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Study on high yield of quality fruits of peach
growing in karst peak-cluster depression area

HU Xing-hua, WANG Xin-gui, LIU Ming, LI Jie-wei, HE Jin-xiang
( Guangaxi Institute of Botany, Guangxi Zhuangzu Autonomous Region and Academia Sinica, Guilin 541006, China )

Abstract; The experiments including interplanting with soybean and maize,fertilizing with waste of pigs,goats
and scalpers,fruit thinning at different scales were carried out in a karst peak-cluster depression area. The re-
sults revealed that trees interplanted with soybean developed better with bigger stems and bigger branches
than that of non-interplanted trees, but trees interplanted with maize developed not well with smaller stems
and smaller branches than non-interplanted trees;trees fed with waste of pigs could more effectively bear high
quality fruits than those fed with waste of goats or cows. As for prunning, the results showed that medium
strength pruning, which kept the fruits 14~18 cm apart on the branch,obtained the highest economic benefit.
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Table 1 Soil nutrition level of experimental field

12 CaCO; ER NG 28 WA
Layer(cm) (%) COM(%) TN(%) RAN(mg/kg)
0~10 0.66 2.96 0.18 2.0
10~30 0.71 2.07 0.11 1.3
30~50 0.76 0.71 0.05 0.6

28 b 87 28 b3 Lol pH A
TP(%) RAP(mg/kg) TK(%) RAK(mg/kg) pH value
0.052 0.4 0.4 3.0 7.07
0. 044 0.3 0.3 2.6 7.15
0. 031 0.2 0.2 1.7 7.21

COM=Content of organic material; TN=Total N; RAN=Rapid available N; TP=Total P; RAP=Rapid available P; TK=Total K; RAK

=Rapid available K.
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Fig.1 Comparison of stem growth of peach trees
under different interplanting systems
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Fig. 2 Growth of trunck diameter of peach trees
under different interplanting systems
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Fig. 3 Comparison of main branches of peach trees
under different interplanting systems
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Table 2 Effects of different manures on the external appearence of fruits

K/ Size of fruits (cm)
i R ?o%ﬁf o HE In‘fi.?%it
Treatment Colour %) Brightness Fruit hair 422 ¥R % , h (@
area L /o Length Transverse diameter  Sidelong weight (g
A e 90 [ 2= w 6.16 6.11 5.95 107. 4
B 4T 60 LR % 5.60 5.37 5.65 94.6
C g4 50 LR g 5.51 5.28 5,48 88. 4

T ALLEELHE30K 35 kg+BEHE 1 kg; BALE, EBESE 15 kg +BHAE 1| kg C AR HE, R4 A23% 15 kg + B4R 1 ke,
Note: A,liquid manure of pig waste 35 kg+phosphate fertilizer 1 kg; B,decomposed waste of goat 15 kg+phosphate fertilizer 1 kg; C,de-

composed waste of scalper 15 kg phosphate fertilizer 1 kg.

£33 AABRHASHERLEZRRAINER
Table 3 Effects of different manures

on the fruits’nutrition

i 4, iy %

SF AN B W SR BRI —N’%I&

hh3m y i3 Water gyl

Reducing Total Ve
Treat- Sucrose  soluble . Soluble
sugar s acid (mg/g) .

ment o) %) sugar %) solids
(%) (%)

A 4,325 6. 862 11,187 3.082 0.121 12.5
B 3. 685 6.356 10. 041 3.735 0.115 11.7
C 3.076 6.286 9.362 3.827 0.112 10.5

HWEA BT A BKBAE.
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2.3l RRBAEMNMEE XA H  FURX K
MRLEE AHRTFESERVEWEFTHEHH
BERHL HEARBEMNK, PHEREFT T L
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Table 4 Effects of thinning on fruit quality and yield
PHRERE FHEEKR — P Fruits of class] 4R Fruits of classI =% % Fruits of class]l LN

HRIRE Mean weight Mean yield Fruits out

Treatment of individual  of individual Mg 2E (kg) ™8 83 (kg) MOt B (kg) of classes
fruit(g) tree(kg) Number Weight Number Weight Number Weight (kg)
x5 (C) 76.4 12.3 0 0 13 1.2 86 6.7 4.4
2 ) 88.4 11.7 9 1.0 47 4.8 48 4,1 1.8
(M) 105 10.8 27 3.2 43 4.6 27 2.3 0.7
HEH 115 8.4 39 4.9 26 2.7 8 0.6 0.2

W SR, RHE; B REEE 6~10 cm; PR MEEEE 14~18 cm; HF MRBEE 20~22 cm, —% R . >115g; —HE.95~115g;

=R .95~75 g, HH R . <75 g,

Note;C,no thinning; L, light thinning, fruits on branch were kept 6~~10 cm apart; M, middle thinning,fruits on branch were kept 14~18 cm
apart; H, heavy thinning,fruits on branch were kept 20~22 c¢m apart. Fruits of class I :2115 g;Fruits of class I :95~115 g; Fruits of class

M :95~75 g;Fruits out of classes: <75 g.
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Fig. 4 Effects of thinning on economic efficiency
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