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Table 1. Effect of caffeine, uracil and mixture on the number of inflorescence primordia
formation at different bud position.

S fz | SOppmBm WE B | SOppm R o mg | SOppmypwkER-+ # i
SOppm & 74
50ppm Caffeine+

Bud position 50ppm Caffeine 50ppm Uracil S50ppm Uracil CK

g — IF st 0.9¢c* llc 1.0c 1.0c

F = F 2nd 1.5ab 1.4bc 1.3bc l.4bc

#F = ZF 3rd 1.6ab 1.5ab 1.5ab 1.4bc

# @ ZF 4th 1.5ab 1.4bc 1.5ab 1.6ab

# #H F Sth 1.8a 1.9a 17a 19a

*. The same alphabet are not significant at the 5% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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B3 RENEEF 88 (1) £RY - (2) EAFHE - (3) HHEREER (4) SRERR
Fig. 8. A naked bud with (1)meristem, (2)leaf primordia, (3) inflorescence primordia
" and (4)branch primordia.
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W4 FETEEERBRER S BREBESR
Fig. 4. The grading of fruit primordia of grape depends on its size, and
which can be divided to five stages,
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&2, ynokeg ~ RERT R S RAFEARERZVE

Table 2. Effect of caffeine, uracil and mixture on the fruiting potential at different bud position.

* v SOppm g WE 5 S0ppm /R o 0% 50ppm Bk + % i<y
50ppm R o
50ppm Caffeine+

Bud position 50ppm Caffeine 50ppm Uracil 50ppm Uracil CK
=% FE 1st 1.6d* 2.0d 1.8d 1.7d
B/ = % 2nd 2.7¢c 3.1c 3.2¢c 3.0c
g/ = F 3rd 3.9bc 3.6bc 3.9bc 3.8bc
8 P9 3 4th 4.4ab 4.3ab 4.5ab 4.7ab
% H 3 5th 49a 5.4a 5.1a 5.1a

* The same alphabet are not significant at the 5% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.

R3. BUATLREREBE S8
Table 3. Effect of pinching on the number of inforescence primordia formation at

different bud position

B i £ - F B = F B = F B M F | B A OHF
Treatment 1st bud 2nd bud 3rd bud 4th bud S5th bud
B .L» pinching 1.0c* l.4bc 1.5ab 15ab 1.8a
¥  m®CK . 0.5d 07d 0.8d 1.0¢

* The same alphabet are not significant at the 5% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.

&4 BLHFEREBERZYE

Table 4. Effect of pinching on the fruiting potential at different bud position

B i} g - F | = F | HE = F | B m F | B AH O H
Treatment 1st bud 2nd bud 3rd bud 4th bud Sth bud

5 [» pinching 1.8d* 3.0c 3.8hc 4.5ab 5.1a

) B CK 0.9e l4e 1.9d 2.3d

* The same alphabet are not significant at the 5% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.

REETEREL > TR B 282 » M & REEERE TR 077~ Bk - BHEE - X
FRMMERR AR S ET R ERORBRERZER (X5+6) -
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#3. TRAREHERTHRERS 28
Table 5. Effect of different vineyard on the number of inflorescence primordia
formation at different bud position
* fz | A B B 1 A BOE 2 A B E 3| R BB 4
Bud position Location 1 Location 2 Location 3 Location 4
Ho— ZF 1st 1.0c* 0.9¢c 1.0¢c 0.8¢c
B/ — IF 2nd 1.6ab 1.2bc 1.0c 1.0c
2/ = F 3id 19a 1.4b 1.6ab 1.3bc
# M F 4th 2.0a 1.7ab 1.9a 1.6ab
# A I Sth 2.0a 18a 2.0a 18a

* The same alphabet are not significant at the 5% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.

#6. TRREHFEERBEEZY

Table 6. Effect of different vineyard on the fruiting potential at different bud position

% f2 | & B B 1 _ R E 2 A B E 3| R B B 4
Bud position Location 1 Location 2 Location 3 Location 4

g o— F st 2.5¢c* Qad l18d 0.8d

# = ¥ 2nd 3.5bc 1.9d 2.5¢ 11d

# = F 3rd 5.1ab 3.2bc 4.3b 3.0¢c

# P 3F 4th 5.5a 4.1b 5.7a 3.7bc

% A F 5th 5.92 5.4ab 6.1a 4.3b

* The same alphabet are not significant at the 5% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.

R1. TRENHHREREZVE

Table 7. Effects of pruning date on the fruit quality

& B Kk # H| TEEBEEY | U@ & ¥ B L
Total soluble Titrable acid

Pruning date Harvesting date solide (°Brix) (%) B/A
18/1 ook

31/7 6/12 19.7 1.07 184

20/12 18.1 1.46 12.8

15/8 20/1 185 1.48 12.5

15/8 10/1 16.2 1.70 95

AR BRE REERY -

All of the inflorescence were destroied by

fungi and fungicide damage.
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E o BBTEROTRAEE 5 7 ASLA BB RE AR 7EL2H 6 ARKER L35y AEEL2
H208 %0 5 T 8 A15 RHESIRTHIFTI N F IR E RIS » B Lo TR EA BT -
BOECHIEE RMZE12A 20 H R 224F 1 H10H MR ERI o SRR 7 B4 RENEEZEER L e
PR RO ESEE T 2 T e » BREE RUBRE 5 » S EE v 12 7 HAY19.7°Brix TH:FI 1 H10H
iy 16.2°Brix » BREEH1.07% 28 LR H1.70% » THERRILRIA118. 4208 TRE9.5 « 575l BUERK
MBI (£8) » MERWIRERE R » MEERT ERRBKBFEHHOHEILT » 7 TRE
RHERER G & » THERER ; AR EHE— R Z A8 0 ABE » LIRS R EEmE e o

8. KESHEHIEREERM LS

Table 8. Comparision among constituents of wines from fall-winter and summe fruits (CK).

L' i W ®E B & B | W B E BB ¥ #® | fh b3 )
Harvesting date Alcohol (%) Titrable acid (%) |Residual sugar (%) Extract
6/12 12.4 0.89 0.10 2.32
20/12 124 1.20 Q.07 2.66
10/1 12.5 1.48 Q.07 3.07
BB Summer fruit 11.5 Q.64 0.10 1.96
&F Bl

R @ B CHESFEHEESTEINE L FREEEEEEET » BERE R T
Sz EtRz— BERMFEESEBEERER  FEERRKEAEENEBNTRRIZHE - 6
IR SRR » BE RIS E R E TR R » L » T8 nZF e R TERR a8 25
L8 ESRE R REE S B REEREELE -
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INEEE » BINETHEFEHS. 5~ 4 HA MK < Buttrose REER ~ CHFBRTHNR » IR
W HERSAOMERBEYE » BRPEREEFRVRSRNERTZEHR » EFHERSE
PETEMI10EI L LS » M REE/ R BIRRE Y o mRERMHESEY » it XARTFBRZE
FAstinDUE R o DB nTERE R AR 2 0 b8 » SRR SRR E TR A o

BESR B TR F I S L2 RER R AR » 24T DNASERNA & &Y 09 8
CytokininfIFTHEMmAER RL M E @529 o (AN ERROZEATMIES » K LlRE ©7..u
.22,25) Py Hﬁg\ (6,7,8,9,11,16,17,27) , ﬁ%%% 9 m7k% (10) , ﬁﬁHE 9 ?_g,‘& ’ 1%% 9 }%’D Py Eg‘g‘ (13) F) [ﬁ,%u%ﬁ
619 A BFHBER 0 DR TARIRNRES N EFE 2ok -

A EE EERE IR o BE ~ BRRAKSIEABFRERES » B » BRI RE R FREREA
FE R » X AES SR » HILARERR A TEEE TR DRGSR » HiduEFE
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Balasubrahmanyam ez al 3E¥ 7 Thompson &T#%E 30~40 A5-E » MR E HEE
50ppm DNwEdR» FREEuE K EHIEK » HEEMIER N RNA B &B BB INEENEEBRE © 5 AR
By At R BB & & A (A BNV EL ) » MR AT IE R TR RS R R RIEHE R
s (RTSEESE 6 iR MG LIRS R 2 B IR i » R B HLIETR 5 i AN ok » B
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12 8 A EEENRA L » HEHERG 2 ZREETF > BNEL—-5E » STRH S JIRILE
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Studies on Forcing Culture of Golden Muscat
Grapevine (Vitis vinifera x Vitis labrusca)

2. Study on the Improvement of Fruiting Potential and
Fall-Winter Fruit Quality

W. Y. Wang
Summary

The fruiting potential of basal buds of Golden Muscat grapevine at Er-lin town
can be prominently improved by pinching at the 6th node as 7 to 8 new leaves have
developed on new brust shoots in spring. This treatment also minimize the difference
of fruiting potential at various vineyard. While, the chemical treatment of 50ppm of
caffeine, uracil or the mixture of both is not effective.

In this experiment, it is found that the earlier the forcing pruning is practiced, the
earlier the fruits ripen with higher soluble solids and lower acid content in fruit juice.
On the other hand, the later the pruning is conducted, the lower soluble solids and the
the higher acid the fruits contain.

This results are further confirmed by the wine quality made. The wine extract of
fall-winter grape is significantly higher than that of summer fruit. Local grape wine
should be able to reach a better quality level by producing fall-winter fruits instead of
summer Ones.

1. Contribution No. 1447 from Taiwan Agricultural Research Institute.
2. Assistant Horticulturist, Department of Horticulture, TARI, Wu-feng, Taichung, Taiwan 41301,
R.O. C
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