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Abstract: A camparion of the quality and yield betveen 496 varieties of plants which produce four
different types of peach—nomal peach, flat peach, nectarine and flat-nectarine peach, was perfomed
evaluate the differences in the agricultural characteristics betveen each type of peach The reaultswere as fol-
lovs (1) No significant difference in growth period was found among these 4 peach types (2) By compari-
on, the flat fruit types had higher sluble lids content (SC) and luble sugar content in fruits, but lover
titratable acid content, fimnesswith in, fimnesswithout kin, average fruitweight, pitweight, pitweight/
fruitweight and yield (3) Higher contentof SC, titratable acid, red flush degree, fimnesswithout skin and
pitweight/fruitweight in glabrous fruit types, but lover oluble sugar content, <kin fim, fruit average weight
and yield index (4) Nectarine peach had higher titratable acid content, fruit pignentation, average fruit
weight, and yield compared with the flat peach (5) Flat-nectarine peach had significantly higher SC, lu-
ble sugar content, but significantly lower average fruit weight compared with nomal peach
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Tablel Camparison of fruit development periods /d
Fruit type Number + Mean + D
Peach 380 107.08 +24. 49
Flat peach 30 102. 00 +19. 60
Nectarine 81 105. 80 +18. 27
Flat-nectarine 5 116. 60 +15. 58
2.2
2.2.1
2
Table2 The canparison of luble ovlidsand soluble sugar contents 1%
Soluble olids Soluble sugar
. + +
Fruit type ~ ~
yp N umber Mean + Number Mean +
Peach 380 11.34 £1. 72a 279 9.08 £1.43ab
Nectarine 81 11.45+1.73a 58 8.07 £1.42a
Flat peach 30 12.02 £1. 29ab 24 10.09 +1. 02b
Flat-nectarine 5 13.00 +1.18b 3 9. 89 +0. 62b
: P <0.05

Note Valueswithin a line folloved by the different letters indicate significant difference at P <0. 05 level.
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Table3 The canparison of titratable acid contents for fresh cultivars 1%
A sia cultivar Europe and America cultivars
Fruit type * *
Number Mean £ D Number Mean £ D
Flat-nectarine 3 0.30 0. 03a / /
Flat peach 20 0.32+0.11a 4 0.30 £0. 08a
Peach 186 0.38 0. 19ab 56 0.68 £0. 15b
Nectarine 23 0.54 +0.25b 34 0.82 £0.18c
2.2.2
4 , 79.31%,
4
Table4 The canparison of flush degree fram fruit types 1%
Fruit type N umber + Mean + D
Flat peach 30 38.50 £22.97a
Peach 380 42.00 £27. 14a
Flat-nectarine 5 65. 00 £22. 36b
N ectarine 81 79. 31 +23. 86b
2.2.3
5 y )
5
Table5 The camparison of fruit firmness ! (kg- an?)
+ + +
Fruit type Number M ean of fim with kin =D M ean of fim without Kin + SD in fim +SD
Flat peach 20 13.29 £3. 42a 8.29 £2.87a 5.01 £1.47ab
Peach 232 17.31 +4.30b 11.22 +3.96b 6.13 £2.60b

N ectarine 31 17.75 +4.43b 13.66 +4. 14c 4.10 +£2.08a
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2.3
2.3.1
13. 69%; , 10.73% ( 6)
6
Table6 The camparison of average fruit weight and pit weight for cultivars
Fruit weight Pit weight /
+
Fruit type * * Pitweight/fruit weight + D
Number Mean+<D Number Mean+SD
Flat-nectarine 5 79. 36 +24.82a / / /
Flat peach 30 98. 26 +25. 05ab 23 2.66 +0.71a 2.68 +0.54a
Nectarine 81 101. 63 +26. 98ab 20 4.86+1.11b 4.97 £0. 94c
Peach 380 113. 85 +31.86b 304 4.73+1.58b 4.16 £1.27b
2.3.2
( 6)
2.3.3
7 : ;
7
Table7 The comparison of open pollination and yield index for cultivars
/% Open pollination ratio Yield index
Fruit type * *
Number Mean +D Number Mean + D
Flat-nectarine / / 2 20. 86 £19. 99a
Nectarine 67 22.74 £12.17a 10 35.15 +£26. 09a
Flat peach 24 23.39+13.57a 20 43.61 +24.98a
Peach 318 26.51 +£12. 62a 183 52. 03 +33. 88a
2.4
2.4.1
8 y 1
' 60%
100%, ;
1, 13.8%, 36.8 g,
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Table8 The canparison of character istics of different fruit types for northwest local cultivars
+
Characteristic Fruit type Number Mean + D
/% Soluble lids content Peach 46 12.29+1.55
Flat peach 12.60 +1.85
Nectarine 13.40+1.49
Flat-nectarine 1 13.8
/% Soluble sugar content Peach 15 9.36 £1.12
Flat peach 3 10.64 £0.25
Nectarine 9.56 +1.29
Flat-nectarine 10.58
/% Titratable acid content Peach 15 0.59 +0. 26
Flat peach 3 0.42 +£0.13
Nectarine 0.79 +0.15
Flat-nectarine 1 0.26
/% Flush degree Peach 46 21.84+£21.78
Flat peach 3 18.33+£19.02
Nectarine 34.05+34.16
Flat-nectarine 1 25.00
/g Average fruit weight Peach 46 107.78 £27. 87
Flat peach 3 84.43 £4.57
Nectarine 90. 28 £13. 33
Flat-nectarine 36.8
/% Fruit setting Peach 38 26.42 £12.54
Flat peach 3 24.95 +£10.70
Nectarine 6 15.04 +13.91
Flat-nectarine 1 16. 64
Yield index Peach 13 36.16 £31. 04
Flat peach 27.35+£19.25
Nectarine 25.61 +26. 87
Flat-nectarine 1 6.72
2.4.2
(
), ; ,
«C ) 329,
3
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