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ABSTRACT

The field experiment was laid out at fruit research station, Aurangabad, Maharashtra  (India) in Randomized
Block Design (RBD) replicated thrice with pruning was done at 30cm, 60cm, 90cm and control of no pruning
along with soil application of N: P2O5: K2O at different levels  will be given as nine treatments. The pruning
was done in 1st week of April, 2019 observations were made on morphological Parameters. The results of
the investigation revealed that the growth characters were significantly influenced by different pruning
levels and fertilizer treatments. Among the different treatments, T9 (Pruning of shoot at 90 cm with soil
application of N: P2O5: K2O @ 1000: 400: 400g/plant)  increased the tree height, tree spread, fresh weight of
pruned branches and number of new shoots emerged from pruned branches and shoot length.
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Introduction

Guava (Psidium guajava L.) popularly known as the
“Apple of the tropics” has gained considerable
prominence because of its high nutritive value,
pleasant aroma, good flavour and availability at
moderate prices. It is one of the commonest fruit
liked by the rich and poor alike. It is rich source of
vitamin C and pectin, moderately good source of
calcium and a fair source of phosphorus. Ripe guava
fruits emit a characteristics sweet aroma and have a
pleasant sour sweet taste. Fully matured or ripe
juicy fruits are eaten fresh. Apart from being rel-
ished as fresh fruit when fully mature or ripe, it is
extensively used for making jelly and to certain ex-
tent for juice, fruit jam and canning in sugar syrup.
It is also made in to fruit butter. In some countries
the leaves are used for treating diarrhoea and also
for drying and tanning. The crop is quite hardy, pro-

lific bearer and highly remunerative even without
much care. A common farmer can afford to plant
this crop because it is being drought resistant and is
highly profitable even under adverse conditions of
soil and water. The development of a prolific bear-
ing guava variety viz., Sardar (Lucknow-49) at
NARP, Pune (1927) revolutionized the guava culti-
vation in Maharashtra and became the leading vari-
ety of the state.

Pruning is one of the oldest cultural practice,
which is practiced in sub-tropical and temperate
fruit crops to bring a balance between vegetative
and reproductive growth in the plant. In guava the
flowers and fruits are born on current season
growth. A light annual pruning considered neces-
sary to encourage new shoots after the harvest. Bet-
ter light distribution within canopy increases the
number of well illuminated leaves. It also promotes
the rate of photosynthesis that leads to high yield
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per unit area. A better understanding of the effect of
pruning is the need of an hour. The pruning of
guava has not received much attention when we
observed its economic importance.

Hence for improving the growth pruning pro-
vides exact and correct removal of plant parts in
term of length (distance) instead of percentage. In
order to generate the research based information on
this aspect the present investigation “Study of prun-
ing technique with different level of fertilizers in
guava (Psidium guajava L.) cv. Sardar” was planned
with following objective to study the effect pruning
techniques and fertilizer on yield and quality of
guava.

Materials and Methods

The present investigation “Study of pruning tech-
nique with different level of fertilizers in guava
(Psidium guajava L.) Cv. Sardar” was conducted at
Fruit Research Station, Aurangabad (M.S.) during
2019-2020. Guava orchard of four years old plant,
planted at 5 m x 5 m had been pruned in the month
of April 2019. Experiment was conducted with ten
treatments where pruning was done at 30 cm, 60
cm, 90 cm and control of no pruning along with soil
application of N: P2O5: K2O at different level  will be
given as nine treatments.

Observations were recorded on different aspects
to growth parameters viz., Plant height (cm), Percent
increase in plant height at time of harvest, Number
of branches- primary, secondary, tertiary, Number
of leaves per branch, Spread of tree (N-S, E-W), Per-
cent reduction of spread, Volume of tree (m3), Per-
cent volume decrease after pruning, Percent in-
crease in volume at harvest, Number of new shoots
per plant, Length of new shoot.

Results and Discussion

Plant height

Plant height had been measured before, after prun-
ing and at the time of harvesting and presented in
Table 1. The data revealed that plant height was
found to differ non-significant after pruning how-
ever at the time of harvest it differed significantly.
Amongst the different treatments indicated that the
highest plant height at time of harvesting was re-
corded in T9 (369.67cm) trees with maximum 89.01
per cent increase in height, which received with
pruning of shoot at 90 cm with soil application of
1000N: 400P: 400K g/plant in rainy seasons. Among
the various pruning levels 90 cm pruning had in-
creased plant height. This may be due to the re-
served food materials, which were made available
to replace the loss made. This reserved food materi-
als had been utilized for the production of new
shoots, which would have resulted in increased
height of plants. This is in accordance with the find-
ings of Suleman et al. (2006) in guava, Pradeepha
(2004) and Sathiya (2005) in sapota.

Observations recorded on number of branches for
primary, secondary and tertiary branches presented
in Table 1 revealed that significantly maximum
number of primary branches observed in T5 (5.16)
Pruning of shoot at 60 cm with Soil application of
800N: 200P: 200K g/plant. Whereas, minimum
number of primary branches was recorded in con-
trol and T1 (3.16 each) and maximum number of sec-
ondary branches observed in T8 (21.67), whereas ter-
tiary branches found non-significant result. Addi-
tional availability of nutrients increased the uptake,
which helped in fast multiplication of cells and cel-
lular elongation resulting in better growth of roots

Sr. No. Treatment No Treatment Detail

1 T0 No pruning with soil application of N: P2O5: K2O @ 900: 300: 300g/plant.
2 T1 Pruning of shoot at 30 cm with soil application of N: P2O5: K2O @ 900: 300: 300g/plant.
3 T2 Pruning of shoot at 30 cm with soil application of N: P2O5: K2O @ 800: 200: 200g/plant.
4 T3 Pruning of shoot at 30 cm with soil application of N: P2O5: K2O @ 1000: 400: 400g/plant.
5 T4 Pruning of shoot at 60 cm with soil application of N: P2O5: K2O @ 900: 300: 300g/plant.
6 T5 Pruning of shoot at 60 cm with soil application of N: P2O5: K2O @ 800: 200: 200g/plant.
7 T6 Pruning of shoot at 60 cm with soil application of N: P2O5: K2O @ 1000: 400: 400g/plant.
8 T7 Pruning of shoot at 90 cm with soil application of N: P2O5: K2O @ 900: 300: 300g/plant.
9 T8 Pruning of shoot at 90 cm with soil application of N: P2O5: K2O @ 800: 200: 200g/plant.
10 T9 Pruning of shoot at 90 cm with soil application of N: P2O5: K2O @ 1000: 400: 400g/plant.



S466 Eco. Env. & Cons. 28 (December Suppl. Issue) : 2022

T
ab

le
 1

. E
ff

ec
t o

f d
if

fe
re

nt
 le

ve
ls

 o
f p

ru
ni

ng
 a

nd
 fe

rt
ili

ze
r 

on
 fo

llo
w

in
g 

gr
ow

th
 o

bs
er

va
ti

on
’s

T
re

at
m

en
t

Pl
an

t h
ei

gh
t (

cm
)

N
um

be
r 

of
 b

ra
nc

he
s

Sp
re

ad
 o

f t
re

e 
(N

-S
) (

cm
).

no
.

B
ef

or
e

A
ft

er
A

t t
im

e
Pe

rc
en

t
Pr

im
ar

y
Se

co
nd

ar
y

T
er

ti
ar

y
N

um
be

r
Sp

re
ad

Sp
re

ad
Pe

rc
en

t
pr

un
in

g
pr

un
in

g
of

 h
ar

ve
st

in
cr

ea
se

br
an

ch
es

br
an

ch
es

br
an

ch
es

of
 le

av
es

of
 tr

ee
of

 tr
ee

re
d

uc
ti

on
(c

m
)

 (c
m

)
(c

m
)

at
 h

ar
ve

st
pe

r
(N

-S
)

(N
-S

) a
ft

er
of

 s
pr

ea
d

(%
)

br
an

ch
 b

ef
or

e
pr

un
in

g
pr

u
ni

ng

T
0

17
6.

33
17

6.
33

20
6.

66
17

.3
6 

(2
4.

60
)

3.
16

7.
16

60
.3

3
10

6.
00

21
0

21
0

0(
0)

T
1

24
5.

16
20

5.
66

32
6.

83
61

.5
4 

(5
1.

80
)

3.
16

10
.8

3
88

20
5.

5
24

9.
5

18
1.

66
36

.0
4 

(3
6.

58
)

T
2

22
4.

17
20

2.
00

31
9.

33
58

.9
9 

(5
0.

26
)

4.
17

15
.6

7
10

4.
17

13
2.

67
22

9.
33

17
0.

50
36

.5
7 

(3
6.

98
)

T
3

21
4.

67
20

0.
67

32
8.

67
67

.5
0 

(5
5.

75
)

4.
33

16
.1

7
12

7.
50

12
8.

33
24

6.
67

18
7.

00
31

.1
4 

(3
3.

34
)

T
4

24
5.

50
18

9.
83

33
2.

67
74

.9
3 

(6
1.

79
)

4.
00

18
.3

3
11

9.
17

16
0.

50
26

6.
17

19
2.

00
39

.7
9 

(3
8.

59
)

T
5

25
1.

66
22

0.
66

32
9.

83
63

.5
6 

(5
3.

48
)

5.
16

21
.5

17
8.

66
16

0.
00

27
2.

5
17

5.
33

56
.3

8 
(4

8.
74

)
T

6
26

5.
83

20
4.

83
34

3.
83

69
.2

1 
(5

6.
48

)
4.

33
14

.5
13

6.
33

13
2.

00
27

2.
5

18
9.

5
43

.3
9 

(4
0.

75
)

T
7

28
5.

00
21

8.
67

35
8.

7
69

.1
4 

(5
6.

27
)

4.
00

21
.0

0
12

7.
17

12
9.

00
28

0.
83

18
0.

17
55

.0
5 

(4
8.

99
)

T
8

26
3.

67
18

9.
00

35
2.

33
81

.4
4 

(6
5.

16
)

4.
67

21
.6

7
16

2.
33

13
1.

67
24

2.
67

17
5.

17
36

.4
6 

(3
6.

42
)

T
9

28
0

20
0.

16
36

9.
67

89
.0

1 
(7

0.
70

)
4.

00
18

.0
0

12
5.

16
22

9.
00

29
6

17
3.

33
69

.5
3 

(4
57

.0
9)

SE
(m

)±
19

.1
4

22
.6

0
23

.6
9

4.
04

0.
37

2.
33

28
.3

0
22

.3
1

19
.7

1
12

.7
8

6.
38

C
D

 a
t 5

%
56

.8
8

N
S

70
.3

9
12

.0
0

1.
09

6.
91

N
S

N
S

N
S

N
S

19
.1

1

and shoots, which helped better vegetative growth
including number of primary and secondary
branches. These results are in conformity with the
finding of Meena, 2005; Joy et al., 2005.

From the data presented in Table 1 found that the
number of leaves per branch was found to be non-
significant whereas maximum (229) in the treatment
T9 (Pruning of shoot at 90 cm with soil application of
@ 1000N: 400P: 400K g/plant).

The effect of different pruning and fertilizer lev-
els on spread of tree (N-S, E-W) (cm) was found
non-significant however the per cent reduction in
spread was differed significantly. From the data pre-
sented in Table 1. It is revealed that, significantly
maximum per cent reduction of spread (N-S) was
found in the treatment T9 (69.53) (Pruning of shoot at
90 cm with Soil application of 1000N: 400P: 400K g/
plant). Further, as regards the (E-W) spread, it was
notice that the spread after pruning was recorded
non-significant whereas, percent reduction was
found to differed significantly from the data maxi-
mum per cent spread (77.56) was recorded in treat-
ment T7.

The effect of different pruning and fertilizer lev-
els on volume of tree (m3) presented in Table 2 was
found significant after pruning and at the time of
harvesting whereas it was found non-significant for
before pruning. From the data it was found that,
maximum (4.78 m3) volume of tree after pruning
was recorded in treatment T0 i.e. control.

Observations recorded on per cent volume de-
crease after pruning in Table 2 revealed that maxi-
mum  volume decrease after pruning observed in
T9(76.84) (Pruning of shoot at 90 cm with soil appli-
cation of 1000N: 400P: 400Kg/plant).

From the Table 2 found that maximum 81.85 per
cent increase in volume at harvest found in T9 (Prun-
ing of shoot at 90 cm with Soil application of
@1000N: 400P: 400K g/plant). An appraisal of data
indicate that among all treatments T9 shows signifi-
cant increase in volume, this might due to pruning
accumulates more carbohydrates as availability of
nutrients are in sufficient quantities of plant to come
out their metabolic and physiological process. These
findings are in accordance with result reported by
Pawar et al. (1994) in pomegranate, Suleman et al.
(2006) in guava, Ghum (2011) in custard apple, Patil
(2018) in acid lime.

Observations recorded on number of new shoots
emerged from pruned branches presented in Table
2 revealed that significantly maximum number of
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new shoots emerged from pruned branches was re-
corded in T9 (9.7) trees which received with pruning
of shoot at 90 cm with soil application of 1000N:
400P: 400K g/plant. As a known fact that applica-
tion of higher dose of nitrogen, which is an impor-
tant constituent of nucleon protein, amino acids and
amino sugars in guava (Bhobia et al., 2005).

Data recorded on shoot length presented in table
2 revealed that various pruning and fertilizer treat-
ments had produced a significant effect on shoot
length. The treatments indicated that the highest
shoot length recorded in T9 (158.33 cm) trees, which
received pruning of shoot at 90 cm with soil applica-
tion of @ 1000N: 400P: 400K g/plant. Among the
various pruning levels, 90 cm pruning had increased
number of shoot length. This may be due to the
quick response of supply of food materials absorbed
by the roots and transmission of the same to the site
of growth.

Conclusion

The result and the discussion of the present study
showed that, the different treatments have signifi-
cant influence on growth parameters. From the criti-
cal evaluation of results of the present investigation,
the following conclusion can be drawn. The shoot
pruning at 90 cm from tip with Soil application of N:
P2O5: K2O @ 1000: 400: 400g/plant.  Produce signifi-
cant superior effect on most of the growth param-
eters of guava. The performance of some other treat-
ments like T7 (Pruning of shoot at 90 cm with Soil
application of N: P2O5: K2O @ 900: 300: 300g/plant)
and T8 (Pruning of shoot at 90 cm with Soil applica-
tion of N: P2O5: K2O @ 800: 200: 200g/plant.) in most
of parameters were found at par with potential
treatments showing their importance in improving
the level of these parameters’ of the study.
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