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Table 1.Treatments of training

Row (In-row /In-plant) Plant spacing

Treatment Training Trellis (cm) (plants/0.1 ha)
A 1 shoot A-type 150/45 2520
B 2 shoot A-type 150/45 2520
C Remove shoot A-type 150/45 2520
D 2 shoot V-type 210/25 1995
E 2 shoot V-type 210/45 998
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Effects of different training methods (A: A-type, 1 shoot; B: A-type, 2 shoot; C: A-type, Remove
shoot; D: V-type, 2 shoot, 25 cm/plant; E: V-type, 2 shoot, 45 cm/plant) on accumulated yield
and fruit number of tomato.
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Table 2. Effects of dlfferent training methods on tomato yield

Fruit weight No. of fruit Marketable yield No. of marketable Total yield No. of total fruit

1
Treatment  olant) (NoJplant)  (ke/0.1ha) fruit (No./0.1 ha) (kg/0.1ha)  (No./0.1 ha)
A 1,801 13.8 3,659 24,120 4,863 37,220
B 2,005 17.5 3,949 30,140 5,414 47,280
C 1,887 15.5 3,991 29,780 5,094 41,870
D 2,361 19.6 3,639 28,280 6,374 52,880
E 3,063 23.5 2,422 16,780 4,135 31,760
LSD5%2 489 3.0 952 7,402 1,006 7,719

"'Notes are the same as Table 1.
>Mean separation by LSD at P=0.05 level.
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Table 3. Effects of different training methods on the fruit quality of tomato

Grade % to total yield

Grade % to total fruit number

Treatment'
A B Culls A B Culls
A 25.8 49.4 24.8 17.3 47.5 35.2
B 21.0 51.9 27.1 12.8 50.9 36.2
C 29.5 48.9 21.6 19.4 51.7 28.9
D 24.7 52.6 22.7 15.7 56.7 27.6
E 35.7 43.5 20.8 23.3 48.2 28.5
"'Notes are the same as Table 1.
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Table 4. Effects of different training methods on the size and weight of tomato fruits

Treat d Fruit height Fruit diameter Fruit weight Total soluble solid
reatmen
(mm) (mm) (g/fruit) (Brix)
Early harvest
A 64.1 75.1 202 4.6
B 63.5 76.0 209 4.6
C 62.4 74.6 192 4.8
D 60.3 75.1 187 4.6
E 62.6 79.1 212 4.8
LSD 5% * 3.6 3.9 28 0.4
End harvest
A 58.7 66.8 140 5.1
B 59.1 68.8 152 4.8
C 61.0 70.9 165 5.2
D 61.3 70.6 168 5.0
E 63.7 73.9 190 5.0
LSD 5% 3.6 4.4 26 04

'Notes are the same as Table 1.
>Mean separation by LSD at P=0.05 level.
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Effects of Different Training Methods on Yield
and Fruit Quality of Tomato (Lycopersicon
esculentum Mill.)"

Chen-Yang Tai and Yung-Wu Chen’

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this experiment was to assess the effects of different training
methods on yield and fruit quality of tomato. Results indicated that the treatment of two
shoot under V-type training condition (E-treatment) had greater total yield and fruit
number than the treatment of one shoot under A-type training (A-treatment). The
treatment of two shoot under V-type training methods (E-treatment) resulted in highest
percentage 71.5% of marketable fruit and grade A fruit (by number). There were no
significant differences on fruit total soluble solid content among treatments. But there are
significant difference on fruit height, fruit weight and single fruit weight. The highest unit
plant yield 3.06 kg was obtained from E type of training, but it had lower total yield than
other treatments due to less plant numbers per unit area. More effect needs to be update to

increase the unit area yield before the adoption of V-type training in tomato culture.

Key words: tomato, training, yield, quality.
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