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Baek Jar-hoon: The Effect of Certain Chemicals on the Control

of Fruit Drop and Fruit Thinning in Citrus,

SUMMARY

These studies were undertaken to find cut effects of certaim chemicals 2.4
-D, 2.4.5—T, MH=30, Gibberellin, Calcium primary phosphate and potassium

primary phosphate-for the purpose of preventing the fruit drop and the fruit
thinning in citrus trees.

The results are summarized as follows:
Effects on controlling the fruit drop.
1) Treatments with the chemicals of trees at the full bloom May 23,and at
the petal fall, June 11, were effective on controlling the fruit drop.
The application on the 23rd of May was better than that on the 11th of J une,
2) Potassium primary phosphate, calcium primary phophate and Gibberellin
had a tendency to control the fruit drop of citrus trees fruits in that order,
3) In the case treated on the 20th of June, one month after the full bloom,
2.4—D was most excellent but petassium primary phosphate was less effec-
tive than calcium primary phosphate on preventing the fruit drop,
Effects on fruit thinning,
1) Application at the full bloom resueted in considorable fruit drops,
2) Treatments with MH—30 and 2 4-D were effective in the frujt thinning.

However application of MH—30 at the full blcom had a tendency to retard
new citrus shoot growth.
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ZEel YA E 2 A5 o] Ad AFs Askd 27 s 8 70~80% ol 4] H
o2 oo Wg Jdol Azt Folslm Yy AHelrh, FEFY WA E HEd JFEAE
AL AgEtd 75 w3 o, dFAY 5 ALY - AHFE 44y TH-HE
oy - A A Sl el ok 2 A 59t dAA okeh, g£9 SANG LINN2 ¢
g3} (C, Tamurana. TAKAHASHI)9] 3o disle] 64 18U4l4 ] 104 gHo 2 1~33]
NAA, ACA, 2.4—D% 0.005% +-¢4& 4z 27345 ARG 2aled,

TEWARTX: Californiad) 4 Valencia Orange(Valencia Late) x+ Washipgton Naveld] =l
M 7]el 2.5—D 60 PPm& A x3to] o) 23 FH4-& 249 Atolel HAAFPetx Badko) e
=, MAS MODO(1963)% &7 3 47 5~20PPmY = 2.4-D, 2.4.5-T¢ £4& 1~23
Atxghel 274 E YA E 227k i

o] 4zko] HE Y YA YA 2y 4% 2HEAE AL 248 va geoy, AT
54 A7 - A2 A S/ - At - A A Foll =t Gy R My &
7k LA gk, AU 55 AFEY T AT of Foke AT el o] ol AP
AT A7 AL E254HY F9ol 2T 4¥E QA% Woz naE Y7
X . S

I = 9 24

1, BAES : TA2A(ENERE) 144 A 244
2, A AFdY 3L FFY
3 BA%H 89 5

1) 2,4,5~T 10 PPm

2) 2,5—D 10 PPm

3) MH—30 1,500 PPm

4) Gibberellin 100 PPm

8) Ca(H,PO,) 10%

6) KH:PO, 3%
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Tablel, Studies on the numbers of fruit drop at different periods of treatment
(average 6 trees)

period 5] 22 617 6/22  :  1/7 7/21 |
Date | | 1 (| total
treatmets l &/6 l &/21 l 7/6 ‘ 7/20 ' 8/5 |
2.4,5—T 40.0 213.3 10.0 8.0 12.0 293.3
2.4-D 113.4 51.0 39.0 24.3 14.3 252.2
MH-30 85.4 31.6 12.3 8.0 5.4 137.6
5/22 Gibb 53.6 110.0 23.3 12.6 1.6 244.6
Cont(A) 58.0 74.6 20.0 1.6 9.6 144.0
Ca(H,PO,) 51,6 37.2 8.6 1.0 5.0 104.6
KH,PO, 102. 6 33.3 43 1.3 1.6 145.3
Cont(B) 37.0 28,6 10.0 0.3 3.3 79.3
2 4.5-T . 20,0 17.0 1.3 10.0 228.3
2.4-D 129.0 21.6 6.0 1.6 144.2
MH-30 173.0 33.4 753 12.3 243.3
&/ Gibb 120. 6 20.3 3.3 8.0 152.2
Cont(A) 128.6 4,0 5.3 11,6 149.5
Ca(H.PO,) 34.0 8.6 2.3 13.3 58.2
KH,PO, 37.3 2.3 0.3 4.3 44,2
Cont(B) 33.0 18.6 2.6 9.0 43.2
2.4.5—-T 6.0 6.3 14.4 26.9
2.4-D 1.3 1.0 4.3 6.6
MH-—30 1.6 4.0 1.0 26.6
6/20 Gibb 17.0 7.3 16.0 40.6
Cont (A) 16.3 3.3 16.0 3.3
Ca(H,P0,) 4.3 1.3 8.3 14.0
KH,PO, 9.0 2.3 7.0 18.3
Cont(B) 10.3 2.6 12.0 25.0

59229 = 6Y11% AZTE v ade 77,04—23.33=54.61)>7.53=L.S.D 5/22) 6/11°]
259 2295 69 209 A2l 97.06)7.53=L.S.D =4 =% 5/22)6/200] 5/22>6/112% A
A7k AstA debide, 69 1193 69 209 A # T2 12.45) 7.53=L.5. D%} 15.45{12.47=
L.S.D= et 444 69 209 A9 Ae & £3s Qe Ao =5 54 224 A7
7t 74 Gatd dabgel &L Aoz velntd,

k7t gsbe] 2AE uww 3a2A24 2.4.5-T, 2.4—D, MH-30, Gibb® A48
92, 7ol Cont(A)T& Ao otALEA ¥nE stgdch, FTAGAF MH-300
76,77%24 Ad%& 3348& deyglet, Cont(A)7h 64.44%014 L. s.D 25.8724 +
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Table 2. Comparison of fruit drop percent at different
periods and for different chemicals (average 6 trees).
period 5,22 [ /1 [ 6/20
plot| total | mumber | percent | total | number | percent | total number | percent
of of J of of of of of of of
treatments fruit_|fruit drop! fruit dropl fruit |fruit drop! fruit dropl fruit ifruit drop | fruit drop

2.4.5-T 3at.0 250.0 73.3 269.0 228.5 84.5 88.3 26.6 31.0
2.4-D 295. 4 256. 6 86.4 198. 6 164.3 83.6 60,3 6.6 10.3
MH-30 137.4 137. & 100.0 243.3 243.3 100.0 93.3 26.6 30.3
Gibb 324. 4 244. 6 75.4 227.0 152.3 7.7 99.3 40. 6 40.5
Cont(A) 180. 0 144.0 80. 6 197.6 149. 6 72.6 88.3 34.3 40.8
Ca(H:PO,) 152.3 104.4 69.0  120.3 £8.3 52.3 53.3  14.0 24.7
- KH,PO,  208.4 145.3 65.1  104.4 44.0 41.8 63.3  18.3 27.0
Cont(B) 117.0 79.3 £5.5 1053 3.0 57.5 57.3  25.0 47.2

Table 3, Comparison of fruit drop percent at different

periods of treatment (average 48 trees).
period l ! ¢ L-S5-D
of 5/22 §/11 20 |
treatments i 5% 1%
percent of
fruit drop 77.94% 23,33% 10.88% 7.53 12,47

ol 4ol gl Zez velew, 53 64U 20¢ 4xTFE 3ol 3.03%= Cont(A)T9
40.8% Wl Aot o388 AAE FAde Adgdch. 2y 59 229 69 11Y Az
3 100%9] (Cont(A)F%& 27l 80.6%2 72:6) 43¢ b AT Aol & vz gl
2w, A FA4%F GibbE A o2 FAE F3] 59 2295 69 119 AZF Ro| g
o] Egtowl, 64 229 AXF Tl A= Cont(A) Furch whapgo] el FAe w7 g Y
. 23 aGibbe A FAA =AY B3 Cont(A) v e ez eigel, (table2, 3
z)

a3 &2 A 24 Ca(H,PO) KH,POE A4dlded 59 295 69 119 =274z
Cont(B)oll ¥] #lo] wo} Fatgo] Wl 2 £ foldE giga 64 200 4= T+ Cont(B)
Fol vdtel mw dapgo] Cont(B) 47.2% Ca(H,PO,) 24.7% KH,PO, 27.0% =24 &1 x4 =
ol F et n U, 2y AYIRF A5 245 v Cont(B)T 55.64%¢] v 3o
CaCH,PO, 48.88% KH.,PO, 44.83% 24 #133] wtststabel glold apdaie] a3 vepy
I 7€ 3 FA e Z frolzE ot
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Table 4, Comparison of fruit drop percent with different chemicals
for treatment (average 18 trees).

D

| L. S,
treatment ‘2,4. 5, -T|2.4-D ‘MH—ao Gibb 'Cont (.. ,[Ca(H, 0,) KH,PO lcmt(B)'__s%
[] .

percent of 66.12% 59.80 76.77 63,08 ¢4.44 48.88 44.83 55.64 25.87
fruit drop

N = F

Az =zt FAGAY2 vebg 273 Baasdy e Aspd i A%E

oS 33A 2 FEso masie o,
1) ™ g2 A 7]

oA o A el r] 9t oal e Fael sl FalokA F5 g rlql 59 229 AR}
Aol 743 &7} gov, AXAA} HL¢4E Fad: ol AE 1AY 4xE A4
4 A3Y ol Fe] 2 oS X vz Ack, Fig. 19 =34 2= upst o] 54 229
ALEFE A 8020l 2atel Hm FHE olFa 64 11U 64 20¢ AT TFE 2 &2}t T3
Aok w4 HFol uwsQl 5Y 229 Aol AA AxAvz Eo

% Fig. 1.

1
a| 591
2
-
«|so
b4
Iy
4]
-
=
s
a

5/22 ] 6;20

Preiod of trealment —
Comparison of fruit drop percent at different periods of treatment
(Aveage 48 trees) .

2) X7\t wxlo| HZE &3t

g2 Ang 2047 sHedol de dAZ T2 FEHG FAaded, diaz

AL FUAT Aol & depia ok, AH42AAY aHE 1T 44 AU 2o
— 180 —



FA Hedo g FFY 2744 $AY Yy ws

L gl &sbe FUHNA doud AYAH Cont(B)F7t 55.64% F34-gdl u st Ca
(H:PO)48.88% KH.PO. 44.83%9 4344 vhepiled 4a Cont(B)Fel wstel oz g
& Ca(H.PO)) 6.76% KH.PO, 10.81%% 2143k, <aztel 42718 udd, Asts] 4
2 27 o FHEAE HsldE A 150 A6 ATstodol s, A28 Fpaly,

A39 st}E 527 Hdede AANE 423E Aol HAHolPon, K5 A3Y F4d 4
+ (69 209 kAl 4x) Cont(B)e] v st} Ca(H,PO,) 11.0% KHPO, 6.7% 9 %s2x a3}
E deda gt (table 2 %2) ol Ca(HPO)+ KHPOS 49 v g darg =
o 3te o] &€ SigAHa .

3) XHzje| &4
HaA24e MH-303 2.4—D, 24.5—T9 <402 a3s} on, 25 MH—300] 73
2747 ddo™ A7 Fhglel AAY EAs} e} A v} Hgton ¥3] AR
A Xast Y.
2.4.5.—T< 10 PPmel 4 z7]}ae &7 ga 33 Jasjde s &5} %9},

i B Fig. 2.

L,

Percent of Froit drp

AAET 240 FT30  Gwb  Gf  GMaPos) KiaPoe Cogt
trentments N

L4

Comparison of fruit drop percent with different chemicals treated
( Average 18 trees) .

Gibbt 5% 229 6% 119 4Xle & 237 AR 64 208 A4 B FAnc H5t
\'—]—. “}E]-lr:l 1"&3""1‘11‘5 MH—30. 2.4, 5—T5 ““Di% A}*G}E ;!6] Iﬂ-;ﬂo]m_ "11‘7'
Y3 2 Gibbe] &1 o] .
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Comparison of fruit drop percent with different chemicals treated at the same
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2 AR 2o AP ol FAel FEHE AL Fagdod FUExdA A4
G472 F9stes FAL T4k FAGA S MH-302 3424 &7 453 £%e
¥ 1,500 PPme} Fxd4& 429 4734 dA4L A48 ssden 2.4-Di dai7] o) %
2.4.5—Tuc} B9 w57} $& AL Hnsolo] & Walo]l oldst 42Heh. 2.4.5—
T Sxo @2 A3 Ashe 237t doba vn ta JoA(BERR) 84 Adseze
dah A2 @A ek 2 AGAAE A £33 271 Aetel 10 PPme Agetslst

A okA] 25 59 229 utAA elae Axat zlel WA AFH R
stdolata Ansch, Cont(B)FE s438 oz WadE FAAPt 2 9% 2714
W] weh A2 A38 Y dsstgsld 1 Gkl &ASA vebdta A2l

i n 2 9

1) RN, G &Z B 1966, 2 VERMOB R, TRIHRRE: HHR B18% MeBE :
2) XEER, BEER, FRFEL: 198EMNKNCMESRTHT SRR (B7H) ._mmsl(z) o
161~169 )
3) - 11963, AT » v O ERERICHT AR (H38) , EERPME2(1)13~19
4) INREI: 1965, B—Y YBMBRGZOM2~30 Y v REV K NEMOREBASEBM < ¥ >0
HEFEck THR, BRNRBATESE, B381~24
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