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Identified the Resistance of Processing Tomato Varieties to bacterial spot

Wang Xiao—hui, Li Guo—ying, Ren Yu— zhong, Xue Xiao—wei, Huang Su— fang

(Dept. of Plant Protection, College of Agronomy Shihez University, Shihezi 832000)

Abstract; 18 V arieties of processing tomato were collected in Xinjiang and were tested for their resistance to pathogen( pseudomonas sy-

ringae pv.tomato) in this paper. The results indicated only the variety Hongfan was tolerable, Hongyun and Hongbao3hao were sus-

ceptible the rest varieties were high susceptible.
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