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Effect of Pruning Severity and Bud Number Per Bearing Unit on Yield and Yield
Components of Rainfed Grape cv. Shirazi
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Table 1. Mean comparison of pruning severity and bud number per bearing unit on yield and yield components in rainfed grape cv. Shirazi
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Yield Bunch/vine ~ Weight/bunch Acid pH TSS% Bud Be Berry no.
Treatment s (2) (2) (g/h) prodl(lg;lvuy szlgg) t

Pruning severity w ol
Light pruning S o 48.00 159.0 313.1 8.000 3.80 21.30 80.30 3.900 95.0
Severe pruning L e 48.00 151.0 3299 7.300 3.90 22.70 93.20 3.700 104.0
Bud per bearing unit o, 4adi & 1o 4ilga Slow

Three buds @l g aw 34.61c 113.6b 309.9ab 6.789b 3.90a 23.33a 58.05¢ 3.400b 100.3a
Six buds @l g il 47.89b 167.9a 298.4b 8.256a 3.87a 21.67a 78.77b 4.283a 97.2a
Nine buds Wl @ 62.50a 183.7a 350.1a 7.900ab 3.70b 21.00a 123.50a 3.600b 100.8a

Il me sl 78 Jlaz CE‘N 33 OS5 glamals dim 03T bl p A28l o lie (o9 (61515 45 o3 akal a5 &l Sl Jole Gl O o s cdll.n"ﬂijl._.»
Means, in each row for bud number per bearing unit, followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at the 5% level of probability- using Duncan’s Multiple
Range Test.
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Fig. 1. Effect of bud number per cane on yield
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Table 2. Pruning severity x bud number per bearing unit on yield and yield components in grape cv. Shirazi
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(kg/vine) (2) (g/l) productivity weight
(2) (2)
.\ r <
. e o 34784 1182 ¢ 330.7 ab 6.878b 3.863ab 22.67 ab 48.32 ¢ 3.600 ab 95.5a
Light pruning +3 buds
g 7
. S 'S 38.22 cd 139.7 be 288.1b 9.111a 3.797abc 21.33 ab 75.43 b 4.300 a 91.67a
Severity pruning +3 buds
3
. ~ VS e 72.00 a 2198 a 320.6 ab 8.000 ab 3.727bc 20.00 b 1172 a 3.700 ab 96.67 a
Severity pruning + 3 buds
34.44d 108.9 ¢ 289.2 b 6.700b 3943a 24.00a 67.78 bc 3.200 b 105.0a
N s .
L e TR 5756ab 1962ab 308.8b 7.400ab 3.947a  22.00 ab 82.11b  4267a 102.7a
Severity pruning +3 buds
| g 4 i
LT R 5300b 147.6 be 379.7 a 7.800ab 3.682c  22.00 ab 129.7 a 3.500 ab 105.0a

Severity pruning +3 buds
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Means, in each column, followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at the 5% level probability-using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Fig. 2. Effect of pruning severity x bud number per cane on yield
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