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Effects of Variety and Planting Time on Fruit Uniformity of Tomatoes in a Greenhouse in Early Spring
LI Jun, HE Ling-li, LIU Feng-jun (Taihu Institute of Agristcultural Sciences of Jiangsu Province, Suzhou, Jiangsu 215155)
Abstract

vide theoretical foundation for exploration of stress-resistance cultivation technology and classification of commodity fruits of tomatoes. [ Meth-

[ Objective ] To study the impacts of variety and planting time on fruit uniformity of tomatoes in a greenhouse in early spring to pro-

od] The fruit uniformity of different varieties of tomatoes planted on various dates in early spring in a greenhouse was studied. [ Result] The
rate of inferior fruits and fruit uniformity of tomatoes in early spring were influenced by variety and the environment obviously. In the early har-
vest time, the highest rate of inferior fruits of the 33 varieties of tomatoes reached 98% , while the lowest rate was only 6% ; the commodity
rate of the varieties with good fruit uniformity was up to above 50% , while the commodity rate of the varieties with poor fruit uniformity was
lower than 20% . [ Conclusion] The rate of inferior fruits of tomatoes planted in the same time was higher than in the early harvest time than
that in the middle harvest time, but there were no significant differences between tomatoes planted on various dates in the rate of inferior fruits

in the same harvest time. The planting time and harvest time had no significant effects on the fruit uniformity of tomatoes.
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Table 1 Fruit uniformity of different varieties of tomatoes in a greenhouse in early spring

B R (k%% ) ¥l *&/J\@l‘ *&jﬁ@l‘ ﬁ({ﬁ% SRS SERE Fruit uniformity /%
Variety Numb.cr‘of Rat‘e .of inferior  Average Minimum Maximum 'Sta.ndard ikl Frk2 JiEE3
harvested fruits /> fruits // % mm mm mm deviation//mm  Method 1 Method 2 Method 3
B132 30 6 6 315 4 609 8 883 1072 40 37 33
DG21 57 21 6292 3295 9978 1 260 40 23 16
F038 44 77 7 241 5133 10 690 1371 30 36 30
E040 37 53 7 370 5105 11 135 1 644 24 16 16
E041 59 56 6718 4524 9 451 1175 39 41 32
E042 36 56 7832 4819 10 225 1213 56 31 33
E043 27 78 7 836 5 080 10 766 1478 19 15 22
E044 55 38 7 476 3557 11 412 1439 47 31 29
E045 82 52 5514 3375 7 630 821 59 16 10
E046 58 23 7755 4519 10 798 1357 50 28 29
E047 49 37 6 050 4022 8 576 930 47 35 27
E048 48 46 6 902 3528 8 606 1289 46 44 46
E049 56 98 7 301 5165 9 967 1 248 41 32 32
E051 53 56 7274 4978 10 780 1388 43 43 43
E052 50 96 6 781 4 286 10 364 1262 46 34 36
E053 53 42 6 649 4 475 10 178 1147 42 34 34
E054 43 48 6918 4711 9 897 1226 4 47 47
E055 41 44 6 848 4233 9 067 1129 32 34 34
E056 46 35 7 663 3755 12 087 1713 41 30 37
E057 64 43 7027 4 608 9 626 1263 39 39 34
E058 49 89 7 303 4 475 9 776 1226 53 33 31
E060 49 36 7 049 5255 9 620 1125 41 39 43
E061 37 38 7714 4072 10 068 1445 49 24 24
E062 45 25 6 981 3743 8 634 1 069 56 53 53
E063 60 27 6242 552 9315 1297 37 25 27
E064 51 55 7 160 3792 13 000 1 626 45 41 43
E065 48 27 6 049 4572 8999 1129 46 23 23
E066 50 30 6 356 3719 10 673 1270 44 46 34
E067 41 87 7 860 3762 13 832 1 648 46 27 29
E068 64 41 6618 3714 10 029 1143 45 39 36
E070 58 26 5987 3723 10 351 1207 55 26 17
E073 50 34 5829 2 881 8 041 890 60 24 14
E075 44 40 6 947 4 306 10 661 1 488 34 34 32
A1 Average 49.5 47 6 905 43 33 31
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Fig.1 Fruit diameter of five varieties of tomatoes in a greenhouse

in early spring in the early harvest time
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Table 2 Effects of planting time on some commercial characters of fruits of two varieties of tomatoes

e KA UORE RRRUME AYRERORE RRE & " ESESITES
fmfp R AbFE Quantity of Rate of Minimum of Maximum of  Average of %7%%;? K Commodity rate of fruit diameter /%
Variety Ha‘rvesl Treatment harvested inferior  fruit diameter fruit diameter fruit diameter .an. ikl Jrik2 k3
e fruits  fruits /% mm mm mm unlomity \fihod 1 Method 2 Method 3
DG21 HiTHA T, 75abe 29be 4039 9 084 6 616b 1 081a 51 45 39
T, 62be 43a 2982 9 447 7 002ab 1 135a 54 50 48
T, 52¢ 39ab 5037 9131 6 808ab 943a 56 53 50
it T, 111ab 15¢d 4070 9 926 6 941ab 1 119a 51 47 42
T, 131a 19cd 4 603 10 722 7 317ab 1 083a 53 50 44
T, 95abc 19¢d 3738 10 097 7 022ab 1 100a 51 47 41
E045 LGpL] T, 76abe 62a 4 669 9 824 6 827ab 1 057a 48 48 41
T, 87abc 47ab 4291 10 156 6 784ab 1097a 49 48 43
T, 73abc 42abe 5139 10 725 7 327ab 1 208a 42 38 33
i T, 118ab 30bed 3 686 10 712 7 483ab 1 147a 53 49 40
T, 124a 22d 4 827 10 837 7 611a 1 138a 47 42 37
T, 95abe 37bed 4 646 10 225 7 127ab 1 193a 44 42 35
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Variety DG21 in treatment T, in middle harvest time
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Fig.2 Fruit diameter of two varieties of tomatoes planted in the

same time in the early and middle harvest time
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Table 1 Yield of single cotton and Zhengzamian No. 4 interplanting
wheat in Zhongmou Yellow River beach and Xushui testing

ground kg/hm’
EAF Interplanting

X560 FRPRAE

Testing ground Single cotton 3 Lkt
Wheat Cotton

rf AR AR, Zhongmou 3619.5 6276.0 3526.5

Yellow River beach

BOKREG) 3888.0 6 478.5 3730.5

Xushui testing ground

5 Average 3754.5 6 378.0 3628.5
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Table 2 Economic benefit of single cotton and Zhengzamian No. 4 interplanting wheat J&/hm’
¥ 4 Expenditure

(52N 1E9) A B HE ;
Mode Crop Income fﬂp? ZQQJ_ Tractor- Field mana- ﬁfEHE ek ait

Seed Pesticide . Fertilizer Harvest Total

ploughing gement
Hiff Single cropping ii¥ia 48 808.5 450 600 750 450 2250 1 500 42 808.5
ZA4F Interplanting hiiyia 47 170.5 450 600 750 1 050 2 250 1 500 51 189.0
INFE 13 393.5 300 150 1 050 150 750 375

TE ARAE N BN S SR A AT /NEE 2. 1 50/ ke, BRAE 13.0 S0/ ke,

Note: The prices of wheat and cotton were 2.1 and 13.0 yuan/kg according to their market prices in the year.
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