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Abstract

This study was carried out to determine the optimum nodes of pinching and
fruit setting in muskmelon cultured by deep flow technique. A fruit was set either
at 7~8th, 11~12th, or 15~16th nodes, and main shoot was pinched either at 22nd
or 27th node. Distance between rows was set the same at 100cm, while the
distance between plant in the row was set at 25, 35, 45, or 55cm. In treatments
with the same node of fruit setting, fruit quality was enhanced and mean fruit
weight increased on 22nd node compared to 27th node. In terms of fruit quality as
affected by node of fruit setting, larger fruits with lower soluble solid
concentrations were produced as fruits were set at higher nodes. In terms of
planting density, larger fruits with higher concentrations of soluble solid were
produced in the 100cmX45cm and 100cmX>55cm treatments compared to 100cm X
2ocm or 100cmX35cm treatment. Total fruit yields decreased as the planting
density decreased. However, percent marketable fruits produced was the greatest
in the 100cmXx45cm treatment, followed in descending order 100cmX25cm, 100cm
X35cm, and 100cm X55cm treatments.
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Table 1. Effect of pinching and fruit setting on growth of muskmelon cultured by DFT.

Node of Node of D Plant Leaf Leaf Stem
pinching fruit setting ;iys -to height length width diameter

() g PR e (cm) (cm) (cm)
7-8 32 1234 215 29.2 13

2 1 - 12 35 1233 28.8 303 13
15 - 16 37 1224 29.6 309 13

Mean 35 1230 286 30.1 1.3

7-8 31 1238 28.0 289 13

77 1 - 12 34 1240 28.8 299 13
15-16 37 1239 293 312 13

Mean A 1239 28.7 30.0 1.3

A NS NS NS NS

LSD .05° B NS 0.8 1.2 NS
A xB NS NS NS NS

? Mean separation within columns by LSD, P=0.05.
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Table 2. Effect of pinching and fruit sefting on fruit characteristics of muskmelon DFT.

Node of Node of Fruit Thickness of Soluble  Degree of
pinching fruit setting Length  Width Weight mesocarp solid netting”
(A) (B) (cm) (cm) (g) (cm) ( “Brix) 1-5)

7-8 135 133 1135 36 136 47

2 11 -12 139 134 1,175 37 135 45
15-16 138 134 1,174 3.7 126 45

Mean 13.7 134 1,162 3.7 132 46

7-8 135 134 1,170 37 138 47

27 1 - 12 144 139 1,357 39 138 47
15-16 144 138 1,366 40 13.0 46

Mean 14.1 137 1,298 39 135 47

» A 04 NS 67 NS 01 NS
LSD 5 B 05 NS 92 01 03 NS
- AxB NS NS NS NS NS NS

% Degree of netting : 5, excellent; 4, good; 3, fair; 2, poor; and 1, very poor.
¥ Mean separation within columns by LSD, P=0.05.

Table 3. Effect of pinching and fruit setting on fruit weight and fruit distribution
muskmelon cultur

Node of ~ Node of Fruit wt. Distribution by fruit size (%)
pinching fruit setting
@ ® ®  <g0g <801~99% < 1000~1199g > 1200g
7-8 1,135 167 50.0 292 41
29 11 - 12 1,176 20.8 315 292 125
15-16 1,174 41 54.3 375 41
Mean 1,162 139 473 319 6.9
7-8 1,170 2.0 29.2 333 125
o7 1 - 12 1,357 41 8.4 41.7 458
15 -16 1,366 0 0 66.7 333
Mean 1,298 9.7 125 472 305
A 67
LSD .05° B 92
AxB NS

Y Mean separation within columns by LSD, P=0.05.
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Table 4. Effects of planting density on the growth and development of muskmelon DFT.

Planting D Plant Leaf Stem
density 3in FO height Length Width diameter
(cm) pollination (cm) (cm) (cm) (cm)
100 %25 3H 12554 264 273 1.2
100x 35 34 124.0ab 26.4 216 12
100x 45 K% 123.2ab 284 294 13
10055 A4 122.4b 284 296 1.3

? Mean separation within columns by Duncan’s multiple range test at 5% level.

Table 5. Effects of planting density on fruit characteristics of muskmelon cultured by DFT

Planting Fruit Thickness Soluble Degree
density Length Width Weight of mesocarp solid of netting”
(cm) (cm) (cm) (g) (cm) ( “Brix) (1-5)
100X 25 13.2b" 130 1,082b 35 131 44
100X 35 13.4ab 132 1,191ab 36 134 45
100x 45 14.0ab 135 1,316a 39 136 47
100X 55 14.1a 13.7 1,321a 40 136 47

% Degree of netting : 5, excellent; 4, good; 3, fair; 2, poor; and 1, very poor.
¥ Mean separation Wlthln column bV Duncan ) multlple range test at 5% level.
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Fig. 1. Effect of planting density on percent marketable fruits and total fruit
yield of muskmelon cv. Hit cultured by DFT.
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