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YO AR I T Ak A ) - W B — REFU R B Y o
AEMTREREE

—HEE S
LUC-—-82B»>»UC—-82,UC—8L>VF—-134»VF 145> VF6203—1 > VF6203— 2
» VF— 9209 » Poto — 98 » Poto — 94C » Poto 95 — 43 » Compbell — 37 » Heinz —
2653 & 13 R XE 5| &S o
RAEEMBRERBETK—70 » TNS— 2% - HfEo
=HEBH®:
LREHRA RERSEE  CHEEREE  WEHE, ZTE > 784.8m > 7HE1.5%X 0.4 m
s /NEEE 14.4 m” o
224 (1 39.5 % a.i, Ethrel ) REBHSETCEI0 % 2 K7 EHAE » B8 HLEHEEY
X BERBESEthrel 500 5% o
=WAEFHE )

A (KELEHEBE DS Bush~-Medium-Open AL ) > 45 B  ERZHH , 22
f&E » REEE ( I Rheo meter MR » WE B RE 5 M EAZ 500 A7 BHER ) » pHE
s WA MREEY (S.S.C. ) » FIMEER: (Titratable acid ) &£ ( Hunter color a/b ) » —
KRR, EESE o

RS

AAFHEZOEREEEFATRIGHDE 38, YRAERTZREZBETK-70% TNS
—2ZHEE 15 B RAETRE—RRKRE—ECHMEHE  RET4 /7 15 EHELET EBEZ-REE
B/ 76 FHAETBRF RS RE ST R— KRBT » Blat—REK ( BREYK ) 2+ ESBSH N

—ERHEDH ( Concentrated fruit set ) [ 15 EHAJBEAMEBKHEETSSEER, dg
WRBIRME=M > REXRETRREKBENE, REEAM REEE, REEHEKEES (
Vine storage of fruit ) SEEEHYRIGR HASKRELESEEM ( Bush type ) 5UC —
82B>»UC—-82 UC—82L s Peto— 98 %5 4 H » HN SR —i 4 —1t5k » G H %D
Rt R EEEREEN ( Compact ) BF» RUBEERAHAE L S HERBET » DI
39.5 % Ethrel 500 f5 8 #%> — RIR W T % 87.8 %~ 94.5% » BE — RIEF U » 58 5 FH bk
BRRER/AN > MELHRBHEBERN (sp ) #4 9 REBFAH-RXBHEXESER » TS
MR RIS — R E ; RS EEVF—-134 » VF 6203 -1 > VF 6203 -2 » VF~ 9209 »
Peto — 94c > Peto 95— 43 » TK - 70 %7 5/ . BRTK— 70 BB A#K L8 FHEHRE B
FOMRE . EFREAE (BE ) RAREEEE S0 » — RIFIHEE 40.6 % » BEBTHE
Hl— XU 318 21 .7 %44 » HhSE £ 90.3 %~98.5 % (BB ) » MBEKSESVF —
145 » Compbell — 37 » Heinz — 2653 » TNS — 2% 4 S > HHTNS — 2 REEEES » bE
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WgRE » HRELNETRE > — RELKFEME 61.7 % ( BB ) » 5 HE KR K= 86.6%~99.7
%(%&1) -

£1 MIBHZREREEEER R—RBRKERE
Table1l Plant characteristics and once-over harvesting percentage of 15

processing tomato entries in 1986 ~ 1987 trial.

#FH A H H Item

2R E ¥ O® K 5 BEEH(X) KB BERE HEH —RRKE %
Harvest date (#) Once-over
Entries Plant Plant Period of Fruit Flower harvesting%
type height flowering Wi. cluster

( ecm) ( days ) w* WO** (g) (No/Plant) W* W/0*

UC-8B Bush 64.7 11,05-12/19%0 2/10 2/12 63.0 28.0 87.8 66.3
UC- 8L Bush 60.7 11,07-12/23¢5 2/10 2/12 68.5 26.0 90.9 86.1
UC - 82 Bush 61.6 11/05-12/0560 2/10 2/12 74.4 26.5 92.7 83.6
Peto-98 Bush 60.8 11/03-12/19¢0 2/10 2/10 70.5 17.3 96.7 76.4
VF-134 Medium 70,3 11/07-12/23@58 2710 2/12 74.0 20.9 90.3 61.0
Peto-95-43 Medium 68.3 11/03-12/184% 2,07 2/07 61.3 22 .4 92.3 73.2
Peto-94-c Medium 65.3 11/09-12/1942 2,04 2/04 71.9 19.4 94.5 92.1
VF-9209 Medium 64.9 11/10-12/2365 2/15 2/15 72.6 20.5 97.5 85.8
VF-6203-1 Medium 63.0 11/07-12/23¢6 2/07 2/07 75.4 13.9 98.5 9.0
VF-6203-2  Medium 80.9 11/05-12/1949 2/07 2/07 75.2 16.9 98.5 91.5
Compbell-37 Open 70.9 11/05-12/1843% 2/07 2/07 69.7 17 .4 86.0 68.2
VF-145 Open 59.4 11/05-12/204% 2,07 2/07 ~70.4 17 .4 94.1 70.4
Heinz-2653 Open 67.3 10/27-12/186) 2/07 2/07 50.0 25.0 99.7 96.6
TK-70 Medium 68.7 11707-12/2560 1,22 1722 85.0 38.0 40.6 21.7
TNS-2 Open 75.2 117/09-01/316) 2/15 2/15 79.4 35.0 61.7 49.3

TR 0 1986, 10, 16.
* WHERRZ W B o **xW/ OXRRERCHEBEE o
*With Ethrel treatment. %% Without Ethrel treatment,

=SRESY ( Quality ) I MIBHRE S HEEEELE  SEREXNRIFEALDS~80 g »
B RGEBETE 0.35 % — 0.55% » pHIE 4.2 ~4.4 » & (Hunter color a/ b )2.0R L 7)A
WA ( Soluble solids content ) 7 5.0 — 7.0 %= » B (£ 2 ) TMREH/NY > FHE
ER By ME (ZHEBRTHRAEEE) » TRtEEYERE S0 2RBEHE
Peto — 98 » Peto — 95 — 43 > Peto — 94 C » Compbell — 37 » TK — 70 RTNS - 2% 6 & &
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THTIBNISREERK  HERITITHRELEER BRI EZREREGRTFEE B
i BRE > RKKES > REEEYSRES ; 2R E/) » FELEEERESNSBLES »
HEREE > KEBRBELERD SR, BN SE HEE > #738 Ibarbia & Lambeth¢® > pyH3e »
EHNRERFARRLIIAEEEYVER  BEREINGEENS0.35 ( RESHFmE2 )

K2 AREHNIEHZRIBERALEZEE

Table 2 Effect of Ethrel treatment on fruit quality of 15 processing tomato entries.

B = 15 B Item

2R RE BEE (cm)! pH fE "IEHEEEY B i E B % B fm(a/b)
pH Value S.SC(Brix) Titratable acid Hunter color
Entries
w w0 W WO W W0 w w/0  w W70
UC-8B 1.8 1.85 4.0 3.6 4.41 4.00 0.233  0.220 2.60 2.43
UC-82L 1.85 1.83 4.0 3.6 4.40 4.70 0.233 0.239 2.62 1.79
UC-82 1.85 1.82 4,1 4.0 4.40 4.50 0.289 0.252 2.51 2.23
Peto-98 1.83 1.80 4.2 3.9 4.40 5.50 0.207 0.295 2.68 2.46
VF-134 1.98 1.94 4.0 4.1 4,50 4.35 0.283  0.283 2.58 2.49
Peto-95-43 1.87 1.84 3.7 3.8 4.60 5.30 0.239 0.276 2,71 2.61
Peto-%C 2,30 2.27 3.8 3.9 4.20 5.75 0.207  0.333 2.62 2.67
VF-9209 1.50 1.46 4.3 3.7 4.30 4.60 0.185 0.2711 2.50 2.70
VF-6203-1 2,15 2.13 4,3 4.2 4,40 4.65 0.214 0.239 2.55 2.60
VF-6203-2 2.13 2.09 4.3 4.3 4.10 4.75 0.233 0.239 2.54 2.51
Compbel1-37 1.94 1.93 4.0 3.7 4.60 5.00 0.270 0.289 2.33 2.50
VF-145 2,13 2.10 3.8 4.2 4.60 4.20 0.245 0.201 2.24 2.62
Heinz-2653 1.90 1.88 4.2 3.7 4.35 4.30 0.245 0.333 2,50 2.66
TK - 70 2.85 2.8 4.2 4.2 4.8 5.00 0.276  0.251 2.47 2.57
TNS-2 1.54 1.54 4.1 4.2 4.80 5.00 0.239 0.295 2,50 2.38

LFiRheo meter MR » NE RARE S BAS 500 A5 BHEE » BEGRBREERES (
Test by Rheo meter ).

QWHEIRRZ HEE o ( With Ethrel treatment ).

AW/ OFRRKRBLHMRE o ( Without Ethrel treatment )

SREHEE ( Firmness ) | T EMETBBRERE » BENHBREERVRNT - HEER A
B9 ( TNS —~ 2 ) KPeto B-43HERM » HP EHB_REEEHERFHRHUC — 134Tk
BEERERZ - EENE—BERE FHAN » £EMEKE 1940 FRL. pimpinellifolium #3%
L. esculentumi®Hi » ©° 'O, HE-REZTAHRRIEEEE 2.0 MRS EEGHE R RS 0E
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Fig. 1 Effect of Ethrel treatment on fruit firmness of 15 processing tomato entries.

LJi Rheo meter B HIERE » BIERHEE 5 EEWEZ 500 ABEMHES » AR NER ElE
o ( Test by Rheo meter )

LWERRZHEEE o (With Ethrel treatment )

3W/ OETRERLHEEE o ( Without Ethrel treatment )

m o> B # i ( Earliness ) % 0 B84k Kerr 4 B () T8 3F R i 3 M B M ES
HEGOBTE TS SEPORE RN SRANOR BN BEE NS SR I FRMEZELEREHNER
po) REBHERT S MTRORREEREE AR AR » #ATHEREETRFEBLMDE TS
=3, T AR B A E R BTN TR R KHE  BRRREN R FREE - A B EER
AR R A BNEN ; RO UC— 82 PIEMR 11 / 5 F—LERMBLE E12 / 584
HEZH2WHEESIEE30 X SR2REENENRETEERAN—ESE, UC- 82BAUFK M4 X
Peto — 98 % 40 X » Hfthrh i Bkt vk BP0 35 0 R kk = BAZE B Bc39Bi 42 RRA ke (X1 )

= R ( Harvestability ) HER | B EMAN REE RS #EMHE ( Retention) bk
WL RHBRRNEREREEEE  BAN S SR N MR BOoRgs » B3 R 5z - i M EA
Tl EREEERSHER ERSRBEREN > LTEBR - RRKRE > HREREZG X ZENIEE
t, HRIAEREBRE - ARXBH FEESMUC—- 8B, UC-82 > VF-603—1. VF-
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9209 K Peto — 98 H— R IRUL EE B B B Bk TEE ALE 63.4 A2 L » H—RRIKE 5 5% &
87.8% > 92.7%+ 98.5% » 97.5% K% 96.7% » A% BMAFERE » LHEFIRAREZER
oM VF 6203 — 1 B R EHM I/ W—RBEE LR » B #—2F /G o i Reynard P F
PR HENHER ] — 2 gene #H) » FTHEEAERER ©

# B Y Ethrel BB REX R~ BR=ZZB L5 RP 4 Ethrel REESEGFHE R
e » inUC— 82B » VF— 134 » VF —~ 145 » Peto — 98 » Peto 95 — 43 » Compbell — 37
KTK — 70 » Ethrel S #EHH—REKE > MEMSBERAEEZEGI AR - (WER4I4FR)

FIRZ B Ethrel #2000 T & - 206 RAH -3, Bin—RKRKER CEBEERH  AER
KBEZ RIEMAHIER - {0 Ethrel BB 2 FAENBSHE (K3 ) » BCRKMEF A Ethrel f#
R HEYE o

#£3 5B Ethrel BBY—REKEREEXEZBASITE
Table 3 Mean squares for once-over harvest percentage and yield of processing tomatoes

as influenced by cultivars and Ethrel treatment.

L BHE —RBEWKEH —RBKEESYS
Source of MS of once-over MS of once-over
variation DF harvest percentage harvest yield

B % 3 1.75 1.42
Block

= H 14 2,436.34 ** 1,556.72 **
Variety

B =(A) 42 3.66 1.23
Error (A)

z m B =B 1 5,875.80 ** 718.75 **

Ethrel treatment

2 OB O xZ @ 14 135.81 ** 28.69 **
Variety X Ethrel

B *%(B) 45 3.15 2.01
Error (B)

% » % % : Denote significance at 5% and 1 % probability levels » respectively.
%5 k% [ SRIFERIEDS % K1 %803 KHE B3 o
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F4 CHEEMIBZNEZREE-—RBKERERZEE
Table4 Effect of Ethrel on the once-over harvest yield and percentage of 15

processing tomato entries.

2R EHE —RxRBKE (%) —XFE W zER (m.t. /ha )

Once-over harvest % Once -over harvest yield
Entries

w* W/0 ** Mean w* W/0 ** Mean
UC-82B 87.8 66.3 77.1 63.4 52.7 58.1
UC- 82L 90.9 86.1 88.5 42.6 42.4 42.5
UC- 82 92.7 83.6 88.1 69.2 65.6 67.4
Peto-98 96.7 76.4 86.5 65.8 57.2 61.5
VF-134 90.3 61.0 75.8 36.5 28.3 32.4
Peto-95-43 92.3 73.2 82.8 39.8 34.7 37.2
Peto-94-C 94.5 92.1 93.3 44.5 45.6 45.1
VF-9209 97.5 85.8 91.6 69.1 63.8 66.5
VF-6203-1 98.5 90.0 94.2 70.1 67.2 68.6
VF-6203-2 98.5 91.5 95.1 55.4 54.0 54.7
Compbell-37 86.0 68.2 77.1 52.8 46 .9 49.8
VF - 145 94.1 70.4 82.4 42.2 34.8 38.5
Heinz-2653 99.7 96.6 98.2 39.9 39.7 39.8
TK - 70 40.6 21.7 31.2 28.4 17.5 23.0
TNS -2 61.7 49.3 55.5 41.5 37.5 39.5
Mean 88.1 74.1 81.1 50.7 45.8 48.2
L.S.D.1 (5%) 1.9 1.1
L.S.D.2 (5%) 0.65 0.52
L.S.D.3 (5%) 2.53 2.02

L.S.D.1 ! Difference between entries.

L.S.D.2': Difference between Ethre] mean-

L.S.D.3 : Difference between Ethre] at the same entry.
% BERBLHERE o % : With Ethrel treatment.

% | BRKKZHEB o % % | Without Ethrel treatment.
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AREBATHIMI B MR EETIRZRRKZENX » REELEAR  BHERES » REE » T
HAESEEZER -MUEEREEATERZ AL  RHRKIBEERFBZEERK  RAEHER
NS HBZRIEHEBZHELT » BRAE L2 — X RBEEEER > DBRELEERA REGRRAER
I o

1 B 28 B 70 88 JR bl 5t 25 B Budzyn 2 ]2 N T % AR Mosg SREAS 5 > 72 AR A BB RN T
Fii» BATRKE AET 0,155 REMATRKEM 0.90 THI 16 % ° Ktk » 0T A6 B bR BRI
TEAREBERRES °

Ak BFEAETRE — KRB Z SRR > BRERAEM TR SETK— 70 XTNS — 2
Z— RIRUWGES » Bl F A USRI AT BR B » (B0 52 40.6 % K 61.7 % » WA E A RE— KRR TR

BIAL B3t MR R I R S A S H— R E R AT 63 AW / AW HEEREASHER
e Hh A REENR A =/ 25 R/UC82—-B>UC—-82KPeto—98 > ZAMKEE VF —
6203 —1 % VF — 9209 Q1B AP H » H—RRKHFEEE 88 %Ll Lo MEHPVF— 6203 — 1 R
BRBAFESR% » BRE—STEN > USRI UC—- 82 E AR RIFHFREPH B A #
Mtk BLRE  BERIFRAR— KK (MF—~2)

KA HHE P BEARIR 1 » B2 B AR S - B E N SRR KRB B EEEREE » mEH
B ERERHGER » PR ERRRBMER » HARFE-F WK -

UC82 ( R#&Ethrel 2 ) UC 82 ( #& Ethrel jZ# )
B — MAEZ
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STUDIES ON THE TECHNIQUES FOR ONCE-OVER
HARVESTING OF PROCESSING TOMATOES

1. SCREENING OF PROCESSING TOMATO CULTIVARS
FOR ONCE-OVER HARVESTING

S. L. HWANG?
Summary

Experiments were conducted in the field to evaluate quality of the 13
processing tomato cultivars newly introduced from the U.S.A. and the 2 Jocal
cultivars for once-over harvesting purposes. Five cultivars i.e. UC-82B,
Uc-82, VF-6203-1, VF-9209, and Peto-98 ocutyielded 63 m.t./ha of fresh fruits.
Due to their high yielding potential, high once -over harvesting percentage
(92.7% and 96.7%, respectively.), bush type plant, early maturity and con-
centrated fruit setting, cultivars UC-82 and Peto-98 were suitable for once
-over harvesting. Cultivars UC-82B, VF-6203-1 and VF-9209 alsc were with
had high once-over harvesting percentage (87.7%, 98.5% and 97.5%, respectively.)
but they were not as good as UC-82 and Peto-98 1in early maturing, concentrated
fruit setting and other horticultural characteristics. Advanced observations
and evaluations of the promising 1ines are needed in the future. Rest of
the introduced cultivars such as Heinz-2653 were with good firm fruit and high
percentage of once-over harvesting, but they produced less yield with open

plant type. Therefore, they were not suitable for once-over harvesting in

1. Contribution No. 167 from Tainan District Agricultural Improvement
Station. Research supported, in part, by the Council of Agriculture,
Executive Yuan, Rep. of China.

2. Associate Horticulturist and Head of Crop Improvement Division, Tainan
D.A.1.5., 350, Section 1, Linsen Road, Tainan 70125, Taiwan, Rep. of China.
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Taiwan. The once-over harvesting percentages and yield of the 2 local

cultivars TK-70 and TNS-2 were only 40.6%, and 28.4 m.t./ha., 61.7%,

and

41.5 m.t./ha., respectively. They were also not suitable for once-over

harvesting.
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