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Table 1. The days from treatment to blooming, rate of bud-break and number of flower in different pear
varieties (lines) after autumn bud-forcing treatment

o Days from bud-forcing to Rate of bud-break Number of flower per
Varieties (lines) .
blooming (%) bud
Taichung No. 1 18 71.4+7.5 5.3+1.5
Taichung No. 2 18 92.1+2.2 6.1+1.8
Taichung Bred “05-28’ 15 94.2+1.8 5.0+1.1
Taichung Bred ‘18-19° 20 90.4+3.8 4.2+0.9
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Table 2. The days from treatment to harvesting and quality of fruits in different pear varieties (lines) after
autumn bud-forcing treatment

L . Days from blooming to Single fruit weight Total soluble solids
Varieties (lines) . I
harvesting (9) (°Brix)
Taichung No. 1 155 372.6+£71.8 11.1+0.5
Taichung No. 2 159 363.5+87.9 12.1+1.0
Taichung Bred ‘05-28’ 162 328.4+63.4 10.0+£0.8
Taichung Bred “18-19’ 157 334.2+77.9 11.8+0.7
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Table 3. The flowerbud formation rate of the new shoots in different pear varieties (lines) after autumn

bud-forcing treatment

Flowerbud formation rate (%)

Varieties (lines)

Short spur Twig
Taichung No. 1 0.0 -
Taichung No. 2 54.5 29.7
Taichung Bred “05-28’ 66.1 -
Taichung Bred 18-19’ 50.5 12.2

* Short spur has a single bud, twig has more than two buds.
* Taichung No. 1 and Taichung Bred ‘05-28” had no twigs.
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Table 4. The days from treatment to blooming, rate of bud break and number of flower in different pear

varieties (lines) after spring bud-forcing treatment

s . Days from bud-forcingto  Rate of bud-break Number of flower per
Varieties (lines) 4 ) g , ) Werp

blooming (%) bud
Taichung No. 1 28 91.6+3.5 4.2+1.4
Taichung No. 2 24 93.6+2.3 7.7£1.0
Taichung Bred ‘05-28’ 17 96.1+0.9 5.5+0.8
Taichung Bred ‘18-19’ 24 92.4+4.4 4.4+15
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Table 5. The comparisons between ‘two harvests per year’ and “autumn fruit of one harvest per year’ in
different pear varieties (lines)

o Days from blooming to Single fruit weight  Total soluble solids
Varieties (lines)

harvesting ()] (°Brix)

“Two harvests per year’

Taichung No. 1 148 632.2+£148.1 12.1+0.6

Taichung No. 2 161 429.5+93.9 13.6+0.9

Taichung Bred “05-28’ 168 374.91 98.6 13.1+1.3

Taichung Bred *18-19’ 155 412.2+76.1 12.2+0.9
‘One harvest per year’

Taichung No. 1 154 587.6+£104.7 11.7+0.7

Taichung No. 2 161 453.3+ 56.4 13.1+0.8

Taichung Bred ‘05-28’ 155 413.3+74.3 12.9+0.5

Taichung Bred “18-19’ 156 428.7+ 83.4 12.2+0.7
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Table 6. The comparisons of flowerbud formation rate between ‘two harvests per year’ and “autumn fruit
of one harvest per year’ in different pear varieties (lines)

Flowerbud formation rate (%)

Varieties (lines) “Two harvests per year’ ‘One harvest per year’
Short spur Twig Short spur Twig
Taichung No. 1 74.8 21.4 71.3 26.5
Taichung No. 2 84.9 61.8 87.3 70.1
Taichung Bred ‘05-28’ 78.9 6.7 81.6 10.9
Taichung Bred ‘18-19’ 82.3 46.6 78.5 50.7
* Short spur has a single bud, twig has more than two buds.
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Studies on Two Harvests per Year in Pear *

Wan-Jean Liaw, Lin-Ren Chang and Chih-Sheng Chang ?

ABSTRACT

An 80-times diluted solution of 49% Dormex (hydrogen cyanamide) was sprayed on
four pear varieties (lines), Taichung No. 1, Taichung No. 2, Taichung Bred ‘05-28” and
Taichung Bred ‘18-19’ in the bud-forcing treatment on August 24, 2006. The trees
bloomed in 15 to 20 days, the winter fruits harvested in 155 to 162 days after full bloom,
and the average single fruit was 328-372g. Another 50-times diluted solution of Dormex
was sprayed again right after harvesting, the trees bloomed in 17 to 28 days, the autumn
fruits harvested in 148 to 168 days after full bloom, and the average single fruit was
374-632g. The results showed that all these four pear varieties (lines) could be
harvested twice after two bud-forcing treatments. In the new shoots grown in the
autumn season, the plants of Taichung No. 1 could not formed flowerbud, whereas
Taichung No. 2 and the other lines could complete the flowerbud differentiation.

Key words: pear, bud-forcing, off-season production.
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