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Table 1. Effect of different pollination method on fruit set and fruit characters of ‘Murcott’ in

2005.
i Fife ¥R A€ RL %3 FAL 3% TR
~ No. of Percentage Fruit wt. Dia. of Height Peel No.of %354
Treatment . ) . N~
fruit set of fruit set fruit of fruit thickness seed TTS
No. % g cm cm mm No. °Brix
P

Open pollination 14.0 9.3b 158.67b 6.90b 519b 191b 78b 125a

i
Self-pollination 26.0 17.3b 155.19b 6.80b 525b 195b 104b 122ab

Non-pollination 14.3 95b 160.32b 698b 5.35ab 228a 12.0ab 12.1ab
Peidh M
Cross with 60.3 40.2a 187.25a 7.25a 5.47a 232a 204a 120hb

Hai-li pollinizer

Fifa~ 3*4pk F &7 5o ¥ 4 R RIS AL 5% KA -
Means values within column followed the same letter are not significantly (p=0.05) different by LSD test
at 5% probability level.

% 2.2006 # 2 A REF EHEFEFFEEFT ) RBE
Table 2. Effect of different pollen source on fruit set and fruit characters of ‘Murcott’ in 2006.
R Ey# FRF %€ Ly % FAE fiik VARF
Pollinizer No. of Percentage Fruitwt. Dia.of Heightof Peel No. of A% e
fruit set of fruit set fruit fruit  thickness  seed TTS
No. % g cm cm mm No. °Brix

CHM 455 213a 14951ab 50.98a 67.59a 138b 112bc 123b

Ofrfgffg:e 51.5 25.8a 159.03a 5259a 69.08a 1l66a 152a 129ab

I\I/Iyufcﬁt 15.0 75b 140.44b 51.02a 64.79b 159ab 89c 124ab
P
Open 17.5 88b 161.18a 5246a 6856a 145b 13.8b 13.0a
pollination



Y-
Tankan 19.0 95b 122.44 44,71 63.41 0.93 6.0 12.9

CEAT TR R TR T R B o PR 2 R A At e

“Fruit pollination with “Tankan’ dropped seriously and were not analyzed.

Fire~ F*4pkf &7 5o ¥ LR RIS AL SWRE -

Means values within column followed the same letter are not significantly (p=0.05) different by LSD test
at 5% probability level.
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Effect of Pollen Source on Fruit Characters of ‘Murcott’ tangor
Po-Ming Shih and Su-Feng Roan

The purpose of this study was to find the effects of pollen source on fruit set and fruit
quality in ‘Murcott’ . We compared open pollination, self artificial pollination, bagging with
emasculation and cross-pollination with “ Hai-li ° tangor in 2005, and compared
cross-pollination with ‘Hai-li’ tangor, ‘Liu-cheng’ orange, ‘Tankan’ tangor, self artificial
pollination and open pollination in 2006. ‘Murcott’” was found to be self-compatible and has
parthenocarpic ability. Pollination with ~ “Hai-li’ and ‘Liu-cheng’ pollen produced a
significantly higher fruit set (21.3%-25.8%). Self artificial pollination significantly decreased
fruit weight and seed number (8.9-10.4 seeds per fruit)

Key words:  Pollen Source, ‘Murcott’ , metaxenia, parthenocarpy, self-compatible.



