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Effects of Fruit-set Position and Number of Fruits set per plant on netting, Fruit
quality and Fruit weight in- Netted melon

(Cucumis melo L. var. reticulatus)
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Graduate School of Agricultural Development, Kyungpook National University
*Dept. of Horticulture, Kyungpook National University

Abstract

This study was carried out to determine the effect of fruit-set position and number of
fruit set per plant on yield and quality including netting in “Super VIP” melon cultivated
in spring season.

1) In training system of one fruit per plant, index of netting was acceptable, regardless
of the node position of fruit-set. The higher node order of fruit set was, the heavier,
longer, bigger in diameter the fruit set was, and the thicker the flesh was. However,
soluble suger content and storability was decreased with increased node order.

2) In training system of two fruit per plant, the higher the fruit-set position in node
order was, the better the netting index, fruit quality including fruit weight, length,
diameter, and thickness of flesh were, but there was no difference in storability.

3) Fruits produced by one-fruit-per-plant training were superior to those produced by
two-fruit-per-plant training in maker quality including netting, sugar content,
storability. The fruit set on 12th node in one-fruit-per-plant training were the best
in market quality.

4) Yield was increased by two-fruit-per-plant training.
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Table 1. Comparison of quality of melon fruit as influenced by fruit-set position and
number of fruit set on a plant. :

Indes of Soluble solid Thickness
Node NO. of " netting’ "Bx) of lesh
\ (cm) Storage
of  fruits/ o - quality
frut - plant st 2nd e T o ot 2nd
it folt e it it fg O ot
8 1 4.8 - 18.2 - 16.8 -~ 4.1 - 4.0
10 1 4.5 - 18.0 - 16.3 - 4.3 - 3.8
i2 1 4.5 - 17.5 - 16.0 - 43 - 3.5
14 1 4.5 - 17.1 - 15.7 - 45 - 3.2
89 2 2.2 1.8 156 152 131 129 36 3.4 3.2
10-11 2 2.6 2.4 158 158 134 134 3.9 3.5 3.0
12-13 2 3.3 2.9 164 16.0 147 143 39 3.7 3.0
14-15 2 4.1 3.9 167 163 153 15.1 39 3.9 3.0

*21 = very poor: 2 = poor: 3 = fair: 4 = good: 5 = excellent.
> 1 = very good: 2 = good: 3 = medium: 4 = poor: 5 = Very poor.
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Table 2. Fruit yield of melon as influenced by fruit setting position and fruiting number.

Node  Fruit : .y Fruit weight Yield
order of  setting Fruit length (cm)  Fruit diam. (cm) &/ plant) (ke/
fruiting number 1stfruit 2ndfruit lstfruit 2ndfruit Istfruit 2ndfruit  102)

8 1 15.8 - 15.5 - 1950 - 3900
10 1 16.0 - 15.7 - 2105 - 4210
12 1 16.8 - 16.0 - 2400 - 4800
14 1 17.5 - 16.2 - 2550 - 5100

8-9 2 13.1 12.9 12.7 123 1250 1000 4500
10-11 2 13.7 13.3 13.3 13.1 1400 1240 5280
12-13 2 14.1 13.9 134 134 1520 1340 5720
14-15 2 15.0 14.6 14.7 143 1600 1540 6280
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