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Effects of Different Pruning Shapes on the Canopy Growth and Yield of Yinghong No. 9 Tea Plant
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Abstract
and canopy, in order to explore the effects of cutting into different tree shapes during winter pruning on the yield of tea trees. Results showed
that pruning into an arc and a flat shape did not cause a significant difference in the crown width, leaf area index, and 100-bud weight of the
cut tree crown. The total number of germination, pickable surface and yield of arc-shaped tree were all higher than those of flat-shaped tree.

Taking Yinghong 9 as the test and investigation object, we analyzed the effects of using different pruning shapes on tea tree yield
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Fig.1 Pruning shapes of tea tree
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Table 1 Effects of different pruning shapes on 100-bud weight and
yield of fresh leaves
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Harvesting Pruning 100-bud Yield
treatment shape weight /g % m’
— it HIE 34.45a 318.75 b
A bud and a leaf UK 35.18 a 387.50 a
—ZE RS 77.28 a 712.50 b
A bud and two leaves OB 76.90 a 843.75 a
—ZE=nf S 156.82 a 1443.75 b
A bud and three leaves [I8iA 157.84 a 1731.25 a

VE : [RISIAHIRERAR AL B AR /ING SRR TE 0. 05 K- 2857 3
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column of the same harvesting treat-
ment indicated significant differences at 0. 05 level
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Table 2 Effects of different pruning shapes on the major growth inde-

xes of tea canopy

ST - AR AR AR
1@}5&% 2 L Harvesting Total Leaf
Pruning Canopy
he ) area buds area
shape om m? A~ index
SEHE Flatting shape  153.58 a 1.54 B 1475.74 b 6.73 b
JJE Arc-shape 151.90 a 1.57 A 1757.79 a 7.32 a
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FORTE 0. 01 7KF-25 Sl 2%
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0. 05 level ;different capital letters in the same column indi-
cated extremely significant differences at 0. 01 level
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