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Effects of Different Planting Densities on Yield and Quality of Pelletized Processing Tomato

WANG Sheng-yi, LI Li, YIN Yong-an et al (Xinjiang Tianye ( Group) Co. , Ltd. , Shihezi, Xinjiang 832011)

Abstract Under the same planting mode, the effects of different planting densities on the yield and quality of pelletized tomatoes were
studied. Three treatments were set for the experiment, 71 250, 79 500 and 47 250 plants/hm” respectively. The results showed that different
planting densities had important effects on the yield and quality of pelletized processing tomato. The 79 500 plants/hm’ treatment yielded the
highest yield, indicating that within a certain range, the increase in planting density can increase the yield of pelletized processing tomato. The
comprehensive evaluation index of fruit quality was obtained by scoring method, the comprehensive evaluation index of processing tomato of

47 250 plants/hm’ was higher.
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Table 1 Effects of different treatments on the yield of pelletized processing tomato

R SIBEL ARRCREL BARRARREL BABRZRE BB L P
Qb Planting Branch Number of Number of Red fruit Fruit weight Sinele fruit Yield
Treatment density number red fruits fruits set weight per per plant lng }E:t /Xl K h B
F/hm? A per plant//4~  per plant//4> plant /kg kg westrke g/hm
T, 71 250 5.5 ab 41.7b 45.7 ¢ 2.17 ¢ 2.3¢ 0.052 ¢ 115959.0 b
T, 79 500 4.5¢ 40.2 b 45.2 ¢ 2.23 ¢ 2.4 ¢ 0.056 ¢ 132 964.5 a
T, 47 250 5.7a 48.2 a 58.7 a 3.27 a 3.8a 0.068 a 115 881.0 b

T ISR NG FREFR AR AR BIAE 0. 05 /KF-22 5+ .2

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column stand for significant differences between different treatments at 0. 05 level
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on the quality of pelletized processing tomato
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Treatment diameterxvertical . d pe thickness t "l Soluble sugar o/kg mg/100 ¢ Soluble solids hould
diameter//cmXcm 1ndex cm ventricles content//% content /% shouider
T, 4.30x5.26 1.22 0.58 3.0 5.00 3.69 34.78 5.01 P
T, 4.93x6.55 1.33 0.69 2.8 5.20 4.02 21.74 5.22 P
T, 4.65%6.09 1.31 0.74 2.5 5.10 4.02 27.82 5.33 I

AR e R 2 R P S bl S B ™ %
I TR RS G AT ER 5 VRO, RS 23 6 NS5
XHZUHTTEINE BN T2t AR A , 38 i PP IE R AR
AEBEIN TSRS M R ER A I IR R (R 3) o LR i
A AT R A A 3 RhAb B T, AbBRAY ™ & e, 100 T,
AbBRA £ PR R O

F3 AEAEHIMEINTIEMRERRESTNIEE

Table 3 Comprehensive evaluation index of fruit quality of pelletized

processing tomato with different treatments
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T, 3 2 2 4 2 13
T, 4 2 2 5 2 15
T, 5 3 2 5 2 17
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