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Effects of Summer Pruning on the Production

Efficiency of Xiahei Grape

SHANG Jia-yin,SUN Jian-jun, LI Kai, WANG Dan.SU Hong, HUANG Jian-quan.,ZHANG Na,

TIAN Shu-fen

(Tianjin Facility Agriculture Research Institute, Tianjin 300384 ,China)

Abstract; In order to promote the healthy development of grape industry,four pruning methods were set up, the

single grain weight, volume, pruning amount and summer pruning waste were investigated and measured, and

production efficiency was calculated and analyzed. The results showed that the single grain weight of treatment

A (four leaves‘new shoots below the ear,the secondary tips were erased” + eight leaves‘4th leaf topping before

flowering. retaining 1 leaf of secondary shoot” + eight leaves ‘ the new shoots were topped with 4 leaves after

picking the heart,reserved side shoot with 1leaf”) ,teatment C(four leaves‘new shoots below the ear, the sec-

ondary tips were erased’ + twelve leaves ‘4th leaf topping before flowering, retaining 2 leaves of secondary

shoot” +four leaves‘the new shoots were topped with 2 leaves after picking the heart, reserved side shoot with

1leaf”) . treatment D(four leaves‘new shoots below the ear.the secondary tips were erased” + twelve leaves‘4th

leaf topping before flowering,retaining 2 leaves of secondary shoot’ +four leaves‘the new shoots were topped

with 4 leaves after picking the heart, the secondary tips were erased’) were significantly higher than that of

treatment B(four leaves‘new shoots below the ear,the secondary tips were erased” +four leaves ‘4th leaf top-

ping before flowering,the secondary tips were erased” + twelve leaves‘the new shoots were topped with 4 leav-

es after picking the heart,retaining 2 leaves of secondary shoot”). The volume of single particles treated D was

significantly higher than other treatments. The annual production workload of treatment A was significantly

higher than other treatments. By calculating production efficiency, treatments C and D were significantly higher

than the treatments A and B in terms of grape production per unit time and grape production per unit of waste.

Treatment D was the best by comprehensive evaluation.

Keywords: grape; summer pruning; production efficiency
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