Hr3E meRge (Jour. Agric. Res. China) 36 (2) : 190~195 (1987)

e T % = M OB R 7 &

x £

&

HE MTEGEREEMHE SRR LR SR DA R - EE
FHEHEGHESRER S P o SRERFEBRKE  IILE Ok IR E
T R o TERRIEH IS 3 S0 SR B RSB PR o IR AR » ST tkeh EUEBRIEBOR &
t o BHEGESERERTYE AT THREES 184.014%  MHBERER
AT I0AF » THREM 111,662 o B H EkEHERTIHERSEI0.8AT
WP E14.3TA% 5 HIRE AR 66.57AT » FHAERBERES » REEMEE
75.23 A% 0 AREMERES o MBKEERNEH2FIE L ERTHERFRIERE > #
YRGBT o Lot B & £ R IR -

BT FEH B LA B RO RO BRCER -

EREBBEE  BESEEKEY — WAL HEEEEE > RELE - ERER - BEES
CENEERS BESSE HAERSEE o —RBAERITIN TRE R BERM > A A
 EBEFEEREE o BRSNS BT RS SRR L o DIEBIN T

TRESRIL T B KRS IS E AR s WRMEKE K » RERKREERSTE - REERER/
 EEE » ERAEBESE  SBIEIEMRERES » B BT EE - @@F&&%ﬁﬁﬁz
EEELENN  FRERAEEER  WRBEHEURERIEZ2E -

MEIZRFE
— ~ R

A GEE DB LSS ESRBR S RAER B2 LA SRR E %ﬁﬁﬁm%%ﬁﬁiﬁ(w
— s TEAE) BRCER (AW~ AEER) RERRER -
=HBRAE:

BESAZ T R L B B FOBI68AE T TR R » R o — R 7 o I A LB
B4 o BB T A S B  BLE  BOESER DEREEBHE  SRERES Ik
YRS A T SRS R RSB SRR BN - 4 RERELE RO ERRTH
RES-

GEWERERERT WARE 1336 iR

AEEEPRIEE A ERRWEE T28E 4.1 —E— 103 R BN
SRR B BT R L B R B GSR S BT BDEE

ARSI REAR BT R L IR ﬁiﬁ& T RS ABIE o FRLLEER -

.pwwv-:



MTERWESEAEHE 191

ARBIRAZEETERRNT
(=) EbRIVEEEL

FOWBBEREERA0E0L TR E LR REFF LN - R 6 ~ 8 KRS Rz % > &
RERERRERFERER 2 ABMETE » QURTERELE » FIFEEHSE - & 255775
R ETE P R ERE TSR F 0 MR T R R REETOLAIRZE  AEATHRNERKBE
BEIRERRG o REEZS T EPER L MERFIRREFETEEREAR » BRERIE
EEREBRZSERE 1 E 263E > MEVREERE  BRZFRTER » FTREER » I
MEF B RS R BT » ENRFEERIRKRE » BPREITRE -
(=) BALEERS

WERRRERSTE AR BERENRE - FRER » R eI R R
BEEZBALE » Shikgh FR BT 40~504 5 iy » M R8I xR - (REFFRE » BHLERHES R
POEBIAR o BURAAES  BEFTECEBATER R - RIS » WERRE NMRR B R A Z M
TR R ERBIR -
() WMOBELE

BELE— RSB ABAER - EEERE T EREETO~S0L TR IET - (REFFRM
(REE 3 ~ 4 B » LIBEBUS AR Z B8 » SR AERBRE20~404780% » BRE ER R 5 HENES
BRI » LR - MELROENE » EHF LEETCERIERER » ABNIRERERTE - &R
B~ R > MR IR B E BB -

BRLE BT ik FETR BB 3T
Bl. #HREELEZEE

AW ERS O BOBESBEEERIET SRR MR « ks B
ELHEERZRE  MFRELRS BN T
—  FRBEAFEHNEELRERZS

BEAR MR R B A 7 R R R R W i & A T - TR BT B R R R — -

HE-RE-SATREEE NS EEM TAEOBEREEERER  MESRS TS
ER o DURREEAMBERAARE  HERSRFHE2LBAT - RER 184.074% » RHAKR
HALISZE LRI ZFE L o KD~ O WM - BAERKE S » MOERERER 2R T H®
B EEERS.5ATRT.I0AT -
I ARG EHBLRNERERZRE

FlER 4 - 5 FEZEREREFEZRERMEZIR



192 FREEEE SRS 55 36 & E2 1987

Kl FEEREHBGRYEHERZPE
Table 1. The effect of different training methods on yield of young guava trees
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Fig. 2. The effect of different training mecthods of fruit set and yield of young tree of
cultivar Chung-Shan yea bai
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Table 2. The cffect of different tr
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iirg methods on yield of adult guava trees
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Fig. 2. The effect of different training methods on fruit set and yield of
adult guava trees of cutlivar Chung-Shan Yea Bai

EHERBAELA=ERERS

E-

i

FRBZBAOEREE  REEEEE RN EREEZTIA L - TN THAMEZRE » HE
%EAIV@m%ﬂ%@MENW:EM&PLMEQ&EHKﬁ% WK ETER » B
s BYERE B R NE o S EEUE ST Bl R IR JE O - 33K ~ SRK 977 9§
ﬂ%ﬁ%ﬁ@%umﬁﬁﬂﬁ% ST A RSRP O AR ERR - MAMRRERE



194 PRI 55 36 B H2 M 1987

Bob > WEEHGRE - MBI ER RMERSERS R I » TR TR AL AR R ~ BAOE - 18
DEEEAME SRR AR SRR LG RES » BRBVUESR SR RE - BRETHER
YyFtE184. 0745 » BROERZFS154. 0845 » $HRAT BB B EEL11.66 470 o IS
114.3747% » BALERI2. 3143 » BLIERST 4947 » HREIBT R RIEMEE 75.234% » &%
FoEFZBAEER - MERBKEEUHBERS » ARER]  EERTHEELE » R THE
SEINTEEM » RERCR » BBE RS » MRS\EERT DBk EEE RS » B K FERK
s [EREE ik o

EHRERRILAERERR ST AEOBREEE LARRER RS REE S ERRE » THFE
2k e AW DMRRER  MEENER » MRBESRIML  FRRFEEEERYE » BEREE
fifl » FREAEERAR R o SRR I HBE AR » BERREREHE » RERFARMTEME
RS > SRR R EE 0 B RTERFIHEE80% L L -

Z2EXR

1. 3%E 1955 MRBFLGMARE %45 (18) (85 (19) 1 9.

2. T - B8 1960 BETERELOBEEYENCERR SEEEG (3 ~4) :106~109

3.3mE 1961 FOMEBIMTEHEREEE hEEET (3) 127-

4. BZEH 1971 REEHE ZEEHHEH -

Mk 1974 RBHEEEIE THER-

R ~ BIEM 1977 FEEEEMEEAR EXEBEHH S5 -

- RIRE 1980 FLOE EBATREER

- ER® 1984 ERREEE BEREHR 2RAFE#ESS.

SHIGEURA. CT. RM. BULLOCK and J. A. SILUA 1975. Defeliation and fruit Set in GUAVA
HortsciencelO(6) : 590.

© o a3 o o,



I E AR R 195

The Effect of Different Training Methods on

Yield of Processing Guava.

Sammary

In order to inhibit overgrowth of procsssing guava shoots, enhance fruit production
and lower fruit set, 3 kinds of training methods had been used for comparing above
characteristics and guava production also observed at same time. Three methods listed
as: branch bending method, center open method , pinching method and check (no treat
ment). Guava trees growing in the orchard were divided into 2 groups: adult trees

(4-5 year old) and young trees (2 year old).

During 2 years observation and came to the conclusion that the best training method
was branch bending method. The total production and ave. fruit weight of young guava
tree were 21.43kg and 184.07g, however, check were 7.10kg and 111.66g, respectively.
Adult guava tree which fruit production and avé. fruit weight were 70.84kg and 114.3
7g, significantly heavier than check treatment check treatment were only 66.57kg and
75.23g respectively. Three training methods had a significant difference in their total
production and average of fruit weight.

The advantage of branch bending method was while pruning new shoots of main
branch could lower fruit set and facilitate guava orchard management. This method
used for guava tree which for fresh eating also got good result.
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