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No. 
Bunch  

  

Bunch 
weight  

 

Yield  
   

df.  
     

S. O. V.  

633.361*  3383.361 ns  132.250**  1    Location  

101.778 ns  3372.611 ns  2.306 ns  4   Replication 
(L)  

831.361**  22052.250**  23.36 ns  1     Factor A  
20.250 ns  5550.250 ns  3.361ns  1    ×  LA  

922.194**  3199.528 ns  117.861**  2       Factor B  
69.694 ns  3404.694 ns  30.583*  2    ×   LB  

323.361 ns  10543.750*  89.194**  2       × 
   

AB  

134.083 ns 1677.250 ns 6.028 ns  2     ×  ×
    

LAB 

122.811   2449.711  9.072   20    Error  

      35   Total 

24.64%  14.10%  19.40%       C. V. 
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*, ns **              5 % 1% s, Not significant, * and ** significant at 5% 

and 1 % levels, respectively 
      

   2           ×      5 %  

   
Weight/bunch  

  
Yield  

  
Treatments 

350.7  ab   21.67 a    +3      

5340.3 ab  16.50 b    +6       
287.7   b 10.83 c    +9      

336.8   ab 16.50 b    +3      

399.0    a  12.17 bc    +6      

391.3   a 15.50 bc    +9      
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Effects of pruning severity and nodes per bearing unit on yield and yield components of 
"Siah Samarghandi" grape cultivar 
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Abstract. 

"Siah Samarghandi" is an important grape cultivar grown in Fars province. In order to finding the 
correct pruning method for this cultivar, its response against tow levels pruning severity and the 
number of nodes per bearing unit(3, 6, and 9 nodes) during 2 years in Bavanat region was 
evaluated. A factorial experiment with randmized complete- block design was used with three 
blocks. Results of analysis of variance showed that effects of pruning severity on Yield was not 
significant, But on Bunch weight and the number of bunch per vine was significant at 1% 
probability level. Effect of nodes per bearing unit on yield and the number of bunch per vine was 
significant at 1% probability level. Intractons between pruning severity with the number of bunch 
per vine on yield  and bunch weight was significant at 1%  and 5% probability level: respectively. 
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