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Table 1. Removing flowers in treatments based on calculated average for flower/bunch/year

Treatments
Year Control
5% 10 % 15% 20 % 25 % 30 %
1396 0 55 110 165 220 275 330
1397 0 39 78 117 156 195 234
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Table 2. Number of bunches per tree in two consecutive years

Number of bunches

Year 1396 Year 1397
1 112 83
2 110 94
3 138 101
4 119 95
Mean + SE 119.75+6.38 93.25+ 3.75
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Table 3. Correlation and mean comparing for number of bunch per tree between two years

Year Bunch per tree Correlation Sig. (2-tailed)

1396 120 25 o 0,008 *

1397 93 0 '
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Table 4. Number of flowers per bunch and tree in two consecutive years

Vear Tree No. Ntl)meer of Number of flowers per bunch
unches Smallest bunch Largest bunch Total Mean + SE
1 112 46 2323 122579 1094.46 + 54.52
2 110 66 2056 117547 1068.61 + 42.32
1396 3 138 37 2149 147016 1065.33 + 42.56
4 119 59 2209 137042 1151.61 + 49.88
1094.75 + 39.45
1 83 41 1963 64906 782.00 + 54.09
2 94 43 1830 73150 778.19 £ 42.73
1397 3 101 39 1843 77671 769.02 + 40.75
4 95 43 1878 71713 77111 +£42.69
775.08 + 6.06
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Table 5. Compare mean of flower/bunch/tree in each year using independent sample t - test

Pairs of trees _ Year 1396 : : _ Year 1397 | |
Mean differences Sig. (2-tailed) Mean differences Sig. (2-tailed)
1&2 25 0.71m 4 0.96™
1&3 29 0.67"™ 13 0.85"
184 57 0.44™ 1 0,87
2&3 4 0.96"™ 0.88"
2&4 83 0.21m™ 0.90™
3&A4 86 0.19"™ 0.97"™
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Table 6. Correlation and mean comparing of flower/bunch between two years for each tree using
paired samples t - test

Pairs of trees Correlation Mean differences Sig. (2-tailed)
1&1 97.0 % 312 0.00"
282 95.5 % 290 0.00"
3&3 97.4 % 296 0.00"
484 98.1 % 380 0.00"
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Table 7. Yield (Kg) in different treatments and its analysis of variance to evaluate the treatment effect
in two years separately

Treatment
Year

Analysis of variance

Control 5% 10 % 15%

25% 30 % df  Fvalue Sig.

1396  19.9+25 255+3.6 30.7+ 6.3 231+ 2.7 233%+22 344+38 247+39 6 1.704 0.169"™

1397 11.7+1.8 138+0.8 147+17 166+17 143+05 16.1+28 193+14 6 2034 0106™
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Abstract

Dena County is one of the most important grape-growing area in the southwest of Iran. The dominant
cultivar in this area is Askari and grapevine moth, Lobesia botrana (Denis & Schiffermdiller, 1775), is
major pest on this cultivar. The first generation of this pest has a high population and seriously damages
the flowers. To investigate this cultivar’s tolerance to first generation injuries on flowers, a damage
simulation experiment designed and carried out for two consecutive years. In the first step, the average
number of bunch/tree and flower/bunch for each year calculated, accurately. Having these data, the
experiments performed with seven treatments (removal of 0, 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, and 30 percent of flowers
based on the calculated average number of flowers/bunch in each year) and four replications (each tree
considered as one replication). At vintage time, harvested grape product weighed separately and
analyzed for simple and combined analyses of variance. The results showed that Askari cultivar in Dena
region had a good tolerance and could compensate completely for anthophagus generation damage to
the blossoms so that no yield loss observed in the treatments. The ability to compensate for damage is
achieved by reducing the natural shedding of flowers and increasing the berry’s weight. According to
the obtained results, up to 30% removal of flowers on Askari cultivar in Dena region, there is no need
for controlling the first generation, thinning the flowers also increases the quality of berry. However, it
is necessary to study the higher levels of flower removal and then make a final decision about the damage
threshold of first generation in the region.
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