rh#Em2emrae (Jour. Agric. Res. China) 38(4)438~445 (1989)

e LA G AENAG FEZIHE

ERE

BE ARBUPIURBE - NEEERBHEAME ) DURSR (46%) REKERK (39.5
%) FREEEHER » —ERBER 0 BRETRRBRRE T SR EH S RER R R E
BHM o RFK25%AE » BHEER > REREHRE - PEHFRER > MLURFR6.25% 5
EEHE  EREDLE  FHEESRE. 1% » FERM20.387 » IREKI2— 4RI #E
» BEBRAE B39 8T » R EO4.8ATE » IRERIBEAS—51% o MEERTHEE o

BT BHOM - RE - Bl BE S BN Ea 5‘%‘;3:‘:?:
Key words : Guava Urea ~ Ethel ~ Defoliation » Harvestmg Perlod > Productivity »

Fruit quality °

FOBREEEERERE 2 - Bk EEE > BEE > RERAERN » BRI TR 8
B BRFEA P » REFEREHZ— HEEWE - TABEMNTFERESFLA K HE
AREKETHREE s FERM » ME/MEATR - ZREFEEMETETILE (EARERLR
S MRS o IR Z » BRTEIEEEZEEE M o LA B RIEEE 209 P
AR ERE » UATREENHEREED » ZSREPEEET > BRHEBAL  BEARE
ERE TREEZRE » mEEERGNEATERE  EXHERFZEBE > BREELSCETRZ
B BRICESRE > REERFMGER > DAL EAEHEARE » R BEBTEER 5%
T BERERE THRIFEREKRAE -

EOBAIFEEEELEEMTAE 78 » B/ Chapman K. R. J. Savanah and B. Paxton
RI979ABRMER 10 » FERAFELIRR25% BERENEHB LS ES » TH{EERTEHEIEHE
ERHRREBEHI0—-40%2E » BiREEFEE 34.69AT - EYB+EBHENBETE » % EH
EoMER "D REREL+M £ +EERIIREN » BEM3.5%8KEEHE (Ethrel) %95% &
HEWABINEBRFEEETER » W%“u%ﬂﬂIﬁE@?&@ﬁl&ﬁ(% TERBHIRR2% EE R BT
5o BEFTEFIE » REHERIFIEE 73.50% > LERFIHBEESE » HHEES0—654%
20 EEEIMSAT\ I - BREEEEELGERE > REENRAHEN  MBRETZERAR

1. %ﬁ%%%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ BoRaE s 1485 8 o ARBATERERZRGMBITTRE—T.1—8—21(6) » LIS

2. E\mﬁt%’%‘[ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬂbﬂ c MY B|MERR Ruliie



T EAEEMRASTEZHE B 439

BISTEE 2R » DEABRRHREZZE
MERAE
BEAMTEABMERFILA Y H*%%EKUJ*ﬁ%@ﬁﬁxﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁ@a‘z*ﬁﬁhﬁﬁ iﬁé%
SRS BRIA TR P A () FORLA A L3I ERE » (SRR RENTR -

|

A S ’ % l . B H® A i B
1 469% R 3% 25%
2 46% % 12.5%
3 469 % % 6.25%
4 39.5% G R FR 0.
5 39.5% E LRz 6.2%

- RS AR AR » IR I PRk > &FT208k s IR E A » ﬁ?ﬁ&@t
ﬁﬁhﬁiiﬁﬁt FREAR RE A SERGRIS BRI T2 CERAASE—R
MR B s BATE» BEMBWY > RERSALERANE - IRALHEAWT ¢
Lm@%@%@ﬁﬁ&ﬁ%&&%ﬁﬂﬁ% -
2. PR N SE R R R R YR BE 2 o
3. A SRR BE SRR 2 B
4 TRETHLE » BATE » BRI o
5.AEERERME

HR G

KRR ERAKEEF (Ethrel) MMAREHFAERAGRE » 57171986429 A16H » 127
10[ » 19874 3 H27H ~ 6 A15A ~ 9 F 4 H ~ 123150 » 19884 3 3241 » 6 AITHE =4 » T/
KRABETENR » HEEESLEFENES R ILnE—

I r < 100
FT o . =
aeii [ B0 o B
5 '“"55
g2 f 14904
g L SR
OCE by 300 E-L\
St 4w s E
5 - 100
0 0
g 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9
— BRERE ----~ RERE °C
;g [ e IR E — T B mm - 800
E?fﬁ&gg [ - 600 EE
g 450 o F
SEWLF 4400 £2
Ve 15 F . mug%
12 - < 200
5 F 4 100
0 0

R # Month
B1. REBWIREE RS EY

Fig. 1. Variance of temperature and Tainfall during the experimental period " - .



440 HEREPIE B B B B 4 M 1989

BRI —FR - I EREET 6 - 9 BB SR > BB ESERK0°C Ml 128 =3 ABR
K > BB ELZE30°CLAT » FEBEMEAR24CHULE - RESHEEEFH6~9 Bl < &
EEERER 2R ETER BRRERSTTEYEERZ AR -

ARABRIR A SR W R FR I B B LA 5~ 6 SR IER I - SR
REER > REZPE  BENEARAE  FIEEEFRMT

(=) ZEREE N TEABIREEEZHR
ARBREHRARE (46%) Rt RRK (39.5%) Ml » FRETRIEE R RS
FRBERER » HEHREEELR - AR BERFHME R

85 F
15 F
65 |

F )
o

D # #

Defoliation rate(%)

25 F
15 |
=1
0 . 3 2 1

15 15 16 76
76 - 9 716-12 77-3 779

EEAL Appl. date

B2, TFEZEEIRE RS RS R TR ERE
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Fig. 5. The fruit quality of guava after different chemical applications.
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The Studies on the Methodology of Regulation
of Harvesting Perids in Processing Guava

U-Chang Wang

Summary

In this study, the processing Guava, Five or six years old of Chung Sun Yueh Pa,
and two chemicals, 46% Urea and 39.5% Ethrel, were used. The results from two-year
experiments revealed that different applicationtimings and chemical concentrat onis
were closely related to defoliation and production of processing guava under different
climate conditions. New shoots were caused severe defoliation and injury, and product-
ivity was also low when 25% urea was applied. 6.25% urea was the best concentration
with 36.1% defoliation and only 20.3cm dieback on new shoot. Buds initiated again 12
—14 days after spraying of 6.25% urea. Yield of year was 39.8kg per tree with a
average of 94.8g per fruit in 6.25% urea treatment, resulting a 45—51% yield increase
compared to other treatments. Difference of fruit quality between treatments was not
significant. o -
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