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INTRODUCTION.

Many early writers on red rasrndberry growing mention
the practice of sunmer nruning; sone comnend it and others
disapprove of it. Perhaps this ie not to be woniered =t
gince little or no e¥nerimental evidence dealing with the
problen has been oublished.,

Baker (1) in 1&66 wrote the followinz sumnary of the
method recomnended in sunner nruning, then in comnon use!
" Sunmer pruning consists in cuttinz out the o0ld canes
atter taey have fruited, ani the suverfluous weak 2hd0t3,.
Tais strenzthens the buds uoon the new canes. By a julic-
ious winter vruning the scazon can he extended throuzh

gix weeks,."

Prooanly the statensnt rezardinz the renoval of old
canes cannot be classed a3 a metnod of sumner pruninge.
Eowever the mention of sunsrfluous and weak shdiots can
certainly be taus apolied.

Beadle (3) in speaking of pruniaz at the tine of old
cane renoval says,-

" - and of those younz canes that have come up, if any
of them should be weak and slender, it is always aivisable
to cut themn awsy at this time leaving only those that are
vigoroug and cenable of supportiny a crop of fruit,"

In defending the practice of sumner pruning tuller(5)
gaysi=~ " - because no other pruninz is zenerally orscticed
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it 13 "no sufficient reason why it is not necessary, or
that it would not be beneficial,”

Card (4), Lewis (7}, kienl (8), Roe (10}, and
Taylor (12) atfirm that no benefits cen be found with
suamsr pruning and therefore do not advocate it,

Thornber (13) recomnends the thinninz and selection
of next year's canes throuzhout the summer. Thomnas (11)
clsims that suckering sorte to bear well must have the
suckers hoei away when they first sopnear sdoove the zround.

| Patrick Barry (2) understands that sunmer pruning
i3 the pinchinz of the new shoots when they are from 2% -
3 feet higzh and later pinching the resulting shoots or
laterals when they attain a lenzth of one foot.

It will be seen from the forezoing that sumnner
prunins hags been a moch discussei question. However,
discussion and reconnendstions sonarently have been bacsed
on observation slone or on theoretical considerations for
in no instance are the results of carefully coniucted

trials ziven.
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A Cuthbert red rzspberry olantation on the grounds
of the Horticultural Experlment Station, Vineland Ststion,
Ontario, Canada, we3s used for ths field trisls ennloyed
in this expsriment. The portion of the field that was used
congisted of seven rowe, sixty feet long and eight feet
apart, runainz Lorth and 3outh, in which the plants were
trained to the hedgerow system.

The so0il was of an aovnarently uniforn sandy loam,
well underdrained. Previous to this exveriment the »nlot
had received tae u3sual culturel =2ni prunin2 treatments
consistina of: « 2runing out of the o0ld wood in Auzust,
atter the crop had neen removeds. 2. Jornant pruninz in
e2rly April consisting of the thinninz out of the canes to
the required nunber and tivoing the whole vplot at aporox-
imately four feet in height. 3. Consicstent and regular
gummer cultivation up to »nickinz tine, with a lizht discinz
of the runways after each pickinzg to break uo the nacked
crust. 4. lanurinz and p»lowingz in the fall. The vplot as
a whole wee of uniformn groxth and fruitfulness ani was six
years old at the start of the exverimnent.

In the 9onring of 1924 the vnlot was vnruued in the
usual way. weak shoots and all surolus3 canesd were removed.

A1l the laterals were cut back half thsir lenath and the



whole plantation tipved at four feet,

PLAN OF THE EZXPzIXILULKT.

The patch was divided into seven nlots, numbering
from Yest to East with Plot 6 serving as Check. The
variouz treatment3 emnployed were as follows:

PLOT 1.

The new saoots coming up after tae crop hai been
renoved were ocut out.
PLOT 2.

No new shoots were thinned from this plot during
the =easzon of 19z4. In 1925 the 0l1ld canes were allowesd to
develop and fruit nornally but a certain nunber of new
shoots, enouzh for next year's fruitinz canes, were pinched
when 2bout 24 inches high. The remaininzg new z2hoota were
then reanoved,

PLOT 3.

For a period of eizht wseks at the bezinning of
the agrowinz seazon all the shoots comina up were removed.
After that time 8ll new shoots were allowed to arow.

If the supposition that the early canes really are
competitive with the fruiting cenes larzely for moisture
sunply, but also for plant nutrients to a lesssr extent,
this treatment snould sahow marked venefit over those plots

which were not so treated.



PLOT 4.
Al11 the new shoot growth, other than those new

shoots that were retained for next year's fruitinz cenes,
were renoved for an eizht week period.

This plot waz in effect the reverse of the vre-
ceding plot in that it use=z tae early canes that come up
for the following season's fruiting wood, while Plot 3
utilizes the lste canes.

PLOT 5.

The plants were handled in the normal way until
the blossoming =eason was over and the first berries were
gettinag to be of 2003 2ize but still showing no 2izns of
ripenirna. Then all the shoots were removed except the
comparatively small number which were left to serve as
fruiting canes for the following year.

This plot was included to tarow lizht on tae
question of zomnvetition vetween the individual new shoots,
those destined to become fruitinz eznes for the following
year, doring the latter pert of the season.

PLOT 6.

Check. This plot was ziven the rezular comnercisl
trestuent. Lo summer pruning of any kind was done.
PIOT 7.

Similar to plot 2. After the shoote required for
the following yesr had been ninched, all the renzining

shoote were left growinz.



In Plot 2 certain shoote were summer pinched and
the remsinder of the new cshoots were cut out. Pldot 7
therefore woulid indicate the effect of pinching saccomp-

enied by no removsl of the remaining shoots.

PROC:DUKE.

In the svprinz of 1924 each cane remgining after the
doraant season pruninz was tszz<d and numbered. Individual
cane records were kept of gll canes in the erxrmerimnent.

The records taken at picking time were as follows:

l. Date of picking.
2. DNumher of berries per cane by pickings.
3. iWeignt of berries, in grams, per cane by pickingse.

In 1925 esch cane was labell=zi as in 1924 end tne
followinz messurements were made,

l. DJianeter of cane in millimeters.

2. Lenzth of cane in inches.

3. DNumber of laterals per csne.

4., Lenzth of latersls per cané in inches.,
5. oJate of nicking.

6. Numdber of berries per cane by vpickinase.

7. ieiaht of berries pver cane by pickinzse.



SAIKPLING FOR CHEMICAL ANALYSIS.

On November let 1924, and 1925, saanles were tauen
for chemical analysis. Taree representative canes were
chosen from each plot, weizhed immediately, cut into thirds
according to lena2th, and dried for 72 hours at a temnperature
of 90° C, In 1925 it was necessary to tske five canes
from ?lot 1 in order to obtain a sufficient amount or dried

materisl for =snalysise.

METHODS J& ANALY3IS,

Three-gran sanples of oven dried material were
placed on filter peper and washed ten tines wita cold
distilled water. The washings filtering into 250 cc.
Volunetric flesks. The filtrate was clesred with dry
‘Lead Subacetate; made up to volune snd filtered. 200 cc.
of thig filtrate was transfercd to a 250 ce. Volumnetriec
flesk and de-lesded with dry Sodiun Carhonsate; made uo to
volune and filtered.,

free_keducing_Suzsrs. - were obtained by tsking a
50 cc. aliquot of the above filtrate and vboiling for 2 mnin.
with tehlings solution made up as follows: 30 cc. fealinas
a, 30 cc. fenlinas B, and 60 cc. distilled water. The
boiled solution was then filtered througzh an asbestos nat

in 2 dried and weizhed Gooch crucible; then dried in the

oven and weizhed g3 Cuorouz Oxide.



Total Sugars. - 50 cc. of the filtrate obtained
after de-leading was transfered to a 100 cc. Volumnetrie
flask sni hyvirolized wita 5 cc. conc. HC1l for fifteen
minutes in a water bath st 700 C. It was cooled,
neutralized with NaOH and made up to volume. 50 cc. of
this solution was ussd for a deteraninstion.

Starchess The residues from the first washinas ~were
washed into 250 cc. beakers ani zelatinized by hestinz.
After cooling 03 2ram Taka Diastase in 3 cc. distilled
water was added to each sample and allowed to incubate for
24 hourz. Tnis solution was then washel into 5CC ca. Pyrex
Erlenmneyer flasks, 8 cc. conc. HCl added, and hydrolysed
for two and one half hours. After cooling it wss neutral-
ized witnh KeOH and washed into 250 cc. Volumnetric flasks.
The solution was then trecated as for free Keducina 3Suzars.

Total Polysaccharifes. Three granz of the orizinal
dried sannle were placed on filter paper and washed with
20C cco. dicstilled water to remnove all free reiucing
subetances. The residue was washed into 500 cc. Pyrex
trlenneyer flaske and treated as for starch where it was
washed into a similar flask. Tne dextrose reading 83 con-
verted to polycsaccharides by the factor 0.90.

A1l the weights were calculated on an oven dry basis.
Weizhts of Curnrous Oxide were converted to dextrose by

means of Allinn'e Tsbles.



EXPERIMZNTAL DATA
WSATHER DATA
Records of temperature, sunshine, and precipitation were
taken for the two fruiting seasons, 1924 and 1925. These are
presented in tables 1 and 2.
Table l.-Weather data for the summer of 1924

TP ARATORS
WAX. JIN. Hourly Hours of Precipitation
Date oF. F, gean Sunshine (Inches)
Fo
July
16 81 67 70.2 5.0 .
17 67 54 61.4 11.5 0460
18 77 53 61, 10.6
19 69 53 62,7 13.0
20 74 58 63.6 12.2
21 75 60 65.4 12.8
22 81 79 74,7 6.5
23 85 68 76.3 12.9
# 24 87 73 76.1 3.6
25 79 61 66,3 9.8 0.56
26 73 57 63.5 8.9
27 78 63 70.2 12.9
# 28 84 71 77.0 6.9
29 88 69 76.3 9.7
30 80 70 72.6 d.1 6.22
31 72 61 62.2 4.2 1.23
August
1l 66 5% 99.7 11,7
2 65 53 59.7 12.8
3 68 65 62.4 9.8
£ 4 79 70 74.3 2.2 0.62
5 76 64 70.3 10.0 0.21
6 84 76 7543 6.1 0.30
7 83 69 71.6 10.7 0.67
8 80 64 72.1 6.6
9 76 68 69.2 10.3
# 10 73 62 66.6 8.9 0.75
11 75 06 64.0 10.4
12 74 60 65.5 11.6
13 72 59 61.3 1.8 0.51
# 14 64 55 61.2  12.3
15 73 57 65.9 11.8
Averages 76,0 62,9 67.7 9.0 Total 5.67

# = Picking Dates,






Table 2.,~-7eather data for the summer of 1925

PTSMPERATURE
Date gax. gin. Hourly Hours of Precipitation
. . gean Sunshine (Inches)
. F.
July
16 86 73 70.9 5.8 0.32
17 74 55 59.4 3.3
18 80 54 65.6 10,0
19 84 52 68495 12,3
20 84 62 - 72.2 2.5
21 82 70 71.2 2.4 0.08
22 80 63 64.1 9.0 2.05
23 76 60 65.1 1ll.4
24 84 54 66.2 9.7
25 80 64 65, d.1
26 72 62 64.4 4,6
27 Vi 60 65.5 7.7 0.08
28 67 60 61.9 3.5 0.81
29 70 49 59.2 8.9 0.05
30 75 50 61.0 11.8
31 94 55 60.6 o6
August
1 66 56 60,2 2.1 2,178
2 80 58 64.4 9.9
3 82 58 66.9 11,3 0.38
4 82 58 65.9 11.9
5 74 62 66.2 3.6
6 76 63 66.9 4,3 0.19
7 75 60 66.0 6.4
8 78 66 . 68 ol 0.03
°9 78 68 68.2 4.5 0.10
# 10 84 68 71,3 9.1
11 80 61 67.2 12.5
12 76 56 64.6 2.4
13 73 64 66. 2.0 0.21
14 74 66 65.8 5.2 0.21
15 80 60 67.7 12.1
Average 77.5 60.2 65,7 6.5 Total 7.29

# Piocking Dates.
The tables show that during the period of July 16th to
August 15th, inclusive, the daily mean temperature was fairly
high in both 1924 and 1925,
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In 1924 we had a daily mean of 67.7° F with an
averagze 0of 9.0 hours of sunshine per daye. In 1925 the
daily mean was 65.7° and the average daily sunshine 6.5
hourse. During the same period there was a total rain-
fall of 7.29 inches in 1925, as compared with a total of
567 inches in 1924. 1In no instance was there any apparent
response in all plots to the heavy rains between pickings
in 1925, either in ylelds of fruit or in the size of the
berrye. This indicates that probably at no time either year
was nmoisture supply during the fruiting season a limiting

factor to production.

FRUIT RECO.W3.

While it was assumed that all the plots at the start
of the experiment were fairly uniform as Jjudged by outward
appearances, it is quite apparent from tables 3 and 4 that
such was not the case. That they were not entirely uniform
is indicated by the fact that, though plots 1 and 6 received
identical treatment until after the fruilting season of 1924,
the difference in their average ylelds per cane was almost
a3 great that year us between any two plots receiving
different treatments early in the seuson. Thile this might

be due to small unnoted differences in the cane diameters






Table 3.~ Number and weight of fruit by pickings, in grams--1924

July 24 July 28 August 4 August 10 August 14
Lot Fumber Weight Number Weight Number Weight Number Weight Number Weight
1 249 "483 1314 1831 2576 3880 1537 2201 567 569
2 432 692 1233 1641 2903 3880 1254 1549 436 443
] 399 694 2144 2770 3513 4672 1767 2253 524 574
4 149 250 844 1069 2096 3055 1175 1661 453 581
5 336 584 1664 2684 1490 2057 1189 1659 370 437
6 529 833 1911 2813 1690 2276 977 1162 321 329
7 338 382 851 1129 1834 2482 1010 1327 401 480

’






Table 4.~ Fruiting Summary for 1924

PIOT Total number Total weight Number of ¢ Aviweight of Av.No.of berries Av.weight

of berries of berries canes fruit per cane per cane of berry
1 6143 8944 50 198,8 122.8 1.45
2 6258 8205 63 130.2 99,3 1.31
3 8347 10963 66 166,11 126.4 1.31
4 4717 6616 44 \ 150.3 107.2 1.40
5 5049 7421 54 137.4 9345 1.46
6 5428 7413 48 154.4 113,0 1,36
7 4334 5800 47 123.4 92,2 1,33







this same statement may be made regarding the figures for

the size of berry in 1924, This mekes it impossible to
accept the figures for any two plots which differed in

their early summer treatment and therefore no interpretations
of this sort are attempted. It is significant, however, that
where the average fruilting records for those plots in which
the early summer shoot growth was removed entirely or

tninned out are considered together and compared with the
records for tnose plots in which the early summer shoots

were left undisturbed, there appears to be no advantage in
favor of such an early reduction of shoots. In other words
there 18 no evidence of their being parasitic on or detri-
mental to the growth and fruit production of the fruiting
canes. Indeed, if anything, they seem to help; and on this
point the evidence is clears

Tables 5 and 6 present data on fruit production for
the 1925 season. llore canes were used per plot in 1924 than
in 1925 because it was found that the larger number of canes
required more than one day to pick the fruit. Therefore it
was deemed advisuable to reduce the number of canes so that
the fruit could all be gathered the saume day.

If the records of 1924 are difficult of interpretation
those of 1925 ure even more so, for, in addition to any
possible plant vuriution, there is still the possible re-
sidual effect of the treatments applied the previous seuson

as registered through their effect on the new shoot growth



Table 5.~ Number and weight of fruit by pickings, in grams--1925

July 13 July 21 July 29 August 3 August 10
FLot Fumber Weight Number Weight Number Weight Number Weight Number Weight
1 465 647 1420 1700 1021 1184 364 511
2 279 370 1462 1935 1498 1748 953 1038
3 273 369 409 618 1317 1847 1065 1481 602 841
4 520 748 1300 1646 1046 1271 638 726
5 330 487 888 1218 1001 1178 432 467
6 673 882 2100 2667 2169 2503 1016 1178
7 222 277 1326 1380 1365 1474 720 743







Table 6.-Fruiting Bummary for 1925

Total number Potal weight Number of Av.weight of Av.No.of berries Av.weight

PIOT of berries of berries canes fruit per cane per cane of berry
1l 3270 4042 24 168.4 136.2 1.23
2 4192 5091 32 159.0 131.0 1.21
3 3666 5156 35 147,.3 104.7 1.10
4 3504 4391 31 141,.6 113.0 1.25
b} 2651 3350 27 124,0 98.1 1.26
6 5958 7230 67 107.9 8849 1.21
7 3633 3874 39 99,3 93.1 1.06







of that season. Generally 1925 wus a less favorable
season than 1924 from the standpoint both of yield and

size of berry. all plots except #2 showed declreases.
However, since the check plot snowed the greutest decreuss,
it might be tuxen that all the pruning treutments of the
previous season had some beneficiul effects, although the
differences are not significant.

It is quite apparent in table 6 that the early canes
are the best to leave for subsequent fruiting, Plot 1
standing ahead of the remainder of the treatments. It would
also appear that these new shoots are not competitive with
the fruiting cunes = rather they are more of a benefit
than a detrimentes Plot 3 which contained only late formed
canes had no influence on bettering the total yield of
the plot, while Plot 1 having early canes did give a better
yield.

Pinching the young growth accompanied by the removal
of the surplus shoots helped to increase the yield per cane,
while pinching with no surplus cane removal proved fatal to
the plot. This contrust is well brought out by plots 2 & 7;
It mizgnt also be awdded that where there was no removal of
cunes, as in Plot 6, the check plot, the yield wus dec:-eused.

Tables 74 und 73 give the fruiting record by pickings
for the two seusons with respect to average numbher of

berries per cune and average weight of berry.






Table 7.-Average number of berries per cane and average weight per berry, in grams--1924

July 24 July 28 August 4 August 10 August 14
Lot Tumber Weight Number Weight Fumber Veight Number Weight Number Weight
1l 4,98 1.85 26.28 1.39 50,15 1.50 30,74 1.43 9,34 1.21
2 6.85 1.60 19,57 1.33 46,08 1,33 19.89 1.23 6.98 1.01
3 6.04 1.73 32.48 1.24 53.22 1.32 26,77 1.27 7493 1.09
4 3.38 1.67 19.18 1.26 47,54 1.45 26,70 1,41 10.29 1.28
5 6.22 1.73 20,81 1.61 27,59 1.38 22,01 1.39 6.85 1.18
6 11,02 1,57 39.81  1.47 35.20 1,34 20,35 1.18 6.68 1.02
7 5.06 1.60 18,10 1.32 39,02 1.35 21.48 1,31 8.53 1,19




Teble 7 B,~ Average number of berries per cane and average weight of berry, in gramg-=192!

July 13 July 21 July 29 August 3 August 10 J
PLOT Number Welght Number Weight Number Weight Fumber Weight Number Weight _
1 19,37 1,39 59.16 1.19 42.54 1.15 Hm.um 1.40
2 8.71 1.32 »m.mw 1.32 46.81 1.16 29.78 1.07
3 7.80 1,35 11.68 1.51 37.62 1,40 30.42 1.39 17.20 1.39
4 16,77 1.43 41,93 1.26 33.74 1.20 20,58 1.13
5 12.22  1.47 32.88 1,37 37.07 1.17 16,00 1.08
6 10.41 1.31 3134 1,27 32,37 1.11 13.67 1.16
7 5.59 1l.24 34,00 1,04 35,00 1,08 18,46 1.03




THTAT N

A ey e aTT Sm o
Caullld LisadUnBlionTse

The duta from measurements made on the diameter and
length of the canes in the several plots, together with
the mean weight of fruit per cane for 1925, are presented
in Yable 8+ The diameter measurements were tuken at the
base of the cune by means of a steel culiper.

Tuble 9 gives the coefficients of correlation

calculated by the Pearsonian formula r (xy) .
n{ x y)

Diameter of cune cunnot be suid to give a correlation
with the yield of fruit in this investigation, neither
average number of berries nor average size of berry giving
any positive figures. Length of cune also has no definite
beuring on the question other than that plots 2 and 5 gave
a very definite negative correlation. This, however,
was to be expected, as both these plots received pinching
treutmentse Percentage of canes with lateruls likewise
showed no definite relation although plot 1 showed u substan-
tial increace in the percentuge of lateruls, when conpared
with the check und those plots which were not sunmer
pinched.s The low percentage shown by plot 3 is to be ex-
pected as the continued practice of removing the eurly
caneg from the patch had an immediute and drastic effect on
the vigor of the plants. The columnn for mean weight of

fruit per cune varies slightly with the corresponding

coluan in table § becuause one or more cunes in severul of



Table 8.,-Cane measurements made in spring--1925

Mean Diameter lean Length VYean weight of Percentage of canes
PLOT (mm ) (inches fruit per cane with laterals
(grams)
1l 12,60 0,340 60.0 5.50 165 40,3 73.52
2 12,40 0.142 29.0 6.60 158 5346 87450
3 8.72 0.973 35.0 5.83 142 51.7 2.85
4 12,10 0.174 55.0 2.83 135 50.4 55.55
5 12,20 0.351 58.0 6.64 121 32.8 77,77
6 11.50 0.154 50.0 5.27 107 47,9 50.70
7 11.40 6.220 37.0 1.28 99 8.2 46.12




Table 9.-Coefficients of correlation between yield in grams per cane and diameter and
length of cane

PLOT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Ry 396 4118 ,440 ,095 .402 ,095 L,185 1116 e 799 «069 «060 4056 +144 «105
mN ommm OOOU -Omwm OOHO ommm OHO@ owmm OO@N QPNN ouvom ommu QOQQ ‘Oﬁmm Oomm

Ry= Diameter of cane with yield. wmnﬂmbmew of cane with yleld.







fhe plots were considered unfit subjects for measuremcnt
due to mechunicul danage.

The defect in the matter of correlation relations
is in the fact that cune measurements were not made in
1924 prior to the experiment, nor in the fall of 1925
following the seuson of 1925, Thus it was not possible to
ascertain the anounts of growth with respect to plot
treatments. Had this information been obtained, correla-
tions would probably have been more definite, consistent,

and valuable.

CHELIICaL allaLYSLS,

Table 10 presents data on the chemical analyses of
canes taken Hovember 1lst 1924, The canes were divided
into thirds by measuremente. analysis shows a general in-
crease of lree ieducing Sugars and Total Sugars from the
base towards the tip and a decreuse of Total Polysaccharides.
There seens to be no correlation whutever between the
chemical composition of these cunes and their fruiting

behaviore.



Table 10.-Composition of 1925 cane growth--Samples taken in

Kovember
Tree
Sample Moisture Redueing Total Potal
(%) sugars sugars polysaccharides
(%) (%)

Basal

Third
l 24,1 Je4d 7.0 27.1
2 40,0 4,7 8.1 25.7
3 40,5 d.4 6.0 22.8
4 3546 4,2 6.1 28,7
5 42,6 3.6 7.0 27.8
6 40,9 3.8 63 28.8
7 39,0 2.7 5.3 24.8

Middle

Third
1l 45,0 3.0 6.5 25.8
2 41.9 5.7 9.0 17 .4
) 35,0 3.5 7.7 22.7
4 37.0 3.2 7.2 23.9
5 40,0 4.4 7.4 19.1
6 34,2 4,0 7.7 26.5
7 4] .4 4.2 8.1 22.5
Top

Third
1 38.0 4.8 9.9 2345
2 41 .4 5.6 10.0 22.5
3 42.8 4,7 9.2 22.
4 38.5 5.0 8.1 25.8
5 42.& 4.4 9.6 26.3
6 41,6 5.3 10.4 22.1
7 38.6 Jed 6.4 19.




DISCUSSION.

Little has been obtained from this experiment
that would lead to the recommending of summer pruning in
the red raspberry plantation. Indeed the indications are
that E.lLY summer pruning of the new shoots is more likely
to be harmful than helpful, when Jjudged by its influence
on the current season's production. Certainly it is clear
that effort to increase yield and improve the size of the
berry can be more profitably spent in ways other than
sumumer pruning. any treatment involving their early
reduction in number will cuause & lowering in the current
season's yleld.

Barly vigorous canes have shown marked superiority
over the late season canese. In this experiment there was
a difference of 32.6 grams per cane in favor of the early
cane .

Pinching treatments have not proved as beneficial
as was anticipated. Pinching alone, without any further
treatment, proved detrimental to the cane. On the other
hand pinching coupled with the removal of the surplus
new shoots in the middle of the season resulted in material

benefit. It would appear therefore that the new shoots



ére, to a certain degree, competitive, not with the fruit-
ing canes, but with each other; a removal of the surplus
results in much larger canes with more laterals and a
greater fruiting surfacee.

Five out of the seven treutments employed increased
the total weight of the crop, primarily by incecreasing the
total number of berries, but also by sustaining the average
weight of berry throughout the season on a higher level
than that of 1924. However, further experimentation will
have to be done before it can be shown that this slight
increase 1s significant enough to warrant the additional

time and labore.
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SULLIARY »

l. The recommendation for swimer pruning the
red raspberry plantation cannot be made on the basis of
this experimente.

2. Early maturing canes have given better yields
than late maﬁuring canes.

3¢ Excessive new shoot growth is competitive, not
with the frulting cunes, but with each other,

4. Removal of surplus new shoots at ths time of
0ld cune removal was the best summer pruning treatment
employed.

5. Pinching, when not accompanied by a removal
of the surplus new growth proved a detriment to the plant.

6e Thinning of the new shoot growth resulted in
a larger cane with a greater percentuge of laterals and
consequently a larger fruiting surfuce.

7 o correlation was found between the composi-
tion of the canes in the fall and their fruit production

the following sumner.
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