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HS 3 a EHERAAEG 1ERA, EEEKEEENARE, PREE LA LR S
2.35~5.60kg, 3 a EiHi=3.69 kg, FEHi=E N 1447.50~3 511.50 kg/hm?, 3 a T
2274.90 kg/hm®, #% 3.73 hm® XA =HEH, B8 5190.50 kg, FHR 1391.55 kg
/hm?, APEHEER K. 18R, LA E AL RHE RE15.1%3 28.8%, B A
WAL R ERERD, EES3 a RERMIIE12.6%. T 13~14 4D BlER
1.0 kgPlT, MiZBTFABERSER, EL 3 a #hieE1. 0 kg F WE KRS B3 120.5%.
HEA, HERETRMEE38.1%. 43 a =L 0~4.0 kg =R 529.0% . 1
PR MR E62.1%, JLPREEERN2/3 T3 a BHHSAEL0.0 kgl LR

5 7.9%3 SRR

4.0~10.0 kg =I5 30, 0% . T RS2 A M 87 (R IR 45 R
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Table 1 Analysis of the Plum yield

& # 1990 1991 1992 <31 s(igmﬁrt
BO# om 493 493 493 493
(100) (100) (100) (100)
0 140(28.39) 142(28.80) 74(15.01) 62(12.58)
<1 148(30.02) 83(16.84) g 82(16.63) 101(24.49)
1~2 49( 9.93) 34( 6.89) 56( 7.30) 63(12.78)
2~4 87(17.64) 88(17.84) 89(18.05) 80(16.23)
4~6 37( 7.50) 54(10.95) - 50(10.14) 73(14.81)
6~8 15( 3.04) 38( 7.70) 36( 7.30) 42( 8.52)
8~10 14( 2.83) 25( 5.07) 29( 7.93) 33( 6.69)
10~12 1( 0.20) 0( 0) 2( 0.41) 16( 3.24)
12~-14 1( 0.20) 10( 2.20) 34( 6.89) 18( 3.65)
14~16 1( 0.20) 9( 1.82) 26( 5.27) 2( 0.41)
16~18 4( 0.81) 10( 2.03) 3( 0.61)
18~20 4( 0.81) 8( 1.62)
>20 2( 0.41) 7( 1.42)
B k) 1158.0 1493.0 2809.5
FiyE(kg/hm?) 1447.50 1866.25 3511.50
T B (kg) 2.35 3.03 5.69
HREEEHHE™ (kD 3.3 4.3 6.64

. QEB0.8hm*, HHARMEURHKFIO0NE S 2, QFREL S a = RET

2.2 REAAKERNXRE
KAEMBERERIADERER, RNBREL08 UL, MHIAX34.08, /MRR4.7
£. FERE, RES.02 LT HE KLY S BAEI40.0% (£ 2), 16,08 B B 22,0% %
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ARG EFRN51.0%s 121,69 MR RIEBRILS BB 22, 0% 24, 3 B AR™
B m* i E R R BRDRETARER. THUEH, DMREBRRRTEREREGRN
EHE. ARERERUA-BRNEEEE, RERLEETEN—1EE,
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Table 2 Relation between,the weight per Plum fruit and the yield

& ® ?-,; K R (>leg) ‘ BOR (8~168) MR (K88)

¥
G OFE 5P OB R ONK TH &P M Kk OFH ¢ OB OB

kﬁ%#gﬁgﬁﬁeﬁi % #w & * ¥ &
woom ke gy % e/mh % (k) % (ke/mD % (k) % g/mey %)

1 58 556.4 25.9 7.7 20.9 0.64 27.6 11.9 34.3 0.99 36.2 11.9 44.7 0.99 10.3

2 39 370.4 23.1 10.3 25.1 .0.61 28.2 6.7 19.9 0.39 48.7 10.7 54.9 0.63 0

3 44 328.4 15.9 9.5 20.2 0.59 27.3 6.7 24.5 0.45 34.1 12.1 55.3 0.81 22.7
Fiy 418.6 21.6 9.2 22.1 0.61 27.7 8.4 26.2 0.61 39.6 11.6 51.6 0.81 11.8

B R

¥, WA A L0066 hm? K& fr

2.3 HBREWTFRTE

BEREELAZEANSB L E, E%&ﬁﬂs%ﬁ%iﬂﬁ, RIS RO, T
TR, MR K MG T B, AT e, MERBELERTELE.
XEREFBEEWEE . LEBRZEIEREIK40.9%F54.0%(F# 3), 3 a FHH45.8%.
Lhr B H — WA LA, TTREE MESKNTE. AR A2 IEHAEE T AT,
SRS P WA E KB D IR, R SEETERi595.0% LI E, —RBIEM AL migm, L4
WREREITE R R E R, B AR S I 1 A, BRI AHE65.0%~70.0% RS H
TERE, IR E D YRR, FReftthEER, BIEBRRELIEHKS2.7%, BB
(5AX36.9% , HFIE R AR5 T8 LR MRS X T REFITE ML R T B MR %o AR
RP AL S LREEERTH AR, 3 aF B kB RATEERET.9%, Hi 3 FRK
TBEZEN. RENERERAREERE, R EM1.5%R6.5%; BREMERER
HEE, FHR53.2% 3T 7% MBI AL T, BN AEETENE13.5%, KR
RS 0EES.
2.4 BREBRRE ,
3 SR R AES 4% ~11, 1% , BAEW TR (G 4) o —E 0 R R BRI, 4%,
BETX14.9% . BI6 MRS, EWRNT.TY%, HEREBRK, DIEHRBTIE, 19904EK
HRERER, 1991ENER, BEXREHEEREZ FE BRI T KKEENRNE
o LAMMAEREETENERREH N —RIERS 140.0%F 75.0%, FARERER
AREREMEHEREETEYRE. KERERRDERTHMAER, XBRTAZLEHE
Hihs HAKEERSSIEERDE —~EXRE. UFEYRNERREH BN, BEREER
Wik22.1%, HERHO0, HEFHEY i*ﬂ%%Fﬁ??ﬁE@%%ﬁ?ﬁi%ﬁfﬁﬂo LR
REERBHBHBRK,
2.5 HARFHNEREHRXTR
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Table 3 Statistics of the plum imperfect flowers

A - % &%
L H % & % FReH
*t X %)
& 1990 1742 803 939 59.90
1991 2822 1618 1204 42.66
1992 848 500 346 40.89
f# o 45.82
% 1990 320 134 186 58.13
% 7 1991 354 187 167 47.18
1990 316 163 153 48.41
7k
1991 359 220 139 38.72
¥ % 1990 311 215 96 30.86 -
BE 1901 476 272 204 42.85
1990 1107 88 1019 92.05
T 505 132 373 73.86
: 1992 305 135 170 " 55.74
1 Ty 73.88
- 1990 606 126 480 79.21
1991 580 333 247 42.59
B i 1992 279 ‘ 135 144 51.61
-3 64.73
1990 374 114 260 69.52
2% -3
1991 515 201 314 60.97
i 1992 178 115 63 , 35.39
-3y 55.29
B o 1990 97 16 81 83.51
g 1901 139 59 80 . 57.55
g 1992 144 115 29 20.14
Ty 53.73
% K A * % 300 173 127 42.33
h % 150 7 143 95.33
u 8® % % 206 26 180 87.38
it w® 422 244 - 173 42,18
2 %K® B OB O™ 206 " 173 27 ©13.50
- . 217 111 106 48.84
Ll % = 200 29 171 35.50
e OEREFL0EEYL, BRRNI20EEEH, OREEhloke/HE, —8n ske/ ik, & h1ke/#k

BLIF
AEEREEYE 2 Bha2 3 ALdd, EHEHSRT.6CELG. ERRSER5H
ZRBRR, SLTEPEAMER, BEREEFEURSE. BRNEKAFEERERIEX
7 H5%E3 A FHRKEC)MEHBER@INFERERXR, RIURETEHEKEE
BREHERE S 2 s ERREEFd XFIESEHE TR FN: §=6,13459
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Table 4 Fruit rate of Plum by pollinating naturally

o P D 2 o2 % n®

M 3 o R OE OB AL R H R RE
1989 1990 1891 1992 F¥y  K# A - : ke
B A B A B A B

HRR(Y%) 6.29 3.36 11.13 7.68 7.12 14.84 0.17 1.87 2.00 4.02 8.63 7.66 11.73 9.99 24.18

% 5 w » % n® H R R R
% A % & % - m z®
B A3 % 1t 1990-03-05 1991-03-03
A B A B
ERER(%) 8.17 8.25 5.32 8.07 19.54 3.36  11.13 17.81 22.10

e @ KEEBEEH2.0cm, MEHBEFH1.8cmy
@ AM:il, 3aTYHE, BAKER, 2a THHE
® 2aFH{H,
@ —MEHRBENEENHE

- 0.88541x, f5=8.18509—1.286 73 x, +2.939 04 x,. 2 a [FREKET W Wk BENH
RARSED 1 %5 WIWBEKF, HBATHERERL, FREBME. 2 a K854
WA R, HHBEKEAE2. mmPl k, EHBRBED BB, THHRRSAHBEANTEHREK
#1/3~2/5, XMREHBEXZFH, Bhiedinsh, BEATRARE, HRERE. 72
IEEARMZ G MHN, HFR RN 0FI7.8%GE5). MIEHR: 2 H208E 3 d WFY
FEKBAS.8 mm, FHHRBNI.7h, BAHLHEENS.6C, BT LI Am H, HER
B 0~0.8%, RPEXBRNBISKFGHERERRISEERME K #. 2 4220827
Hi 6 dHs, FHHBA2.7h, BT, FHEEKENS.6 mm, (£ T, BHETEHKR
ZHES CUT, HREN0~1.4%, 6 dELREFEREN 0, HBE < HAES CUT
AHFER. SH2BHURKG df, FHKET.6C, FYHMEAKEC15mm, V-1 AR
6.4h, RIEXDDT. ABTRE. KBBEHBF, FHERHY5.0%65)17.8%, BTN
ERBREGHNE, FTANBEAL K NEAERSERRNEM,

2.6 BEEN

2.6.1 mEBEBRNXETE HE-REEEEK, RLNEELEERRE>BINEEEE, R
BEMIBIEFBEERBES, SWNERETEERE, UWEESELEMERN, 1 o
FE3R. 2 ARFIRHHEE SR, HE, 3B, REEEMNBERE, %39 A TaH
REMWMBE. 4 B AR REEN IR SERR, REmEs00fE L8 R, T4 i
K&, 7 ALOEB L ~ 2 WA BB %, w0, NRHEERFLE., DER
BRI SERh, B HEMRERN0.9%, Hid M5 BRE BT M0 % f
Rie MEWXEIR MR, REEFENETTHOERESN, NEHEN, PEW. &5,
WRE LB, WRERE, Bk, BEEEMMBERL, Bk, URENEH
BFEXE. 1 ARTHR ERBET EHELHN, BRYER KRB, REE4EGHNS
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Table 5 Relation between the fruit rate and the weather condition
during 3 days after blooming

- HEH R chY:id -3 oK B THHR
’ (% (C) (mm) (h)
02-15 0 8.0 7.9 0
02-18 0.81 8.5 2.1 3.0
02-20 0.76 9.4 7.9 2.1
02-22 0.68 4.8 5.4 0
02-23 1.80 3.1 3.9 5.8
02-24 0 3.3 2.0 4.9
02-25 0 4.7 2.2 5.9
© 02-26 0 5.3 3.6 2.6
02-27 1.43 4.9 4.6 0.5
03-02 5.26 6.3 0.5 1.4
03-03 4.92 6.6 0.4 2.8
03-04 15.52 6.8 0 6.2
03-05 17.81 7.3 0 8.1
03-06 11.84 8.5 0 9.9
03-07 5.47 9.9 0 9.9
Fo H #H 8 & T ¥ HE
Table 6 Fruit setting effect by the twisting shoot
#l i} *f "
TR TR FiyER FHRY
(cm) “™) (cm) “t)
1.27 11.25 1.18 3.25
0.81 12.00 0.82 3.66
0.54 11.66 0.59 2.92
PO 0.87 11.64 0.86 3.82

Wy GHELE, LB, BEREHRSTN, —0EM, B-LNRETSME

®7 ARESHRELEFRE

Table 7 Anuanl yield of Plum {rom 1989-1992 in the test orchard and the contrast orchard

K L3 ] by i} ]
g 4 MR = ® Ik dg LA R ) 4 neEg [ § b b — 42
FERH100

(ke) (kg/hm?)  B&(%) BE(%) (kg) (kg/hm?)  H{Y%

1989 656.4 820.4 . 104.9 2362.5 787.5
1990 1158 1447.5 176.42 149.89 3605 965.7 122.63
. 1991 1493 1866 128.91 129.37 5 385 1442.4 149.36
1992 2809.5 3511.5 188.18 252.58 5180.5 11390.2 96.38

¥, © RREHS0.8hm?, 4034, @ MEEEM3.73hm?, 2 9408k
SLG6). 408 ALT Wt IR 502, 515, B IR MR, BB BB LA GE ), T
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#7 1 hm?*p= & \19894E %9820, 5kg b7 Bl19924E 93511, 5kg, #7=3. 31, X} REH RARME
Rk R ER, EIUER0.8(%, RRE SHEEML, 1980E TR EAMR, 3 a
JGs RIS M bkt 8 L. 565, BURBHE.

2.6.2 EHALEH 10914 ARAEMBTELAR, BUEEL 4 K, UE AL
s, BRERE., ATEBRTEHERENLSY, WHENL2%. ALRNEERERER
RIEH 125.5%. DL EBR, EHERAEEAENSRELET, SHAALRSEBNRRER™
BEEER,

2.6.3 SR GHEBA  19894EM199045E S 2 a pf 12~13 EARERWRERRDFUPR
WISz M ST R R B, LUREMR It v, HFRAKE, ERSHTFE,

WA B (# 8 ) 1980 EHBEMN, B 2 LAV BEKER. 191ERBNEN, £F
BERsatk SR 582,1%, #& 7 0.10~3.45kg, FHRE16.3~23.28, WETRKEW
aop . 1992 E RN E BN LHRER/BEH 4.96m?, KEBEHR 7.02m2, REERKS,

YO WA S 553.0%,2/30 8 523.0%. F VO LW G .19924 5 H T HLBHK,

kBB R A B4, 75~7.70 kg, FHHE=6.04 kg, VIR ET 1 hm® =R7E3 135
~5085 kg, ¥3 1hm* =ETk3985.5kg, LiRARERE 13.5%, BRHBREEREE K

FHE LS
®3 WHEM~RROBEKX)

Table 8 Relation between the yield and the crown of the high

position grafting Plum trees

TR > B T3 WA %

Eiil 5 BEEHR '8 Fagh
(kg (kg/hm?) (m?) (kg/m?)

1 6.10 4027.5 4,84 1.26

2 4.78 3135.0 4.84 0.98

3 6.45 4257.0 4.40 1.46

4 7.70 5082.0 6.76 1.14

5 5.20 3432.0 3.96 1.31

T8 6.04 3985.5 4.96 1.23

He @ 1989 BHBRKEF K, 199245 ATHLN @ HEN—RKE, 6 WiHFigl, 1hm?Llesotkit

3 ik

SCEHRRME HEF BEES a Fiskreik 50.0~80.0kg, # B & E K -
B, EABREMEMFERE. EEERELEXS3.07%, P11 hm? 6604, B 1 hm?
HOA218. 28R A PR B, QRN e TR B B e 24 EP 3.3 kg, 1 hm?® B AT 7 584.4
kg. = H029.01%, B 190.5%%/hm*, MR EH=R&M N 2.0~5.0 kg, 1 hm* X 7
7381,0~952.5 kg, X#EF=RBPAIX 2 505.0~3 075,0 kg/hm?, T3 7= 0.8~1.2 %, B
PR R B e N 7 B R R R W BT . XRBR RS EXR,

LAEBIERREAES, FEETESLEREQROXES, MEE—RIESUAES



14 EAES, LEMERRERENEOTE , 8?

TifER B NREWIE, ERANE —LAHERRME, XEBRRERRXEFRABNERZ
—o AEEMRAERZALZERMLM, NHRENEE, BEERN, ik EgmRorR
wefl, NMRRERE, ARRRBERTSERRELENWER, NPT, B
DEFHR. HRREBENET FREREERER. BRFEHE, EHIRRBE BE
REBE, GRRHMZNE, REREDEEFRERFA TR0 R EME R SR8
k.

WM Stih. K, ZHHE, ARRABAHEFASINAMRIGI~19925 485 T4k,

Wang Baipo (Zhejiang Forestry College,Lin’an 311300, PRC),Shi Gongsheng,
Qian Yincai, Shen Xianglin, Pan Wenxian, Gu Zhikang. Low Yielded
Reasons of Plum and Ways to Deal with Situations. /. Zkejiang For, Coll,,

1993, 10(1):30~37

Abstract: This paper servayed the low yielded reasons of Plum and tested
the ways to deal with situations, with results showing as follows: 1, fruit-
less trees and low yielded trees almost accounted for two-thirds of the total
trees in the Plum orchard, high yielded trees only 29.01%; 2, imperfect
flowers, as high as 45.58%, caused the low rate of {ruitage, with the ave-
rage being 7.12% in 4 years; 3, Plum bloomed in early spring, during which
the temperature was too low and the sunlight was limited and the rainfall
days were 100 many, which were not good for the pollinating and ferti-
lizing, and frequent cold waves damaged the flowers and the ycung fruits,
The test showed that the potantiality of the Plum was great. Some ways to
deal with situations, such as field management, disease control, prevention
from the early leave fallen and pruning, could reduce the fruitless trees
and could improve the product per tree, and could increase the yield per
hectare by 1.5 times. The yield was as much 1.8 times as contrast one by
using the optimum set on the high position graft.

Key words: plum; low production forest improvement; field managements



