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Table:li The average temperature during the period from flowering to harvest of mume at Shui-li
and Hsin-yih in:1990-1993.

A HEE (°C) Monthly average temperature

£

Yours December January February March April

S H | S H S H S H s H

1990-1991 6.2 4.4 5471 11.9 151 13.8 9.9 17.9 19.3 20.0

1991—1992 154 14.8 134 127 136 12.5 18.8 17.1 174 17.3

1992-1993 16.871716.5 3.1 12.9 159 15.0 170 | 165 19.0 18.5

Average 16:1 15.2 14.0 2.5 149 13.8 18.6 180 18.6 18.6

z SR AT ( Shui-li). 12/11/90%47E (Start bloom ) . 12/28/908%7E (Full bloom) » 4/3/91%R1
(Harvest ) .»

YH: 5845 (Hsin-yih ). 12/19/90%47E (Start bloom ) > 1/7/9184E (Fuli bloom ) » 4/14/913RL
(Harvest): °

WSS MTENTE R T BRI KRITE - — B PIEMIGIE S T RERTE - BT A Al
TEAE ARG IER I AR R SRR L Bl RS E
15.89%. 0 BRI SRIRE3 0% /05 (52) » Foe RER ST REB IOl - iRt 2
DEMC)

BRCHESE A SR A 1 WO A B Y 2 A A R A o - BRI ARy TR
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Table 2. The percentage of imperfect flower'in three mume cultivars at Shui-1i in 1990-1992.

: o HEEE FEBIEY - FREBETIEG)
& 73 G B ;
v : No. of flowers....No..of .imperfect... Pércentage-of
ears Cultivars N B

examined flowers imperfect:flowers
1990-91 £ B Chang-teng 1837 290 158
1991-92 B #Y Chang-teng 5530 631 114
1990-91  HEEHE*  Taur-hsing-mei 2225 12 5.0
199192 BEJPHEY  Taur-hsing-mei 1255 37 3.0
1990-91 W (Ly Wan-shan 2175 115 53

B4 IS - Each value is the sum of 2 plants.
: fE3 (Flowering period ) Dec. 11~28, 1990.

x: {688 (Flowering period ) Dec. 11, 1990~Jan. 7, 1991.
wi G (Flowering period ) Nov. 24~Dec. 23, 1991,

3% £ RIS R LB A B

Fig.1. Various degenerated pistiles of ! Chang-teng ' mume.

w
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Table 3.  Frequency distribution of imperfect flower in mume cultivars.
R E R Pistil Length (cm)
0-0.20 0.21-0.40 0.41-0.60 0.61-0.80 0.81-1.00°1.01-1.20 121-1.40

ﬁ; 2 oy " THEENEE . BEEHRE No. - wREHKE
ears ¥8: No. of imperfect of transitional No. of perfect flowers
flowers?® flowers?

1990-91° B 60 85 69 26 42 30 3
Chang-teng

199192 % 344 144 s 24 4 - —
Chang-teng

1990-91 - kI 18 43 13 14 2 3 9 8
Taur-hsing-mei

1991-92.: Bk 1§ 19 9 4 4 1 - -
Taur-hsing-mei

199091 & 1l 62 i5 10 23 19 2 2
Wan-shan

= B bR R RN S 2 TR A S R TEMIE—/NBS  DIESIHEER RS -

Each value is the sum of 2 plants.
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SEEE30mg/ 100g A LTS B A B A RBETENTE32~5.6mg/ 100TE - EMESR
#10% LT IR ESF R0 A~06:2 1]

a4, NERSREEAERESN

Table 4. The quality analysis of mume fruitsof six cultivars,

foasg FHRE? RNR OME B R gE®c o BYE  KH
Cultivars (g/fruit) (%) (°Brix) (%) (mg/100g) {%) (%)
Fruit % of Acidity ~ Vitamin C :Dry Ash
weight flesh content weight
K Ta-ching 136 84.6 70 52 55 8.2 05
1143 Shan-lien 7.4 83.0 79 5.6 4.8 104 0.6
% Chang-teng 17.5 87.1 8.4 65 46 103 06
BB Taur-hsing-mei  12.9 844 73 48 32 10.2 0.6
fRBEHE Yen-chih-mei 13,5 88.3 74 52 46 10.1 0.5
Bl Wan-shan 116 83.5 6.9 4.6 56 92 05

211991454 H 29 FEFTATAT + LUABI B B4 © Each value is the mean of 14 fruits.
VB LIEER (citricacid) FEL e Acidityiscalculated by citric acid:

SRR RES - o ET MBS R P S RS S ouRa
#8508 8 SREOWER & 0 8% RS- REEERRINRERY L ZHE
EEARNE 5 8 REWEMK

5. ANERAGHEEIR AR RN 2

Table 5. Composition of mineral elements of fruit flesh in six mume cultivars.

foacei P K Ca Mg:i7iiNa Fei' Mav e Cull - Zn
Cultivars (-mg/100g")

F# Ta-ching 18 202 9 9 18 %027 007 - 003009
1134 Shan-lien 18 267 5 97T 0507 0127004 0.18
FeHf Chang-teng 17 251 8 8 19 055 012007007
BEFZHF Taur-hsing-mei = 17 282 9 9 20 150 010 0.06 0.1
fE#HE Yen-chih-mei 18 203 7 8 16 036 006 005 011
H11{ Wan-shan 18 21 8 9 15 199 006005 007

B OGN B R L SR o SEISAE: SR R0 A S SRR
BRI 3% - LEREIEHE - MBGE MM E SRR EBE R DA 2 PR R R RIEUR
# o LIt BRI R X o Bk & B MTATRRSS] B R A 2 R S R
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Table 6. Combined ANOVA of fruit yield over three years in three mume cultivars.

Source DF Mean Square
Year 2 15357.54 **
Tree/Year 6 852.95
Cultivar 4 5037.20 **
Year*Cultivar 8 2330.55 **
Error 24 355.55
Total 44

* 199119934
*# Significant at p=0.0L

HIBT BBUEEE G Rt ERS P AEE TERSENERRE  ETEIHE (&
7). o 199VEFE R LU/ BEA Y RT3 2k BT 0 SRR - BRI IR - (8.8kg ¢ W
SRR P TR o 19924ELIS0FEA Y Bt (1533kg) K BHE (119.0kg) BSEER HIHG
A0k ) SRS HACRSEEN BB (d12kg) o DISEEM B (269kg) BE
15 - B RREERE KN o 993 EL BN R ETEE - EESENTEEL - Do
BRI (84.9kg) BRE - SEAN BB (32.2kg) B - BRREE -

F7. AFSGHE > TR SR ER R IE

Table7. Mume yields of 3.different cultivars over 3.consecutive years.

ks T 7R Yield(kg/tree) sy
Cultivars Plant age 1991 1992 1993 Mean (kg/tree)
HEKH8  Taur-hsing-mei 5 8.8 b2 412 b 467 a 32206
He 2 8 Taur-hsing-mei 8 295 ab 1140 a 763 a 733 a
£ B Chang-teng 8 34.2 a 26.9 b 503 a 371 b
- # Chang-teng 30 340 ab 1190 a 630 a 720 a
(L Wan-shan 30 283 ab 1533 a 733 a 849 a
LSD(0.05) 253 438 443 184

Z Mean:separation within columns by LSD; 5% level:
Each.valueis the.mean of 3.plants;
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Table 8. Average mume yield during years of 1991-1993.

Year Yield(kg/tree)
1991 27.0°¢c?
1992 90.9 a
1993 619 b

LSD(0.05) 26.1

z: Mean separation within columns by LSD, 5% level.

HBS RIS - SRR A BB RES - WHFEESE b s FEESH R
A (BEESR A (13mm) DS - FESRIZNEA » —HEBTE (3.1mm) Bk

ERFROTSE > {5 AE (123.6mg) BSHH (225me) 2 MM TRA R B A
5 (32.6mg) DILERHTE (395.6mg) HAM » FHEE R BIREHFHEM -

#o. R BISREESTRIEF S RERY

Table 9. The size increase of lateral buds of ‘ Chang-teng:! mume during:growing :seasonin:1990-

1991,
A # May . Jun. Jul.  Aung. . .Sep. . Oct. ~-Nov, . -Dec, - Jan.
Month
I FEE (mmESE) | LI 11 12 12 13 14 17 2:2 ERY
Width of bud FO3 02702 E0TTE02 T E03 01 RS R0y

HHE (mpgtSE) 236 295 274 225 326 568 107.8° 2410 3956
Weight of bud +49 41 *43 56 +£49 +61 E£183 339 716

2:1990- 199 EFITE3 M » SR RIBUOMEIE » 2EEF30MHZFAZEIS{E »: Bach value is the meai of
30 lateral buds.

BERIEREREEER 2B SR (TR SRS BAGHIRD) - FERI R A
BRRMLIET S - 2K E B LR 10 SRR E (579%) 10 A LIRIRRER K
#947.9~49.19:28 » Bu A BRBIEN—@ A (EER BN ER H2gH ) 2k{bys
BTHRERE (353%)  #E20 - ERSEGRSEME20%E27% M LIS

(2.0%) BEE (FR10) -
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Table10:+ Changes in total carbohydrates and total nitrogen in * Chang-teng * mume during grow-
ing season in 1990-1991.

A & WEEE(ESE) BEE%ESE) B B(%LSE) . BRAA(%ESE) ZE(%LSE)

Month? Soluble Reducing Starch Total Total
sugars sugars carbohydrates Nitrogen
May 2107%74 115%25 269+12 479185 2.6+0.1
Jun, 205520 10,5415 36.415.7 56.9£9.8 2.7£0.0
Jul. 17728 103% 12 284%£05 4611238 25101
Aug. 2L1%29 9.1£16 2571%39 46.9%6.7 2.7£0.1
Sep. 23.1£70 127407 261145 49.1k76 2,602
Oct. 278+ 14 164+2.2 30.0+6.2 57.9£6.8 26101
Nov. 127%29 10209 227169 353%80 2.0+02
Dec, 9528 8.1£0.6 305+7.3 39.9+4.6 22402
Jan. 14,1529 17440 246149 38739 23%0.1

z:1990-199145
YUBRE MR A YR R BEYE o Each value is the mean of 3 replications on a

dry weight basis.

KESFRAERI0 F RBAEEEARE - 11 H B 0% L% EuHBH ‘R
B SEEE . WHBONEIREREEANHE - KREEDES Z-RETWIGHE B
BT - DUEEYTERABREEETE « SamishiKRERE " T RN L RESWR
o R —FRERIE | (23) o K BB HERNE IS 10 B ~ 1 LB IR RERIATE - (B I87ro A (B E3EK
/N S A AR S (F0) o Bl OB ERIRA NG - ERKEHEEE (R
10) & EATE B2 ERNRER - FIRARARMUNRIELavee HSRIERAS » LaveeiB R
R RS (R BT R - — S EERMEBR I ERRSE R ER #4 > LHES
SR E A S R R (20)

AEBEMRE S LAAERRNLE  RENTENE R R B L - R ER
N R RS TR R SRR SR - (IR A/ R R
1k (329) SRV RAENEREE L (R10) HHEAS - FRERIUEET - HIE KR
BIEFUEEET - Lk AR B - 1993 R B AT BITE BET - (BRBUKREE
BT SRR R A BRI R MR R R R
SRR HEEAEHT % « Proebsting BEMiddleton tEZBHHEITE 4 KRBT - (EEIRAVIZR BT >
B R4S BRERENE  LURTESF SHMELIEES022) - B AT
SR AUNIS. 2D R ET (g6 4 SO AS JUIS17.18.19) o ey o] RL7EH TR AR KRR AT
R R (R TR T R A B LB IER LT STRMRIRE B - BUBREUK
43 bk 5 BRSO T BHE BB A S -
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Summary

The blooming,: fruit. growth and development.of . mume were studied at
two:locations.during different: prowth stage and. the:climatological data were
recorded. The. occurrance. of imperfect. flowers:in: mume. varied in: cultivars.
“Chang:teng ' ( £ B ) which prone  to . imperfect. flower ‘formation had
degenerated pistils at a rate as high as 15.8 %, while * Taur-hsing-mei * ($kJE
#§) had only 3%, The. pistil length varied from 0 10 0.6 cm in degencrated
flowers. The transitional pistil length for functional flowers was between 0.6
Tand 0.8-cm. Pistils' longer than:0.8 cm:developed to set fruit-normally.. The
pistil:of inormal:flower. couldireach: 35/cm in-length!

The yields of 3 different cultivars of mume were investigated for 3 years.
‘The results of combined ANOVA over3 years indicated significant interaction
between years and cultivars: It also indicated the phenomenon of on-year and
off-year in fruit production. The significant yield difference among cultivars
revealed that the yield potential depended on both the cuitivars-and age of the
plant.

During growing. season, the size and the weight of lateral ‘buds of
new: shoot did ‘not ‘change’ until“late Auguest. -In’ the meantime, the total
carbohydrates remaimed almost the same level.” A peak occurred in October
when ' buds- started ‘dormancy, and ‘a significantly rapid decline followed in
November, a month prior.to blooming. ‘The pattern of nitrogen change was
similar to. that of carbohydrates. The decreasing of these two compositional
materials was accompanied with the increasing in bud size and bud weight dur-

ing plant dormancy:





