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Effects of Pruning on Canopy Growth and Yield of ‘Black Jack’ Fig
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Abstract: This study of figs pruning was done to determine the potential of vegetative growth affecting yield
and vyield quality, and obtain the proportion of leaf area suitable for figs quality. The experiment was
conducted on 1 year old ‘Black Jack’ figs grown in plastic baskets diameter 14 inches in a semi-closed
greenhouse. Pruning was done to allow the number of branches to grow and produce different amounts of
yield after the first year of harvesting. The experiment was performed as a randomized complete block
design (RCBD) with 4 treatments based upon the pruning method i.e.1) no pruning 2) pruning to leave 2
branches 3) pruning to leave 4 branches, and 4) pruning to leave 6 branches. The results showed that
pruning figs did not affect canopy width but pruning to leave 4 branches resulted in the tallest fig plant. No
pruning treatment produced the most number of leaves per plant, but also the smallest leaves. The total
leaf area was similar to pruning to leave 4 - 6 branches. Pruning to leave 2 and 4 branches had higher PSII
(Yll) light efficiency than no pruning and pruning to leave 6 branches. The pruned plant had fruit weight
and size greater than no pruning. Plants in pruning to leave 6 branches had the highest number of fruits
per plant and yield. Plants in pruning to leave 2 and 6 branches had less ratio of leaf area to fruit weight
and leaf area per number of fruits than no pruning. As for the ratio of the number of leaves per fruit, plants
in all pruning methods had fewer leaves per fruit than no pruning. There was no difference in the peel color

at harvest time. It can be concluded that the proper pruning of fig is to leave 6 branches per plant.
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Figure 1. The pruning systems of fig tree a) no pruning b) pruning to Ieave 2 branches c) pruning to leave 4

branches, and d) pruning to leave 6 branches
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Table 1. Canopy size and number of leaves of fig plants at 4 months after pruning

Number of leaf per leaf set

Canopy Plant height Total leaves
Treatment ; ; ;
width (cm) (cm) g per plant
1% flushing 2™ flushing 3" flushing

No pruning 105.50 61.33° 32.50° 41.00° 35.00° 108.50°
Pruning to leave 2 branches 106.33 55.67° 16.33°  1967°  1167° 47.67°
Pruning to leave 4 branches 11417 72.00° 19.00” 30.00° 27.50° 76.50™
Pruning to leave 6 branches 116.50 61.33° 2450°  2950°  27.00° 81.00%
F_test ns * *x * * *%
CV % 5.66 7.32 6.24 11.03 14.06 7.05

"Means within the same column followed by the same letters indicate no significantly different among treatments using

DMRT; *** significantly different at 0.01 and 0.05 probability levels, respectively, ns; not significant

Table 2. Fig leaf area after pruning

Average leaf area for each set of leaves (cm?)

Total leaf area

Treatment 2y 1
1* flushing 2™ flushing 3" flushing (cm”)

No pruning 79.04 108.37° 101.19° 10,983.40™
Pruning to leave 2 branches 68.53 214.75° 194.69° 7,868.80°
Pruning to leave 4 branches 68.04 223.32° 192.14° 13,394.90°
Pruning to leave 6 branches 74.88 200.84° 150.54° 11,895.20°
F-test ns > * >
CV % 8.39 6.04 5.27 5.78

"Means within the same column followed by the same letters indicate no significantly different among treatments using

DMRT; ** significantly different at 0.01 probability level, ns; not significant
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Table 3. Light efficiency of the PSII (YIl) system of fig leaves after pruning

Light efficiency of the PSII (umol m?s™)"

Treatment Weeks after pruning

2 4 6 8
No pruning 0.354° 0.379° 0.408° 0.415°
Pruning to leave 2 branches 0.496° 0.619° 0.529° 0.590°
Pruning to leave 4 branches 0.407%° 0.621° 0.512% 0.526°
Pruning to leave 6 branches 0.436% 0.378° 0.486™ 0.417°
Ftest R o x x
CV % 9.32 2.39 7.08 5.09

"Means within the same column followed by the same letters indicate no significantly different among treatments using

DMRT; **,* significantly different at 0.01 and 0.05 probability levels, respectively
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Table 4. Number of fruits per plant and the proportion of leaves area per fruit of ‘Black Jack’ figs

Number of  Fruit weight Leaf area/fruit Leaf
Number of
Treatment Fruit per per tree weight area/fruit w
; ; N 0o .1 leavesffruit
tree (9) (cm“/g) (cm®ffruit)
No pruning 14.00” 546.34° 20.11° 794.77° 7.81°
Pruning to leave 2 . . .
12.33° 711.80 11.03° 635.85 3.87
branches
Pruning to leave 4 b . . b
17.00° 874.30° 15.44 782.69° 4.51
branches
Pruning to leave 6 ) b
20.50° 1096.10° 10.92° 583.97 3.97
branches
F-test * Kk * * Kk
CV % 12.01 12.16 8.66 4..81 6.30

1Means within the same column followed by the same letters indicate no significantly different among treatments using

DMRT; **,* significantly different at 0.01 and 0.05 probability levels, respectively
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Table 5. Fruit weight, fruit size, and soluble solid content of ‘Black Jack’ figs

Treatment Fruit w:eight Fruit wifith Fruit height TSS (%)’
(9) (cm) (cm)

No pruning 37.36" 42.35° 33.93° 12.32
Pruning to leave 2 branches 57.64° 48.09° 41.44° 12.49
Pruning to leave 4 branches 51.73° 47.58° 36.80%° 12.22
Pruning to leave 6 branches 55.07° 49.05° 38.39% 11.77
F-test > * * ns

CV % 5.79 3.27 4.32 12.11

"Means within the same column followed by the same letters indicate no significantly different among treatments using

DMRT; ** significantly different at 0.01 probability level, ns; not significant

Table 6. ‘Black Jack’ fig fruit color value, L*, a*, b*, and hue angle

Treatment L* a* b* H°
No pruning 30.48 16.51 9.90 30.77
Pruning to leave 2 branches 30.76 17.80 7.66 23.43
Pruning to leave 4 branches 27.81 11.63 7.10 31.66
Pruning to leave 6 branches 31.24 18.85 8.80 25.46
F-test ns ns ns ns
CV % 3.15 14.08 14.13 8.27

ns; not significant
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