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It is given the estimation of the economic and biological indicators of seedless
cucumber hybrids (Kurazh F;, Marsel F;, Rais F;, Sharzh F;) in terms of plastic
ground greenhouses. It is defined the productivity per plant and average fruit weight.
It is also shown the dynamics of cucumber hybrid harvest according to months. It is
established cash and subsistence parts of harvest, and trade quality of fruits.
According to the studied parameters it is identified the most precocious and
productive hybrid Marsel F;.
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Formulation of the problem. Cucumber is one of the most valuable fruit
vegetables. The fruits of this crop are valuable raw material for the food industry;
they are widely used in dietetic nutrition as a source to replenish the body with
vitamins and minerals [1, 5, 7]. For cultivation in greenhouses cucumber hybrids
must meet the following requirements: high productivity, taste and trade qualities;
high photosynthetic and transpiration capacity of leaf apparatus; resistance to low
temperature and lighting; ability of fruits to store biochemical and technological
qualities, as well as marketable condition for nine days [4, 5, 6].

Recently, the domestic market receives a large number of foreign bred hybrids.
Growing them in our environment does not always provide the desired result.
Therefore, there is a need to study the economic and biological characteristics of
foreign seedless cucumber hybrids and to select the best ones for production.

The aim of research. The aim of research was to pick seedless cucumber
hybrids for growing in spring and summer in plastic greenhouses. In this regard they

were set following goals: to identify the most early-season cucumber hybrids; to



compare the dynamics of fruit formation; to establish trade quality and productivity
of cucumber fruits.

Methods of research. The study was conducted in 2009-2010 in plastic
greenhouse of research and development economy "Horticultural Garden of NULES
of Ukraine." They were used seedless hybrids of Russian breeding company
"Havrysh": Kurazh F; (control), Marsel F;, Rais F; and Sharzh F.

The study was conducted in accordance with "Methods of research in vegetable
and melon growing" (2001), "Methods of experimental work in fruit and vegetable
growing” (V. F. Moiseichenko, 1990) and "Methods of field experiment"”
(B. A. Dospehov, 1985) [2, 3, 8].

Variants were placed by method of full randomization with threefold
repetition. Number of plants in repetition was 15 units. Planting scheme was 90 x 35
cm. Number of plants per 1 m? was 3.2 units. They were used the following basic
research methods: experimental, computational, analysis and comparison.

Results. In our studies, the length of periods determining the short-seasoning
was slightly different (Table 1).

1. Criteria of short-season cucumber hybrids, average for 2009-2010

Length of the period, days
; seedlings-the seedlings — the flowering - the
Variant o o o fruiting (the first-
beginning of beginning of beginning of ]
) o o last harvesting)
flowering fruiting fruiting
Kurazh F; (C) 38 54 16 75
Marsel Fy 37 51 14 78
Rais F; 38 53 15 76
Sharzh F, 37 53 16 75

The phase of hybrid flowering started almost simultaneously, on the 37"-38"

day after germination. However, the most short-season hybrid was Marsel F;, the first



fruits of which were received on the 26" of May — the 51% day after germination,
which was 3 days earlier than control. In this hybrid flowering period - the beginning
of fruiting was also the shortest and lasted for 14 days. Hybrids Rais F; and Sharzh F;
did not differ significantly from the control according to the beginning of different
phases of cucumber vegetation. Last harvesting of cucumber fruits was conducted
simultaneously in all variants — on the 12" of August, and different length of the
fruiting period was due to time of fruit ripening in the studied variants.

During the research it was measured the average fruit weight of a cucumber

and productivity per plant (Table 2).

2. The average weight of a fruit and cucumber plant productivity,
average for 2009-2010

Average fruit mass Productivity per plant
Variant % according % according

: to control ko/plant to control
Kurazh F; (control) 142 100 3.9 100
Marsel F1 180 127 4.6 118
Rais F; 175 123 4.0 103
Sharzh F; 154 108 3.7 95

HIPgs 34 - 0.5 -

The biggest appeared to be fruits for Marsel F; hybrid, their average weight
was 27% higher when compared to control. This figure probably had a significant
impact on plant productivity, which in the mentioned variant was higher by 18% in
comparison to control and was 4.6 kg of fruits from one plant. The difference of
productivity per plant of hybrids Rais F; and Sharzh F; when compared to the control
was negligible and did not exceed 5%.

On average for two years of studies they were observed changes in the

dynamics of getting cucumber fruits (Figure 1). Thus, the in the first month of



fruiting from plants of Marsel F; hybrid it was obtained the highest yield, the rate
which exceeded the control by 0.7 kg/m?.
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Figure 1 - Dynamics of getting yield of cucumber hybrids, average for 2009-2010

The most intensive was fruiting for the entire period of cucumber growing in
July. In August it was observed a significant decrease in getting yields. Despite the
decline in productivity and physiological aging of plants, the highest plant
productivity of plants in a given month was also noted in Marsel F; hybrid.

During the whole growing season the most productive was Marsel F; hybrid.
Indices of Rais F; hybrid were not significantly different from the control. The lowest
yield had Sharzh F; hybrid, the indices of which for each growing month did not
exceed 4.3 kg/m®.

Experimental data show that a significant increase in total productivity of
cucumber fruits when compared to the control variant had Marsel F; hybrid (Table
3). Index of this hybrid exceeded the control variant by 2.0 kg/m?. Productivity of
other hybrids was the same as control and had no significant difference when

compared to it.



On the basis of research results, it is clear that the percentage of cash cucumber
fruits in all investigated hybrids ranged from 92.5 to 95.7 %. Thus, the highest cash

fruits were noted in Sharzh F; hybrid.

3. Productivity and marketable quality of cucumber fruits,
average for 2009-2010

Yiel fruits, kg/m’
_ ield od cucumber_ rui s_, g/m Marketability,
Variant including
total - %
cash subsistence

Kurazh F; (control) 12.6 11.8 0.8 93.6
Marsel F; 14.6 135 1.1 92.5
Rais F; 12.9 12.0 0.9 93.0
Sharzh Fy 11.7 11.2 05 95.7

HIPos 1.4 1.1 0.7 -

In plants of all variants the index of subsistence harvest ranged from 0.5 to 1.1
kg/m? and had no significant difference when compared to the control. Despite the
lowest percentage of marketability of 92.5, and the highest part of the subsistence
harvest — 1.1 kg/m?, the number of products for selling of Marsel F; hybrid was
significantly higher than indices of all other hybrids and was 13.5 kg/m?.

According to a complex of economic and biological indices, namely ripening,
fruit weight, productivity per plant, yield and marketability, the most effective

cucumber hybrid was Marsel F;.
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NnoAbOP 'MBbPUI0B OTI'YPHA J1JIs1 BBIPAIIIUBAHU S
B BECEHHUX TEIIVIMITAX
u JI. I'aspuco

IIpoBeneHa oleHKA XO35SKWCTBEHHO-OMOJIOTHYECKHUX IIOKa3aTeaed TruOpuioB
orypna napreHokapnudeckoro tuma (Kypax F;, Mapcens Fy, Pauc F;, lapx Fp) B
YCJIOBUSIX IUICHOYHBIX TPYHTOBBIX Teruuil. OmpenesneHa NpOoayKTUBHOCTh OJIHOTO
pacTeHust U cpenHsas Macca ofa. [lokazaHa AuMHaAMUKa MOCTYIUICHUS YpOKas
ruOpusioB orypia mo MecsiaM. YCTaHOBJIEHO TOBapHYI0 M HETOBApPHYIO YacTH
ypoXxas ¥ TOBapHO€ KauecTBO IIoA0B. [lo ucciemyembiM moka3aTessiM BbIIEICH
caMbIil CKOPOCTIEIBIN U yposkaitHbiil Tbpun Mapcens Fi.

Knioueevie cnosa: ozypey, 2ubpuo, npoOyKmusHOCmb, MOBAPHOe KA4ecmeo,
VPOACAUHOCD

HIABIP I'IBPUAIB OI'TPKA /151 BUPOILIIYBAHHSA Y BECHAHUX
TEIIJINIAX
1. JI. I'aspuco

Ilpeocmasneno oyinky 20cnooapcoko-0ion02ivHUX NOKA3HUKIG 2iOpudie o2ipKa
napmenokapniunozo muny (Kypaowe F1, Mapcenv Fy, Paic Fy, Illapaxc Fy) 6 ymosax
NIIBKOBUX TPYHMOBUX meniuyv. Buznaueno npooykmuenicme 00Hi€i pociunu ma



cepeoHrio macy niaody. Hagseoeno ounamixy naoxooscents epodicaro 2iopudis o2ipka
3a micayamu. Becmanosneno mosapuy i HemoGapHy Yyacmunu 8poiCaio ma moeapmy
AKIicmb ni00i8. 3a 00Cai0NCYBAHUMU NOKAZHUKAMU UOIIEHO HALCKOPOCMUSTIWUL ma

HauypoocatiHiwut 2iopud Mapcenv Fi.
Knwuoei cnosa. ocipok, 2ibpud, npooyKmuseHicme,

YPOAHCAUHICMb

moseapHa  AKICMb,



