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. 2 3 , . C .
5, 5 10 . 2,6 o,
, . G250 '%.
1 1.6.3 , .
Table 1 Cultivation management and technologies of ’

Huangguogan in Shimian

Management content Date Method Iﬁ
s —
Cleaning orchard 0.5-1 ’ , L1 .
Fertilization 23 6.7 ( : . . . ) 1.7
~ ~ ~ N ’
2 7
Insect control 1 ! °
3. s .
Trimming and pruning 12 N N
2.1
1.6 2 ,
1.6.1 ) ’
NN . ; . ( 8
H
o ’ ’ ’ o
1.6.2
2
Table 2 The survey of trees’ basic situation
Treatment Tree vigour Tree form Tree height m  Trunk height/ em Trunk girth/cm Crown diameter/ m>X m Yield per plant/ kg
Convex tampukof big fruit type 4.65 21.00 67. 33 4. 77X 4. 83 117. 50
Flat tampuk of big fruit type 4.53 .33 61.00 4735507 110.00
4.13 22.33 60. 67 3. 90X 4. 60 91. 67

Small fruit type ( s )

Table 3 The investigation of branch length

’
60 V 0 T reatment Spring twig/ cm Summer Autumn
’ 0~ 70/ N - shoot/ cm grow th/em
A ( 1 )° Convex tampuk of big fruit type 9.21 bB 1.0 b 872 a
mAFHY Spring twig o 52K Summer shoot m FXHY Autumn growth Flat tam puk of big [ruit ty pe 12.94 abAB 15.67 ab 8.8 a
80 J
wl
2. 70 ) , )
f{;i‘ o Small fruit type 19.38 aA 23.09 a 11.51 a
R
Iz * 8 50 1sh o
;»% -05: 10 ) : s U ,
ﬁ %o 30 5% . A.B 1% .
Q 2 2 20 Note: LSD significance test of difference, the same letter said the difference
& éf 10 H was not significant, small letter showed significant level of 5%, big letter showed
2 0 T ] i ] /J‘mjgl significant level of 1%.
Convex tanpuk of Flat tampuk of Sumil fruit type
big fruit type big fruit type z 2.4
1 2 » 3 »3
Fig.1 The percentage of different ty pe branches , 4 .5 . ,
becoming bearing branch
B e 6 s 11 )2 .3
2.3 , 1~
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Table 4 The investigation of phenophase
Tre: Buddi Sl'}ow wglfle Early Full End of Physiolo gical Rapid Pigme nt ation M »
reatment uddng f'll:wtz:)bud florescence  florescence  florescence drop period bourgeoning period ature stage
Convex tampuk of big fruit type 30/1~62 23~7/3 24/3~3/4 3/4~13/4 13/4~-23/4 8/5~18/5 2/6~17/6 5/11~20/11 2¥2~5/4
Flat tampuk of big fruit type 2/2~9/2 43~9/3 25/3~4/4  4/4~14/4 14/4-24/4 9/5~18/5 2/6~16/6 6/11~21/11 2¥2~4/4
Small fruit ty pe ¥2~102 ¥3~9/3 26/3~5/4 5/4~15/4 15/4~24/4 10/5~19/5 3/6~17/6 7/11-21/11 252~4/4
2.5 .
5 , 3 , (
11-1
; A, B S .
’
A . s .
5
Table 5 T he investigation of part index es of leave
A( ) B( ) ( )
T reatm ent Chlorophyll A Chlorophyll B Total chlorophyll Average area of

(leaf area)/mg ° dm2 (leaf area)/mg ° dm2 (leaf area)/mg ° dm?2

single kaf/ cm2

3 e 8.74 aA 4.73  aA 11.96 aA 22.44  aA
Convex tampuk of big fruit type
Flat tampuk of big fruit type 7.09 bB 4. 11 bA 11.21 aAB 21.98 aA
. . 6.48 L 2.05 ¢B 857 bB 18.79 bB
Small fruit type
2.6 .
2.6.1 , 2.6.2 7
’ ( ) ° ’ ’ ~ ’ 90 g ’ 54 mm
’ ’ ( ( )9 ’
). \ : u 140g .
s 3.88 an. » 8~ 274.77 g. )
10 ° s ’ ’ ’ ’
) ) . 7 ) 1.15, ,
3 2 ,
1
. ISD 14 ( : o
6), ’ ¢ ’ ’
[15]
’ ’ ’
’ o o
’ °
6
Table 6 Genenl scoring scale of fruit quality
45 )
(55 ) Fruit appearance quality (55 score) Fruit intemal quality (45 score)
Treatment Total scorel00
Fruit shape  Fruit color Degree thickness of Flesh S . -
10 15 of pericarp 15 15 periam 2 quality 10 Fruit juice 10 Flavor 20 Seed 3
Convex tampuk 9.0 13. 1 12.7 14.0 1.6 83 7.7 15.3 3.0 84.8a
of big fruit type
Flat tampuk of 9.1 13.7 12.7 12.9 1.9 8. 4 8.3 15.4 2.7 85.1a
big fruit type
8.3 12.9 12.6 10. 4 1. 4 8.0 7.7 15.0 2.7 78.2b

Small fruit ty pe

22
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7
Table 7 The meterage of apperance indexes of fruit
Treatm ent Fruit weight/ g Longitudinal diam eter/ cm Diamet er/ cm Fruit shape index
Convex pedicle of big fruit type 142.03 aA 7.47 6.50 1.15 aA
Flat pedicle of big fruit type 14303 aA 6-46 6.53 102 bB
Small it ty pe 91.58 bB 5.59 5.40 1.04 bB
2.6.3 NN C 8 .
»3 C
) ’
H ’ ° ’ ’ ’
o ’ C ’ ’ ’
3 . .
’
8 NN C.
Table 8 The contentmeterage of sugar acids Vitamin C and protein
C ( )
Treat \ Reducing sugar Invert sugar Total sugar TSS/ % Titratable acid Vitamin C Proten(fresh) weight
reatmen /g (100mL)1 /g * (100mL)>1 /g ° (100mL)1 /g (100mL)1  /mg° (100mL)1 /g g IFW
Convex pedicle of big fruit type 4.02 bB 9.91 aA 9. 61 aA 10. 4 a 0. 81 bB 21.29 bB 2 194.33 bB
Flat pedicle of big fruit type 5.02 aA 8.90bB 8.70 bB 10.5 a 0. 76 cC 23.06 aA 3372. 09 aA
. 4. 83 aAB 9. 59 aAB 9. 36 aAB 11.2a 0.88 aA 23.91 aA 671. 54 cC
Small fruit ty pe

P

2 3
Fig.2 Comparison of three different shape of pear fruit

4

Fig.4 Comparison of large fruit and small fruit

Fig.3 Comparson of convex pdeicle and flat pedicle
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Biological Characteristics Survey and the Differences Compare
in Strains of Huangguogan in Shimian

WANG Zhi-hui', LIU Shi-fu!, YAN Qiao-qiao', JIANG Ling ping?
(1. College of Horticulture, Sichuan Agncultural University, Y&’ an Sichuan 625014 2. Agricultural Bureau of Shimian, Ya' an Sichuan
625400)

Abstract: Based on the investigations of different strains and biological characteristics, analysed on quality of
Huangguogan in Shimian. The results showed that, the fruit size classified as big-sized and small-sized. On the other
hand, the big-sized fruit shape menifested  flat fruit-base’ and  convex fruit-base’ . The big-sized fruits which had
‘flat fruit-base’ type showed the higher yield, vitamin C and protein content, lower add content. It was the best type in
Huangguogan. At the same time, the flat fruit-base of big-sized fruits branches were opening, the branch grew well,
the leaves had high chlorophyll content. All of those could provided Huangguogan a basis for the high yield and good
quality.

Key words; H uangg uogan; biological characteristics; strains; quality
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