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Table 1. Combined analysis of variance for some agronomic traits of tomato

MS ol oSt

WA Ul o) ojled oFe =Y " 30 9 Jlg5 (B 1554 dlxe”

4=y Aoy BTSNty G 5y aliws U ey olaws Jsb PR 37) 0 5e0 33 AISLJ- AISLJ-

&sl3T NEOHY A 0 gn0 Ok 040 10+ Ok ol ail oS s oo KGN Jsl cusls a5

df. Percentage of No. days to No. days to No. days to Main stem Branches/plant Fruit Fruits /plant First harvest Yield/ha

) seedlings flowering fruit fruit 50% length weight yield
S.0.V. =l b death maturity maturity
Year (Y) Jl 1 36.295™ 1184.22"™ 760.500" 1096.680"  3313.250" 2.801™ 1722.160"  1573.980™ 275.756™ 2368.900™
Replication/Y A 6 33.493 1.472 4.472 41.088 42.784 0.516 124.747 50.253 45.471 150.264
Transplanting stage (TS) Jst d e 2 4024.690™ 438.04™ 408.167" 428.167"  271.033" 0.045™ 131.875™ 105.024™ 1094.57 901.983™
TS x Y Jst dl- o x Jl 2 39.361™ 51.431" 4.667™ 70.722" 29.372™ 0.825™ 40.872™ 73.061" 341.464”~ 205.017"
Planting depth (PD) oL S G 2 23.427™ 17.042" 26.00" 11.792™ 25.733™ 0.567™ 124.100™ 105.974™ 91.308" 469.130”
PD x Y S Gas X L 2 33.252™ 17.140™ 4.667™ 1.514™ 20.522™ 0.053™ 27.680™ 1.080™ 1.204™ 8.528™
PD xT S G Jil ey 187.715" 3.208™ 2.354" 2271 33.507™ 0.228" 24.673™ 5210 5.489" 12.7%
PD TS x Y S G xS ey 68.081" 2.472™ 0.521™ 2.118™  47.069™ 0.444™ 73.613™ 27.467™ 1.33™ 101.854™
Error gl 18.477 1.264 1.795 4932 19.845 0.299 43.928 16.776 12.653 45.09
C.V. (%) Sl et e 20.24 1.31 1.06 1.48 7.85 9.43 7.85 12.28 26 9.67
* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels, repectively. VARYAN R Tl 53 s gme o 5 4 T

ns: Not significant. s sxe b M8
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Table 2. Mean comparison of some agronomic traits of tomato affected by different transplanting stages and planting depths in two years

e elas Sl Ges 5 (S5 ol e s JEsl Ol )

Aoy G 5y sl G 5, sl G 5y sl L Jsb PRAERNNR, pO3s 0 300 Sldai s Shee s Shee
=L ol Jm\lf 0 gu0 (oo ) 0 gua 1OV Odewy e a‘:f 3 og aL_f)a Jl sl S s
Percentage No. days to No. days No. days to Main Branches/plant Fruit Fruits /plant  first harvest ~ Yield/ha
of seedlings flowering to fruit fruit 50% Stem weight yield
Factor Jole death maturity maturity length
Year L
First year &l 21.9a 82.0b 123.4b 146.6b 63.5a 5.6a 79.6b 38.0a 15.6a 75.1a
Second year £? 20.5a 90.1a 129.9a 156.4a 50.0b 6.0a 89.3a 28.7b 11.7b 63.7b

Transplanting stage  Jil 4> 40

Four leaves S e 9.2¢ 81.7¢ 122.9¢ 147.1c 53.3b 5.7a 86.3a 35.7a 20.2a 75.7a
Six leaves EEN 19.5b 86.2b 126.0b 149.0b 57.0a 5.8a 85.2a 32.6ab 14.2b 69.0b
Eight leaves & e 35.0a 90.3a 131.1b 155.1a 60.0a 5.8a 81.8a 31.7b 6.7c 63.5¢

Planting depth ™ Gos

V4

Rootball “vu 223a 86.7a 127.5a 151.2a 55.6a 5.8a 82.4a 32.5b 12.4b 65.9b
Cotyledon leaves Sledsles b 20.5a 86.4a 127.0a 150.2a 57.5a 5.9a 86.9a 31.7b 12.7b 68.0b
First true leaf i S ) G 20.9a 85.1b 125.5b 149.9a 57.2a 5.6a 84.0a 35.7a 15.9a 74.4a

I s e sl STl aels i O ge3T bl s &S zie O > S5 il Lgljlaa.f“}.al;}nslﬁ}b):wﬁsu@i;p

Means in each column and for each factor, followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly different using Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Table 2. Mean comparison of some agronomic traits of tomato affected by different
transplanting stage in two years

Sy sl G gy slde PPN s Ses 533 Shes
P 0 10+ Ok oS s dsl s s
No. days No. days to Fruits/plant First Yield/ha
to fruit 50% harvest

Transplanting stage x Year st dlo o x Jlo flowering Maturity yield
Four leaves x First year P TP 141.92d 41.89a 2607a  84.54a
First year x Six leaves S gy g3y 144 5¢ 35.36b 15776 72.02b
First year x Eight leaves Friaxdildle gy e 153.25b 36.80b 507c  68.9b
Second yearx Four leaves  §, e xps2dle g7 g0 152.33b 29.52¢ 143b  66.92b
Second year x Six leaves Fairesde g sep 153.58b 29.82¢ 12550 66.04b
Second year < Eight leaves 8, ctaxpsade o) 75, 157.17a 26.65¢ 834c  58.08d

I s me sl ;,Q\: wloals Lo 03031 alal L Az wlie o (glyls oS O g ,a ‘5\.@&;;1:»
Means in each column followed by similar letters are not significantly difference at using Duncan’s multiple range

test.
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Fig. 1. Mean comparison of percentage of seedlings death of tomato affected by
different transplanting stage and planting depth
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