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ABSTRACT This study was conducted to investigate the effect of training time on the growth and yield of
‘Sinsakigake-2' pepper (Capsicum annuum L.). Plants were either left untrained as control or trained at the third node
leaving four shoots per plant. Plants were traind at 20, 45, 70, or 95 days after transplanting (DAT). The earlier the
training time, the more the branch number of the plant. Fruit weight was not affected by training time. However, the
percentage of marketable fruits and the number of marketable fruits per plant were the highest in plants trained at 70
DAT, and the lowest in the control. Early marketable yield was the highest in the control, and the lowest in plants

trained at 45 DAT.
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Table 1. Growth of ‘Sinsakigake-2' pepper plants trained at 20, 45, 70, or 95 days after transplanting (DAT).

Days after transplanting

Stem diameter

No. of branches Length of main stem

(Date of measurement) (cm) (cm)
20 (°98. 11. 13) 039 ¢ 22 d 109 ¢
45 ('98. 12. 08) 104 b 56 ¢c 219 &b
70 ("99. 01. 02) 175 a 108 b 224 a
95 (°99. 01. 27) 194 a 12.3 a 229 a

*Mean separation within columns by DMRT, 5% level

Table 2. Effect of training time on plant growth (measured on March 15, 1999) of ‘Sinsakigake-2' pepper.

Days after transplanting Stem diameter

No. of branches Length of main stem

(cm) (cm)
Untrained 207 & 26.1 c 231 a
20 210 a 313 a 248 a
45 2.08 a 309 a 242 a
70 207 a 295 b 241 a
95 2.06 a 272 c 237 a
*Mean separation within columns by DMRT, 5% level.
Table 3. Effect of training time on fruit quality of ‘Sinsakigeke-2' pepper.
Days after Fruit weight Marketable friuts No. of friuts per plant
transplanting (g/plant) (%) Marketable Unmarketable Total
Untrained 365 & 64.0 ¢ 136.2 b 76.6 a 2128 a
20 373 a 80.2 a 150.7 a 372 b 1879 b
45 380 a 78.8 ab 1483 a 399 b 1882 b
70 373 a 820 a 158.0 a 347 b 192.7 b
95 372 a 759 b 1479 a 470 b 1949 b

*Mean separation within columns by DMRT, 5% level.
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Table 4. Effect of training time on fruit yield of ‘Sinsskigake-2' pepper.

Yield (kg/10 a)

t rlZ:Zps)l :r:;gg Marketable Unmarketal?le Total
Early Total Small Bent Diseased Total
Untrained 1512 & 8,287 ¢ 2,810 a 155 a 50 a 3,015 a 11,302 a
20 1,200 ab 9,381 b 1,450 ¢ 66 b 30 c 1546 b 10,927 a
45 1,070 b 9,382 b 1,506 ¢ 85 b 45 be 1,636 ¢ 11,018 a
70 1,331 ab 9,806 a 1,325 ¢ 83 b 49 bc 1,457 ¢ 11,263 a
95 1,466 ab 9,179 b 1,809 b 82 b 30 c 1921 b 11,100 a

*Mean separation within columns by DMRT, 5% level.
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Fig. 1. Accumulated fruit vield as affected by training time in ‘Sinsakigake-2' pepper.
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