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Influence of different tree shapes on growth, yield and fruit quality of
peach trees
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Abstract: In order to explore the effects of tree shape on the growth of peach trees and the yield and quality of peach
fruits in hilly areas of Jiangsu province, and to screen the high-quality and high-yield tree shapes in this area, this study
used the peach variety Baifeng as the experimental material to compare the effects of three tree shapes of “Y” -shaped, in-
verted “ge” (Chinese character) -shaped and open-center-shaped peach trees on leaf growth indices and photosynthetic pig-
ment content, fruit quality and yield. The results showed that the three tree shapes had no significant effect on the dry
weight, fresh weight, thickness and area of peach leaves, and color, sugar content and sugar-acid ratio of peach fruits. The
crown diameter of the open-center-shaped peach tree was the largest, followed by the “Y” -shaped peach tree, and the in-
verted “ge” (Chinese character)-shaped peach tree was the smallest. The number of vegetative branches of inverted “ge”

(Chinese character) -shaped peach trees was significantly higher than those of open-center-shaped peach trees and “Y” -

R B shaped peach trees. The fruit soluble solids content of the
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inverted “ge” (Chinese character) -shaped peach tree was
significantly higher than that of the “Y”-shaped peach

tree, and the quinic acid content was significantly higher
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ter) -shaped peach trees. The carotenoids content in the leaves of “Y” -shaped peach trees was significantly higher than that

of inverted “ge” ( Chinese character)-shaped peach trees and open-center-shaped peach trees. There was no significant

difference in chlorophyll a content, chlorophyll b content or total chlorophyll content among the three tree-shaped peach

trees. The number of fruits per plant of the inverted “ge” ( Chinese character)-shaped peach tree was 61.92% higher than

that of the “Y” -shaped peach tree, while there was no significant difference in the yield of the three tree-shaped peach

trees. In summary, the inverted “ge” ( Chinese character) -shaped tree shape can reduce the crown diameter of peach trees

and improve the quality of peach fruits and is a suitable peach tree shape in hilly areas of Jiangsu province.
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Fig.1 Diagram of different shapes of peach trees
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Table 1 Effects of different tree shapes on the number of branches and crown diameter of peach trees
2 WA KARE: PRBE R EHCREECE EIRAEGE AUREEE AR P
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (em) (em)
“Y"IB 24.33+£5.19b 28.33+2.50a 10.67+3.30a 7.33+3.77a 5.67+8.0la 12.67+4.99b 63.67+11.90a 31.37+1.32a 363.33+22.48b
F“AN"IE 27.3320.47ab 42.67+5.25a 19.00+4.90a 20.67+4.03a 15.00+3.56a 44.00+4.08a 80.67+6.55a 30.67+2.06a 316.67+13.28¢
PRI 7 36.00+4.24a 32.67+8.18a 18.67+8.34a 25.33x14.6la 6.00+7.79a 24.33+6.94b 94.33+27.35a 31.17+0.85a 404.17+8.25a

[) 5 B8 5 AN [l /N = B3R R AR PR W) 2 55 12 35 (P<0. 05)
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Table 2 Effects of different tree shapes on leaf growth indexes and photosynthetic pigments of peach trees

ppgen DR 8 i fokht HFER B CEAR (ne/)

(107 mm)  (g) (e) (%) (em)  apggFa oKL KW NE MIRE
“Y"IE 2.12+0.0la 0.75+0.01a  0.22+0.0la 70.41+1.83a 52.60+0.02a 1.81+0.23a  0.54+0.21a  6.72+0.85a  2.35+0.06a
BB 2.07£0.04a 0.75+0.04a  0.24+0.03a 68.10+4.17a 52.61+0.05a 1.63+0.0la  0.48+0.02a 6.18+0.10b  2.10+0.03a
HiE 2.14+£0.03a  0.77+0.04a  0.24+0.02a 68.08+2.39a 53.35+0.0la 1.57+0.08a 0.45+0.02a 5.94+0.26b  2.02+0.10a

[F) 5 E 8 5 AN ) /NG - R R A BR] 22 53 1 % (P<0. 05)
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Table 3 Effects of different tree shapes on peach fruit shape index

and soluble solids content

popm R gt TR
(kg) (%)
“Y"IE 0.21+0.04a 0.99+0.02b 11.57+0.87h
F“A"IE 0.19+0.03a 0.97+0.03b 15.33£0.70a
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Table 4 Effects of different tree shapes on color parameters of peach fruit

Ly sl SEEH(LT) LLEOMIAE (o™ ) B (D) B (h) BRI (C)
“Y"IB 54.43+2.82a 24.23+1.39a 16.95+0.96a 33.39+3.12a 31.14+20.40a
f“A g 54.56+2.16a 23.80+2.55a 20.55+2.08a 40.82+2.40a 31.57+£2.98a
FLIE 56.72+3.44a 19.29+2.36a 18.39+2.63a 43.78+7.38a 26.92+0.21a

[F) 51 B AN [l /NG B3R 7m AR BT 2 S {25 (P<0. 05)
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Table 5 Effects of different tree shapes on sugar content and acid content of peach fruit

R AR AR SR AmESE BRRESE ERREE RS SWEE B WL

(¢/kg) (g/kg) (g/kg) (¢/kg) (g/ks) (g/kg) (¢/kg) (g/ks) (g/kg)

“Y'IE 73.56+1.27a  20.50£0.26a 20.69+0.24a  0.35£0.02a 1.74+0.08ab 1.90+0.0la  0.66£0.03b 115.10£1.77a 4.29+0.10a  26.83+0.27a

FIATIE 754121342 217720852 21.42+1.53a  042+0.13a  1.80+0.17a  1.96+0.20a  0.73z0.08b 119.01+3.81a 4.49+045a  26.72+2.09a

TFLIE 72.23+148a 21.13£0.69a 20.12+0.60a  0.56+£0.10a  1.53+0.03b  2.05+0.05a  1.03£0.03a 114.03£1.65a 4.61+0.07a  24.75+0.69a

[F) 5 B 5 AN IR/ IN G R 3R R b B 22 5 1 35 (P<0. 05)
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Table 6 Effects of different tree shapes on fruit yield of peach trees

- ;
Sl s ot B
“Y"IE 93.67+27.52h 19.64+5.77a
]« A" TE 151.67+21.36a 29.30+4.13a
FRLIE 146.00+17.68ab 27.08+3.28a

[ B 5 AN [ NG - RERR 7R b B ) 22 5 8.3 (P<0. 05) .
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