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Abstract: The differences of pineapple fruit growth and total soluble sugar were studied in three different forcing times
with pineapple Ananas comosusr cv. Yellow Mauritius. The results showed that the crown height, fruit length and fruit
diameter of pineapple forced on 9th September were lower than the other forcing date at the same time after forcing.
However, the content of total soluble sugar in fruits forced on 9th September was significantly higher than the other
forcing date treatments.
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Table 1. Effects of different forcing date on flower and harvest
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Table 2. Effects of different forcing date on fruit growth of pineapple
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Figure 1. Effects of different forcing date on the content totalsolu-

ble sugar of pineapple
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Figure 2. The highest and lowest temper ature from 28th June 2012
to 31st October
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