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ABSTRACT: In view of fluctuation of seasonal temperatures suitable date of plantings play a pivotal role 

in enhancing the flowering fruiting, yield and quality of crop. Hence, an attempt has been made to counter 

the adverse conditions. The experiment was conducted to assess the effect of different planting dates and 

genotypes under sub-tropical region in Lucknow. Planting dates viz., 15th June, 15th July, 15th August and 

15th September and had genotypes Lucknow, Banaras, CITH CGB Sel.02, CITH CGB Sel.03 and CITH 

CGB Sel.05. Accordingly, planting dates and data were recorded on flowering, fruiting and quality 

attributes of Cape gooseberry genotypes. The results revealed  that the minimum (66.84) days to first 

flower and days to first harvest (85.91) were obtained on15th September(D4) as well as days to fruit set (5.8) 

were found  at  15th August (D3). The maximum (123) number of flowers/plant, number of fruit per plant 

(90.0 and 88.57), fruit weight (10.66g), cheek diameter (2.46cm) and juice (63.89%), TSS (14.94°Brix) and 

pH (3.8) were observed under CITH CGB Sel.02. 

Keywords: Sowing date, germplasm, Physalis peruviana L., Cape gooseberry, planting date. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The Cape gooseberry (Physalis peruviana L.) belong to 

Solanaceae family having chromosomes number 

2n=24, 48 (Menzel, 1951; Nohra et al., 2006). There 

are several species, but only few have commercial 

value P. ixocarpa and P. pubescence. It is native to the 

South American Andes (Fischer and Melarejo 2014) 

including Peru, Chile, Brazil, Egypt, Kenya, South 

Africa, Australia, India, Bangladesh, China and 

Colombia. Cape gooseberry or Golden berry is grown 

effectively in tropical to temperate climates worldwide 

(Novoa et al., 2006). Aguaymanto in Peru, Cape 

gooseberry in South Africa, Rasbhari in India, Poha 

berry in Hawaii (Gupta and Roy 1980; Erkaya et al., 

2012). The plant grows indeterminately as a semi-

herbaceous, soft-woody, upright, short-lived perennial 

or annual. Hairy leaves with heart-shaped pubescence, 

hermaphrodite flowers with yellowish purple flecks 

(Nocetti et al., 2020) and fruit coated in a papery husk, 

with small yellowish seeds within that resemble a 

Chinese lantern (Tapia and Fries 2007). Physalis 

complete their life cycle 254 days and grow up-to a 

height 1-1.5m. The importance of Cape gooseberry is 

not less than other major fruit crops. Fruit has high 

nutraceutical value, 11.5% carbohydrate, 1.8% protein, 

0.2% fat, 3.2% fiber, 0.6% minerals, 0.9% pectin 

vitamin A (2380IU), 10mg/100g vitamin C, 60mg/100g 

phosphorous,18 mg/100g iron. Despite this, the fruit is 

frequently utilized in the food sector to manufacture 

raisins, sauces, syrup, marmalades, and tasty jam 

(Majumdar, 1979; Puente et al., 2011). Colombia is the 

world's biggest producer, exporter, and consumer of 

exotic fruits. It has grown effectively in India due to its 

diverse nature in states such as Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, 

West Bengal, Haryana, Madhya Pradesh, Punjab, 

Nillgiri Hills, and other regions of the country. To 

maintain optimal growth and development, yield of 

crops is based on climate, sowing time, and genotypes. 

Leaf, blossom, and fruit are highly appearance 

indicators of climate change (Rodrigues et al., 2013; 

Sandoval et al., 2018). Furthermore, in order to get high 

yields, planting dates have a substantial impact on crop 

productivity. Planting dates have enhanced the changes 

in morphological characteristics of the plants at various 

phases of flowering buds and fruit maturity, as well as 

dry matter contents such as total sugar, ascorbic acid 

and antioxidant plant grown by increasing their 

numbers and biological activities. Keeping in view a 

comprehensive study was carried out to evaluate the 

influence of different planting dates on the ecotypes of 

Cape gooseberry genotypes, as well as to determine the 

optimal period of sowing and planting dates for Cape 

gooseberry.  

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

The experiment was conducted at Horticulture Research 

Farm-I, Department of Horticulture, School of 
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Agriculture Sciences and Technology, Babashaeb 

Bhimrao Ambedkar University, Lucknow (U.P.) over 

two consecutive cropping seasons during 2019-20 and 

2020-21 in the kharif season. The experiment site is 

located under subtropical climate at 26°55N latitude 

and 80°59E longitude having the altitude of 123 meters 

of M.S.L. The soil at the experimental site ranged from 

sandy clay loam to slightly alkaline with a pH of 8.2 

and a low organic matter content (Dwivedi et al., 2012). 

The experiment was set up in a R.B.D. (Split plot 

design) three replication with two factors: the main plot 

had four planting dates (15th June, 15th July, 15th August 

and 15th September) while the sub-plots had five 

genotypes (Lucknow, Banaras, CITH CGB Sel.02, 

CITH CGB Sel.03, CITH CGB Sel.05). The required 

experimental field area was marked and the proper 

layout was done and all standard cultural practices were 

adopted on a regular basis with recommended doses of 

manures and fertilizers administered (Chattopadhyay, 

1996). The phonological growth characteristics such as 

days to first flower, days to fruit set, number of 

flowers/plant, number of fruits/plant, days to first 

harvest were determined on a regular interval after 

dates of planting were recorded and days to first flower 

to first harvest and yield/plot were recorded. However, 

fruit weight (g) was determined using a digital balance, 

and cheek diameter (cm) was determined by using a 

digital Vernier-caliper. The T.S.S was determined using 

a digital hand refractomete; pH was also determined by 

using a digital pH meter. The recorded data were 

analyzed using the usual procedure (Panse and 

Sukhatme’s 1985) and the mean values were compared 

at the 5% level of significance. 

RESULTS 

A. Effect of different dates of planting planting on days 

to first flower and number of flower/ plant in Cape 

gooseberry (Physalis peruviana L.) genotypes 

It is clear from the pooled value as given in Table 1 that 

different planting dates and genotypes were found 

significant to each other. The number of days took for 

the first flowering to flower (108.01 DAT) following 

planting. When planting was done on July,15th (D2) 

followed by June, 15th (D1) among five genotypes, 

Banaras (G2) took the maximum days to produce its 

first flower (102.53 and 101.14) in 2019-20 and 2020-

21, respectively compared to CITH CGB Sel.05(G5) 

(80.02 and 74.61) in both years. The interaction impact 

of planting dates and genotypes on days to first flower 

was found to be statistically significant. D2×G2 

(July,15th × Banaras) had the maximum (120.44 & 

123.54) number of days to first flower in both years 

followed by D1 × G1 (June,15th × Lucknow) and D4×G5 

(September,15th × CITH CGB Sel.05) had the minimum 

(68.62 & 64.53) days to produce first flower in year 

2019-20 and 2020-2021.  

The number of flowers per plant was also affected by 

the planting dates and genotypes. The plants that had 

been moderately transplanted on July, 15th had the 

maximum (123.03) number of flower followed by D1 

(June,15th). The genotype Lucknow (G1) produced the 

maximum (110.50& 108.50) flowers/plant in year 

2019-20 and 2020-21, followed by the genotype 

Banaras (G2) (105.67&103.17) in two years. The 

interaction effect of planting dates and genotypes was 

found to have a statistically significant effect on the 

quantity of flowers/plant. However, the treatment 

combination D1XG3 (June, 15th × CITH CGB Sel.02) 

produced the maximum (132.33&129.33) 

flowers/plants in both years, followed by D2 × G4 

(131.33 in first year), (July,15th × CITH CGB Sel.03) 

and D2×G2 (July, 15th × Banaras) in second year. In 

contrast, the minimum (62.33 & 61.33) number of 

flowers/plant was recorded in D4 × G3 (September, 15th 

×CITH CGB Sel.03) in both years. 

B. Effect of different dates of planting on days to fruit-

set and number of fruits/plants in Cape gooseberry 

(Physalis peruviana L.) genotypes 

Days to fruit set were significantly influenced by 

genotypes and different planting dates mention in Table 

2. The moderately planting dates take than the early and 

late planting. However, D3 (August,15th) had the 

minimum (5.8) days to required for fruit set, followed 

by D2 (July,15th) and D4 (September,15th). The days to 

fruit set were strongly influenced by Cape gooseberry 

genotypes. The genotype CITH CGB Sel.03 takes 

maximum (5.0 & 5.4) days to set fruit (G4) in both 

years, followed by G3 (5.5 & 5.7) in both years 

respectively. The genotypes and planting dates, 

interaction effect was found to have a statistically 

significant impact on days to fruit-set. However, D3xG4 

(August, 15th ×CITH CGB Sel.03) and D4xG4 

(September,15th × CITH CGB Sel.03) were planted to 

have the minimum (4.7 & 4.8) days to fruit set in both 

years. While, D1×G2 (June,15th × Banaras) had 

maximum (7.4 & 7.6) days to fruit set in year 2019-20 

and 2020-21, respectively.  

The number of fruit/plant was significantly influenced 

by genotypes and planting dates. The maximum number 

of fruit/plant was counted on D2 July, 15th. Which were 

followed by D1 June, 15th  (90.0 & 88.57) in both years. 

Whereas, genotype G1 Lucknow produced the 

maximum (69.43 and 66.02) fruit in both years 

followed by genotypes G4 CITH CGB Sel.03 and G2 

Banaras. The number of fruit/plant was statistically 

influenced by the interaction effect of the planting dates 

and genotypes. The maximum (96.0 & 92.67) 

fruit/plant was produced in D2 x G3 (July, 15th × CITH 

CGB Sel.02) in both years. While, D4xG5 (September, 

15th × CITHCGB Sel.05) had the minimum (24.0 & 

22.67) fruit/plant in year 2019-20 and 2020-21, 

respectively. 

C. Effect of different dates of planting on days to first 

harvest in Cape gooseberry (Physalis peruviana L.) 

genotypes 

The days to first harvest in both the year were 

significantly impacted by genotypes and different 

planting dates. Additionally, the modest planting dates 

D1 June, 15th were recorded the maximum (129.0) days 

to first harvest followed by D2 July,15th and D3 August, 

15th. While, the genotype G3 CITH CGB Sel.02 

demonstrated the maximum (115.42 and 111.92) days 

to first harvest in both years followed by CITH CGB 
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Sel.03 G4 (115.14 and 111.78) in two years. Days to 

first harvest were statistically influenced by the 

interaction impact of planting dates and genotypes too 

the maximum (134.11) days to first harvest in year 

2019-20 were noted. While, D4×G2 (September, 15th × 

Banaras) had the minimum (67.22 & 65.89) number of 

days to first fruit harvest in both years. 

D. Effect of different dates of planting on fruit weight 

(g) and Cheek diameter (cm) in Cape gooseberry 

(Physalis peruviana L.) genotypes 

The findings for identifying the physical characteristics 

of Cape gooseberry are summarized in Table 4. There 

was statistically significant variation in fruit quality and 

yield between genotypes and planting dates. As of July, 

15th D2 had the maximum (10.66g) fruit weight 

followed by D1 (9.74g). Higher fruit weight was 

obtained by the genotype G3CITH CGB Sel. 02 (10.66 

and 11.25g) in both years. Planting dates and genotypes 

both had a significant impact as a result of the 

interaction effect on D2×G3 (July, 15th × CITH CGB 

Sel.02) and D2xG4 (July, 15th × CITH CGB Sel.03) had 

the maximum (12.43 & 13.43g) fruit weight in both 

years. Whereas, D4xG1 (September, 15th × Lucknow) 

had the minimum (5.11 & 5.34g) fruit weight in years 

2019-20 and 2020-21. 

Fruit cheek diameter was also affected by different 

planting dates and genotypes. D2 July, 15th has the 

maximum (2.63cm) cheek diameter followed by G1 

June, 15th. While, genotype CITH CGB Sel. 02 G2 had 

the maximum (2.70 & 2.81cm) cheek diameter in 2019-

20 & 2020-21, genotype CITH CGB Sel.03 G4 had the 

minimum (2.44 & 2.55cm) cheek diameter in both 

years. Both planting dates and genotypes showed a 

strong interaction effect on each other. D2 × G3 

(July,15th× CITH CGB Sel.02) had the maximum 

(2.89&3.02cm) cheek diameter followed by D3×G4 

(August,15th x CITH CGB Sel.03). In contrast, the D4 × 

G1 (September,15th ×  Lucknow) had the minimum 

(1.85 & 1.98cm) cheek diameter in year 2019-20 and 

2020-21.  

E. Effect of different date of planting on total soluble 

solids, juice% and pH in Cape gooseberry (Physalis 

peruviana L.) genotypes 

It is obvious from Table 5 summarized the findings for 

determining the chemical properties of Cape 

gooseberry. There was statistically significant variation 

in fruit quality across planting dates and genotypes. D2 

had the highest juice percentage (63.89%) as of July, 

15th followed by D3 (62.07%). In both years, the 

genotypes CITH CGB Sel.03 generated more fruit juice 

(62.37% & 62.87%) respectively. Both planting dates 

and genotypes showed a strong interaction effect on 

each other. D2×G4 (July, 15th× CITH CGB Sel.03) had 

the maximum juice percent (65.79 & 66.65%) in both 

years, followed by D2×G3 (July,15th × CITH CGB 

Sel.02). Whereas, D4×G2 (September, 15th × Banaras) 

had the minimum fruit juice content (53.05 & 53.59%) 

in 2019-20 and 2020-21. While D2 (as of July15) had 

the maximum (4.10) pH G4 (September, 15th) had the 

lowest. Whereas, genotypes CITH CGB Sel. 05 G4 had 

the highest fruit pH (4.40 & 4.43 in 2019-20 & 2020-

21), genotypes CITH CGB Sel.02 G3 had the lowest 

(4.0 & 4.09) in both years. Both planting dates and 

genotypes showed a strong interaction effect on each 

other. D4×G3 (September, 15th × CITH CGB Sel.02) 

had the lowest fruit pH (3.30 & 3.53) in year 2019-20 

and 2020-21. However, the highest fruit T.S.S (14.94) 

was found in D3 (as of August, 15th) followed by D1. In 

contrast, both years the genotype G4 CITH CGB Sel.03 

(17.25 & 17.60) in year 2019-20 and 2020-21 was 

preceded by CITH CGB Sel.02. Thus, the interaction 

effect of planting dates and genotypes on fruit T.S.S. is 

considerable. The minimum fruit T.S.S. (12.37 & 

12.63) was recorded on D4×G2 (September, 15th × 

Banaras) in both of the years. 

DISCUSSION 

The flowering, fruiting and quality parameters were 

found to differ significantly between genotypes. 

According to data orientation, early transplanting on 

July, 15th took longer to start the first flower, maximum 

number of flowers, days to fruit set and increased the 

number of fruit set/plant, as well as increased fruit 

weight (g), cheek diameter (cm). While, late planting 

dates on September 15th, early flowering reduced the 

number of flowers/plant, the number of fruits set/plant, 

the days to first harvest, fruit weight (g) and cheek 

diameter (cm). During early planting dates, increased 

rainfall resulted in better root development, which has a 

negative influence on nitrogen uptake and hence has an 

impact on overall growth and development of the Cape 

gooseberry plants. As a result, variations in flowering 

and fruiting times may be attributed to the synthesis of 

plant hormones and depend on numerous physiological 

phenomena in different genotypes. These findings 

corroborated with the results of  Dwivedi et al. (2015); 

Kour and Bakshi (2006); Gond et al. (2018); Panayotov 

and Pova (2014); Singh and Dwivedi (2014) ; Sharma 

et al. (2019). 

During planting date on D2 (July, 15th) as per pooled 

value evaluation, the fruit juice% content raised in the 

genotype (CITH CGB Sel.03). T.S.S. increased for the 

August, 15th planting dates and the lowest pH was 

found on D4 (for the September, 15th) planting dates. 

Physico-chemical variation might be responsible for 

plant hormone synthesis and it also depends on 

environmental change or genetic nature, changing the 

chemical composition of fruit. Lopez et al. (2013); 

Silva (2013) both indicated the average (6.5°Brix) 

T.S.S; Kaur et al. (2017) discovered a comparable 

results in juice% and pH disclosed by Verma et al. 

(2017). 
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Table 1: Effect of different planting dates on days to first flower and number of flower/plant in Cape 

gooseberry   (Physalis peruviana L.) genotypes. 

Table 2: Effect of different dates of planting on days to fruit-set and number of fruits/plants on Cape 

gooseberry (Physalis peruviana L.) genotypes. 

Days to fruit-set 

Treatment 

Year (2019-20) Year ( 2020-21 )  

G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 
Mean 

A 
G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 

Mean 

A 
Pooled 

15th June 6.7 7.4 5.4 5.3 6.7 6.3 6.6 7.6 6.0 5.7 7.0 6.6 6.3 

15th July 6.0 7.1 5.3 5.3 6.6 6.1 6.2 7.3 5.6 6.0 6.9 6.4 6.1 

15th August 5.8 6.7 5.2 4.7 6.6 5.8 5.8 6.8 5.6 4.8 6.8 6.0 5.8 

15thSeptember 7.0 6.2 5.9 4.7 6.6 6.1 6.4 6.6 5.8 5.0 6.6 6.1 6.1 

Mean B 6.4 6.9 5.5 5.0 6.6  6.3 7.1 5.7 5.4 6.8   

Factors    C.D. SE(m±)     C.D. SE(m±)   

(D)    N/A 0.16     0.25 0.07   

(G)    0.41 0.14     0.39 0.13   

(G)at same level of D  N/A 0.36     N/A 0.16   

(D)at same level of G  N/A 0.30     N/A 0.25   

Number of fruit-set /plant 

 G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 
Mean 

A 
G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 

Mean 

A 
Pooled 

15th June 84.00 78.00 91.00 95.00 88.33 87.27 77.33 76.00 88.00 87.00 78.00 81.27 84.27 

15th July 94.00 78.33 96.00 92.67 89.00 90.00 90.00 77.00 92.67 90.33 85.67 87.13 88.57 

15th August 62.06 64.17 44.00 46.27 41.00 51.50 59.73 62.17 42.67 44.27 39.67 49.70 50.60 

15thSeptember 37.67 39.67 22.33 31.00 24.00 30.93 37.00 37.67 20.00 29.67 22.67 29.40 30.17 

Mean B 69.43 65.04 63.33 66.24 60.58  66.02 63.21 60.83 62.82 56.50   

Factors    C.D. SE(m±)     C.D. SE(m±)   

(D)    1.54 0.44     1.68 0.48   

(G)    2.11 0.73     1.86 0.64   

(G)at same level of D  4.30 0.98     3.84 1.07   

(D)at same level of G  4.06 0.44     3.72 1.25   

 

Days to first flowering 

Treatment 
Year (2019-20) Year ( 2020-21)  

G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 Mean A G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 Mean A Pooled 

15th June 106.21 104.33 95.55 95.00 94.89 99.20 109.33 111.21 93.22 91.33 90.89 99.20 99.20 

15th July 116.88 120.44 105.22 104.22 103.63 110.08 121.78 123.54 97.26 94.44 92.66 105.94 108.01 

15th August 97.00 96.89 71.67 68.78 65.78 80.02 91.98 93.11 70.29 67.96 63.34 77.34 78.68 

15thSeptember 86.00 88.45 56.22 56.67 55.78 68.62 81.48 82.26 53.59 52.85 51.56 64.35 66.48 

Mean B 101.52 102.53 82.17 81.17 80.02  101.14 102.53 78.59 76.65 74.61   

Factors    C.D. SE(m±)     C.D. SE(m±)   

(D)    1.94 0.55     1.03 0.29   

(G)    1.27 0.44     1.25 0.43   

(G)at same level of A   2.72 1.23     2.57 0.65   

(D)at same level of G   2.97 0.96     2.45 0.83   

Number of flower/plant 

Treatment G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 Mean A G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 Mean A Pooled 

15th June 120.00 128.67 132.33 121.33 119.67 124.40 118.00 119.33 129.33 120.00 118.00 120.93 122.67 

15th July 127.33 121.67 125.33 131.33 117.67 124.67 125.33 117.00 121.00 128.00 115.67 121.40 123.03 

15th August 111.00 105.00 101.00 102.33 89.67 101.80 108.00 101.67 99.33 97.33 86.67 98.60 100.20 

15thSeptember 83.67 67.33 62.33 70.00 68.00 70.27 82.67 65.33 61.33 67.33 65.00 68.33 69.30 

Mean B 110.50 105.67 105.25 106.25 98.75  108.50 100.83 102.75 103.17 96.33   

Factors    C.D. SE(m±)     C.D. SE(m±)   

(D)    7.71 2.19     4.15 1.18   

(G)    5.23 1.81     3.51 1.21   

(G)at same level of A   11.17 4.89     7.36 2.63   

(D)at same level of G   12.06 3.90     7.49 2.47   
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Table 3: Effect of different dates of planting on days to first harvest on Cape gooseberry (Physalis peruviana 

L.) genotypes. 

Days to first harvest 

Treatment 

Year (2019-20) Year ( 2020-21)  

G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 
Mean 

A 
G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 

Mean 

A 
Pooled 

15th June 235.00 227.00 230.00 230.00 228.33 230.07 231.67 223.00 226.33 228.67 226.00 227.13 228.60 

15th July 222.33 220.33 222.00 218.00 218.33 220.20 219.00 218.67 219.33 215.67 212.67 217.07 218.63 

15th August 188.00 187.33 184.00 182.67 183.67 185.13 186.00 183.33 182.00 176.00 179.33 181.33 183.23 

15thSeptember 155.33 155.67 154.00 155.33 154.00 154.87 151.00 152.67 150.00 152.00 147.67 150.67 152.77 

Mean B 200.17 197.58 197.50 196.50 196.08  196.92 194.42 194.42 193.08 191.42   

Factors    C.D. SE(m±)    C.D. SE(m±)    

(D)    2.59 0.74    1.25 0.35    

(G)    1.48 0.51    1.95 0.67    

(G) at same level of D 3.21 1.64    3.96 0.79    

(D) at same level of G 3.68 1.17    3.69 1.26    

Table 4: Effect of different dates of planting on fruit weight (g) and cheek diameter (cm) on Cape gooseberry 

(Physalis peruviana L.,) genotypes. 

Fruit weight (g) 

Treatment Year (2019-20) Year ( 2020-21) 
 

G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 Mean A G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 Mean A Pooled 

15th June 6.47 8.27 11.97 11.18 9.83 9.54 7.03 8.57 12.20 11.61 10.29 9.94 9.74 

15th July 7.67 8.57 12.43 11.70 10.33 10.14 8.33 9.03 13.43 12.70 12.43 11.19 10.66 

15th August 5.94 7.53 9.97 9.73 9.47 8.53 6.28 8.20 10.47 10.19 9.34 8.89 8.71 

15thSeptember 5.11 5.40 8.27 8.67 9.07 7.30 5.34 6.39 8.90 9.04 10.16 7.97 7.63 

Mean B 6.30 7.44 10.66 10.32 9.68 
 

6.74 8.05 11.25 10.88 10.56 
  

Factors 
   

C.D. SE(m±) 
    

C.D. SE(m±) 
  

(D) 
   

0.45 0.13 
    

0.19 0.05 
  

(G) 
   

0.30 0.10 
    

0.40 0.14 
  

(G)at same level of D 
 

0.65 0.28 
    

0.82 0.12 
  

(D)at same level of G 
 

0.70 0.23 
    

0.75 0.26 
  

Cheek diameter (cm) 

 G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 Mean A G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 Mean A Pooled 

15th June 2.03 2.13 2.71 2.44 2.31 2.32 2.11 2.72 2.85 2.50 2.40 2.44 2.38 

15th July 2.15 2.24 2.89 2.67 2.40 2.47 2.23 2.72 3.02 2.96 2.51 2.63 2.55 

15th August 1.94 2.10 2.67 2.40 2.27 2.28 1.96 2.58 2.91 2.48 2.37 2.41 2.35 

15thSeptember 1.85 1.88 2.54 2.25 2.25 2.16 1.92 2.52 2.45 2.27 2.29 2.21 2.18 

Mean B 1.99 2.09 2.70 2.44 2.31  2.06 2.63 2.81 2.55 2.39   

Factors    C.D. SE(m±)     C.D. SE(m±)   

(D)    0.68 0.19     0.29 0.08   

(G)    0.72 0.25     0.32 0.11   

(G)at same level of D  N/A 0.43     0.67 0.18   

(D)at same level of G  N/A 0.48     0.64 0.22   

Table 5: Effect of different dates of planting on juice (%) and T.S.S on Cape gooseberry (Physalis peruviana 

L.,) genotypes. 

Juice (%) 

Treatment 
Year (2019-20) Year (2020-21)  

G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 Mean A G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 Mean A Pooled 

15th June 59.27 60.53 61.05 62.10 60.09 60.61 60.24 61.33 62.08 62.43 60.55 61.33 60.97 

15th July 62.43 63.20 63.40 65.79 61.92 63.35 63.85 64.50 64.94 66.65 62.25 64.44 63.89 

15th August 62.62 62.59 61.64 62.81 59.62 61.86 62.89 62.85 62.00 63.05 60.62 62.28 62.07 

15thSeptember 56.17 53.05 48.41 58.78 45.07 52.30 56.51 53.59 49.25 59.32 46.17 52.97 52.63 

Mean B 60.12 59.84 58.62 62.37 56.68  60.87 60.57 59.57 62.86 57.40   

Factors    C.D. SE(m±)     C.D. SE(m±)   

(D)    0.52 0.15     0.36 0.10   

(G)    0.45 0.15     0.35 0.12   

(G)at same level of D  0.94 0.33     0.73 0.23   

(D)at same level of G  0.95 0.31     0.72 0.24   

T.S.S 

Treatment G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 Mean A G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 Mean A Pooled 

15th June 12.87 12.63 13.93 17.27 13.80 14.10 13.20 12.73 14.27 17.50 14.80 14.50 14.30 

15th July 13.07 13.43 14.13 17.50 13.30 14.29 13.40 13.77 14.47 17.83 13.57 14.61 14.45 

15th August 13.07 13.13 14.90 17.43 15.10 14.73 13.43 13.33 15.17 17.93 15.87 15.15 14.94 

15thSeptember 12.70 12.37 16.90 16.80 13.17 14.39 13.20 12.63 17.30 17.13 13.40 14.73 14.56 

Mean B 12.93 12.89 14.97 17.25 13.84  13.31 13.12 15.30 17.60 14.41   

Factors    C.D. SE(m±)     C.D. SE(m±)   

(D)    0.34 0.10     N/A 0.21   

(G)    0.38 0.13     0.80 0.28   

(G)at same level of D  0.78 0.22     1.65 0.48   

(D)at same level of G  0.75 0.25     1.61 0.54   
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Table 5.1: Effect of different dates of planting on pH of Cape gooseberry (Physalis peruviana L.,) genotypes. 

pH of fruit 

Treatment Year (2019-20) Year (2020-21) 
 

G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 Mean A G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 Mean A Pooled 

15th June 3.6 3.4 4.0 4.0 4.5 3.9 3.9 3.6 4.2 3.9 4.3 4.0 3.9 

15th July 3.6 3.5 4.5 4.2 4.6 4.1 3.8 3.7 4.3 4.0 4.5 4.1 4.1 

15th August 3.6 3.5 4.2 4.1 4.4 4.0 3.8 3.7 4.4 4.2 4.6 4.1 4.0 

15thSeptember 4.0 3.6 3.3 3.7 4.0 3.7 4.3 3.7 3.5 3.9 4.2 3.9 3.8 

Mean B 3.7 3.5 4.0 4.0 4.4 
 

3.9 3.7 4.1 4.0 4.4 
  

Factors 
   

C.D. SE(m±) 
    

C.D. SE(m±) 
  

(D) 
   

0.17 0.05 
    

0.13 0.04 
  

(G) 
   

0.13 0.04 
    

0.12 0.04 
  

(G) at same level of D 
 

0.27 0.11   
  

0.25 0.08   

(D) at same level of G 
 

0.29 0.09   
  

0.25 0.08   

 

CONCLUSIONS 

According to the findings of the present investigation 

fruit weight, cheek diameter, number of flowers/plan, 

number of fruits set/ plant, and juice percentage were all 

documented on or around July, 15thplanting dates. On 

the other hand, minimum fruit pH was recorded on 

genotype Banaras on September 15th and minimum days 

taken to first harvest on genotype CITH CGB Sel.05. 

Days to first flower were showed the minimal days to 

needed CITH CGB Sel.05. While, on August 15th, 

genotype CITH CGB Sel.03 showed the maximum 

T.S.S. Furthermore, CITH CGB Sel.02 provided the best 

phonological growth and enhanced economical yield of 

Cape gooseberry. The combination of the various 

genotypes and planting dates revealed that CITH CGB 

Sel.05 seems to be promising in terms of the flowering 

and fruiting attributing features.   

FUTURE SCOPE 

Since adaptation has resulted in ‘Promising of species’ 

sequences of physiological process (i.e. life cycle) to fit 

in with the basic seasonal fluctuation of the environment. 

So called climate change due to variation in rainfall, 

temperature, drought, cyclone etc. Hence it is the need of 

the hour to cope with such situation. Therefore, it 

advocated that comprehensive efforts are needed to find 

out the suitable date of plantings and genotypes of Cape 

gooseberry for achieving the production and productivity 

of crop under prevailing conditions. 
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