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F1 HAHBEHABHREHERZERER
Table 1. Effect of pruning strength on the yield of roundheaded training

Pruning strangth Amount No. of fruit Year yield Average fruit weight
per plant (kg/per plant) (2)
Heavy pruning 1995 243 103 423
1996 432 165 382
Medium pruning 1995 363 135 371
1996 485 170 350
Lighely pruning 1995 507 170 335
1996 538 172 320

* Datas were average value from Nan-Shin two test fields in 1995 and 1996.

F2- MAABHQEHERZENESR
Table 2. Effect of pruning strength on the yield of trellis training

Pruning strangth Amount No.of fruit Year yield Average fruit weight

per plant (kg/per plant) (g)

Heavy pruning 1995 217 66. 75 308
1996 516 142 275

Medium pruning 1995 363 104.5 287
. 1996 565 152 269
Lightly pruning 1995 796 165 226
1996 662 173 261

* Datas were average value from Tung-Shin two test fields in 1995 and 1996.
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#3  BREHPVEAEHREHMEALZESNIE
Table 3. Effect of pruning strength on the quality of roundheaded training

Pruning Fruit Fruit Fruit rib Fruit rib pH Solube solid Organic Juice
strength length dimeter thickness height Value content acid content
Heavy pruning 15.87a 9.9%a 2.39a 3.79a 3.82a 7. 3% 0. 22a 69 a
Medium pruning 14.93a 9.53a 2.44a 3.62a 3.79a 7.19a 0.21a 67. 6a
Lightly pruning 14.4 a 9.38a 2.35a 3.52a 3.77a 6. 89a 0.21a 67. 2a

* 1. Datas were average value from Nan-Shin two test fields in 1995 and 1996.
2. Number in the same column followed by the same letter are not
significantly different at the 5% level in Duncan’s multiple range test.
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4 MAEXBREUREH LERESTE
Table 4. Effect of pruning strength on the quality of horizontal trellis training

Pruning Fruit Fruit Fruit rib Fruit rib pH Soluble solid Organic Juice
strength length dimeter thickness height Value content acid content
Heavy pruning 13.63a 8.97a 2.27a 3.4a 3.98 a 7.63 a 0.214 a 75.67 a
Medium pruning 13.4a 8.7 a 2.23a 3.3a 402 a 7.43 a 0.183a 73.33 a
Lightly pruning 12.37a 8.37a 2.23a 3.2a 3.81 a 7.08 a 0.198 a 70.33 a

* 1. Datas were average value from Tung-Shin two test fields in 1995 and 1996.
2. Number in the same column followed by the same letter are not
significantly different at the 5% level in Duncan’s multiple range test.
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The Effects of Pruning on Quality and
Productivity of Carambola

BiJauan Liou
Fengshan Tropical Horticultural Experiment Station, TARI

Summary

After many years of flowering and producing fruit, the aging branches will no longer
easily flower and produce fruit or have bad quality. Need to refresh the fruiting branches to
promote branches regeneration and balance the growing trend. Tested with heavy, medium
and lightly pruning process. One year after heavy pruning, due to fruiting area diminish,
fewer fruits, productivity is lowest, medium pruning is the next. Lightly pruning made least
impact. For quality analysis, heavy pruning results best, average sugar content reached 7.5
Brix, and lightly pruning is the woret with suger content only at 7.1 Brix. Two years after
process, heavy pruning bring the productivity back to 90% it used to have, medium pruning
also back to 95%, For quality analysis, heavy pruning still the best (avg sugar content 7.2 Brix),

medium pruning the next (avg sugar content 7.1 Brix), and lightly pruning the worst (avg
sugar content 6.9 Brix), According to the testing results, may provide the inforimation to

farmers for management reference depending on different regional climate and harvesting

- method.

Key words: carambola, pruning.



