compared with NI; SS and TSS increased by 9.45%, 14.79%, 8.46% and 7.51% , 9.62%, 6. 34% ; TA increased by only 4. 18%,
2.67%, 3.59%. Compared with NI, it decreased by 9.28%, 5.43% and 3. 77% respectively. DI and MSI can be widely used as the main

(Guilin Agricultural Irrigation Experimental Center Station, Guilin, Guangxi 541105)
In order to explore the effects of different irrigation methods on mango growth, yield and quality, drip irrigation ( DI) , micro-sprin-

efficient and water-saving irrigation methods for mango in Baise area of Guangxi.

Key words

A ATVII A 1 X i TR B 2 U X, LA K
KN A TR BT AN AT, S S R K,
MEAFAE B R T B R s SR A 7 e, 2017 4R P 5
PR 9. 8 J7 hm® , $7 HiFH 4. 8 J7 hm” , )7 & 69 T3 t, &
FAE 36. 104275, ) VP 1 SR AR T BUR 7> s A 45—
PR BB A A DA B A B RT B S P,
4 i B A AU AR S 5 B
FasE K HAT EEAE .

AT TTIAT A HiL DX 42 5 22 B 7E S | s s , 9
PSR S R Tk — , B MR I 2 S R
PR 0 SR D P MR AP R X A M X, 8 AT
R G P AR B R — A PR PR [ B, PR 2 T AT A
PR LR, FI, SRR R —EE T A A TS
i DX P SR B K A B A RCRAR S5 30 01, o R R
B B R AR R R T

X SRS A S R R U A AR T

EEWEB 7 SAHGT R R B T S AR A 0 R R4 R
FMAFER (A4 ABI8050017) 5 = 8 /K A T # 34 4t+
R BT BT R EG A AR RN — R R
R (KY-201409 KY-201510)
IRH(1988—), B, e F BA, TRIF, M4, NEHHT
REEBRREEBTRERHR, « BEEL, AL
UK G KRR R B @R T RSB AR,
2019-08-30;f&EIHHI 2019-10-22

EERN

KB H

Baise Youjiang valley ; Mango ; Irrigation method ; Yield ; Quality

ZRE U )G BRSO ) R R A A K
IR B 7 T K R R S K A )y
T, A TR T JR AN [ Iy = o i K RIS oE . )
PEPSSRAE TR E AL b a7 H #5305 , AR LAET PE TS
SR R R 13 A A VL A P 5 i R K
W X R T AR U SR R EE AR AT
TSR T I 9% R B b, TR T AN R E  a k H
TERAERK FRS MR, §AEN A 4TI AT R
BT K HE RS R R

1 #MP5FHE

1.1 RIEHEER g TP A T H B AR A
A T A T P I 0 AT K HE W R Y B M, M B A N
106°50'17. 81"E .23°40'30. 69"N , 4% 398 m. XK okt T 1
ATV 2y Fp , B R A VLI A SRR, AR 3R
1 22.1 °C,JEFRW 350 d Aoy, B W 22 KSR AE .
TR AR LD, A LT 13. 2 o/kg, A 1. 44 g/ke, BT A
100 mg/kg, FAL W% 19 mg/kg, HALHH 124 mg/kg,pH 5.7, fi
R G —% B 14 45 BERREFESS 4 mx4 m,
IRk 630 #k/hm®

1.2 R %o SR K 3 R AR R A A,
{H i FHeZ B RS, FKE BEER, R E 50
FUSAENGRAIE, R % #E (D) | R % (MSL) IR 48
(LPT)3 Fhofiitt oy =X, TG 8E (NI A 2 % B 41, B3t 4 Fhih



48 A 11

3 BRE RRABEBRFANTEALITLERAK - FERSAGH A 55

AR AR BE 3 ANEAE I 12 AR B BN AR B 3 BRI,
SOTERR TR 36 BROULIN o 3 R IR 52X R A o B A s
[] YO IR] , FEK AN ) , 12 R e PSR HHSCRR L 4 1 058k

[ 235 £ e R, AR SR FORASTEIE , FAB AL i A
A2 FEBADKE I 1

®1 AREBRAXMEKE

Table 1 Irrigation amount of different irrigation methods mm

By & i i Stage irrigation//mm
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Irrigation Autumn Flower Flowering and fruiting period Fruit expansion period Trrigation
methods slightly bud amount

pumping  differentiation

period period 02-01 02-23 03-12 04-02 04-23 05-08 05-23 06-08

NI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
DI 0.16 0.16 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 2.24
MSI 0.21 0.21 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 3.22
LPI 0.32 0.32 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48 4.48
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Fig.1 Effect of different irrigation methods on the growth of mango
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Fig. 2 Effect of different irrigation methods on mango fruit type
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Table 2 Effects of different irrigation methods on mango yield and quality
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Fig.7 Change of soil organic carbon content in different soil layers
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