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Table 1 Resistance evaluation of tomato varieties

against tomato yellow leaf curl virus

b KIkR# Rate of W 1E H5 5% Disease index Hibk &g
Treatments infected plant/ % 9 H September 10 A October Resistant grade

HBL 24.5 6.9 5.0 R
HRB2 45.7 28.2 20. 3 MR
HB3 0.0 0.0 0.0 HR
HB4 L5 0.3 0.3 HR
HB5 22.1 4.4 3.3 R
HBs 9.5 1.9 L5 HR
HRB7 0.0 0.0 0.0 HR
HB8 0.0 0.0 0.0 HR
HB9 15. 0 3.0 2.5 R
HB10 52.1 18.0 13.0 MR
HB11 6.5 1.3 1.4 HR
HBI12 13.8 6.0 4.8 R
HB13 10.0 2.7 5.5 R
HB14 8.0 1.6 1.2 HR
HB15 38.6 10.0 7.4 R
HB16 48.0 10.3 7.4 R
HB17 5L.5 23.6 16.9 MR
CK1 12.5 2.5 3.8 R
CK2 100. 0 82.0 59.1 HS

% HR <R IR E<Z; R 2<TR B H<C15; MR 15<RIFHH<C30; S 30<C
FATEHEE<55; HS. 55<fi 48 4=<<100,

Note; HR. 0<Cdisease index=_2;R. 2<disease index=_15; MR. 15<Cdisease index<{
30;S. 30<disease index<55; HS. 55<disease index=100.

Sodit & R ; HB2, HB10, HBL7 Hi 4 4% 51 K vh it s o
CK2 IR ™58 Rk R 100% ., H B FlE bl shFh
F 74, SSRBFI 41. 2%,
2.2 N[ EFPHIE & LR

FFR 2 A, SR AR HB3 HBS K fbF HBIL,
HB B8Rk, BE S THESF, /DT> &
435 30. 13.26. 33.25. 40.19. 63 kg, IS B AT = &4
B3 57 971. 25,50 659. 95,48 870. 60,37 768. 95 kg, 43
i CK1 H7= 246. 32% .202. 64 % .191. 95%.125. 63% ; %
R F HB7 K & ¥0 5 # HB6, HB14 #% CK1 3 p=
66.44%.18.97%.9. 54% ; HB12, HB15, HB16, HB17 5
CK1 #H Lt 1 8 7= & 8 4%, 4 B 7™ 10. 92%., 36. 78 %,
21.26%6.27.59% , A& Fi 55 CK1 Ml LLER#E =, &% &
Fh5 CK2 M 3= ,CK1 [ CK2 367 41.09% ., & &
=& B K #] /MK s HB3, HB8, HB11, HB4, HBI,
HB7, HB9, HB2. HB10, HB5., HB13, HB6., HB14, CK1,
HBI2.HBI16 ,HB17 . HB15,CK2,

=2 HX B AT EE

Table 2 Early yield of test tomato varieties
e N [Zqz.ﬁjf’:ﬁ ?"—Tﬁ 24 CKl'iE‘l’P:ﬁ M
Treatments Average vield of plots Yield Increasing rate Ranking
/kg /(kg » hm~2) /%
HB1 16. 63Bab 31 996. 80 91. 15 5
HB2 13. 50Bbc 25 974. 45 55.17 8
HB3 30. 13Aa 57 971. 25 2486. 32 1
HB4 19. 63ABab 37 768. 95 125. 63 4
HB5 12. 03Bbc 23 146. 20 38.28 10
HB6 10. 35BCc 19 913. 85 18.97 12
HB7 14. 48Bb 27 860. 10 66. 44 6
HBS8 26. 33Aa 50 659. 95 202. 64 2
HB9 13. 95Bbc 26 840. 40 60. 35 7
HBL0 13. 38Bbc 25 743. 60 53.79 9
HBI11 25. 40Aa 48 870. 60 191. 95 3
HBI12 7. 75BCed 14 911. 35 —10. 92 15
HBI13 11. 95Bbc 22 992. 30 37.36 11
HB14 9. 53BCc 18 336. 15 9.54 13
HBIL5 5. 50Ccd 10 582. 20 —36.78 18
HBI1§ 6. 85BCed 13 179. 60 —21.26 16
HBL7 6. 30BCd 12 121. 50 —27.59 17
CK1 8. 70BCcd 16 739. 10 0. 00 14
CK2 5.13Ccd 9 860. 70 —41. 09 19

2.3 UR[Al G P S B R

3R 3 Al AL AT S R A ET &Y 19 192. 29~
73 065. 36 kg,CK1,CK2 #7 & 45 /N Wi 7= & S 36 903. 06,
19 192. 29 kg, Htik 17 A~ FhFhSHitESF CK1 AH L, 35
PRI 2 MBS R HBL16, HBI5, HB16 W= 24805
H79.8500; H B 5 FhES 3 5=, 3 5 R E 4380 ~
97.99% . HHEr= 90% DL EBA fps A HB3 K&
B & Fh HBI11; 3 7™ 40% L4 F (A HB6, HBS, HB4,
HB7;3% 7= 30% LA _F WA HBLO; 3 7= 20% L E WA
HB14.HB1. HB2 #1 HB9; ¥ ™ 10% P4 I (A HBI13.
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Table 3 Total yield of test tomato varieties é\ixmﬁﬁg@ é\i \ﬁ@ H_’.%ﬂg&ﬁi%ﬁ C é‘%iﬁﬁ?ﬂﬂfﬁ ’
. MK 7R BOKLMPE FH R 4 WA, B A AR JB o R S A, B s A 2 R —
i Yield per h i . _ N
Treatments T E j‘:d of plots /‘e(kg”e’hl:“;;e I““e“/sf;g ™ Ranking EERLEE Y 9. 20~13. 76 kg « cm %, SRATERE SRR
i il > > . ) =] > >
HBL 23. 275Bbe 44 781. 99 21. 35 9 HBI1, 88 & 315 13.76 kg » em™”, g BCdh Bl Oy CK2, 08
HE? 23. 093Bbc 44 431.82 20. 40 10 9.20 kg » em™*, XS FIRKZESLR I HE , 4 S W A3
HB3 37.975Aa 73 065. 36 97. 99 1 B 13.33% ~92.68%, H: v HBL5 MR =& /N K
HB4 27. 475ABab 52 862. 96 43. 25 5 13. 33% ,I_H?)S %%%%FE’%%%% 92. 68%c /E\:,;P I_IBZ\
HB5 20. 335BC 39 125. 33 6.02 14
: HBI1 2URE4,
HBs 29. 890ABab 57 509. 51 55. 84 3 . e .
HES 29. 855 ABab 57 442.17 55. 66 4 HB7 HBS, K. S MW & B B 4y o 2.01%6.1.81%,
HBY 23. 030Bbe 44 310. 60 20. 07 11 210%: i ECEE HR BE N 23.22 mg « (100g),
HBLO 25. 725ABb 49 495. 89 34.12 7 HB3 . HB7 %%Ujlg 21. 80\12. 71 mg (100g)71 , ﬁ%mﬁ
HBI1 37. 660Aa 72 459. 29 96. 35 2
B R 3.4.2.9.4.2; 4 5 R 43 5] B
HBIZ 22. 050Bbe 42 425.06 14.96 13 Wi = MR LY iy 3. 4,294 i%{%%ﬁ%]:&
HBI3 22. 330Bbe 42 963.78 16. 42 12 53.97%6.28.3620.51. 3506 i 3 WL 4R =% , HIBS it i &
HBl4 23. 835Bbe 45 859. 46 24. 27 8 BT iR C i, DERERE ., HithKFEAz
HBI5 18. 200BCed 35 017. 50 —5.11 17 %;ﬁﬁﬂg HB6 .HB11,HB14 3 /I\ |:'1:Er ﬂu q: , HB14 E‘[?ﬁ-ﬁiﬁ
HBL6 17. 290BCed 266. 6 —9.85 18 NN
0P 53 26663 ’ SRR 2. 72% MEE AR CHBWIEHAE MF
HBL7 20. 020BCe 38 519. 25 4.38 15
P g2 A I e Bl a2 A
K1 Lo, 180BCe 26 903,05 0.00 18 H EEKFE.ZERBERIRY., HERMEEREE
CK2 9. 975Cd 19 192. 29 —47. 99 19 .
x4 A E ST SR
Table 4 Quality of all test tomato varieties
Ab3E i B ZRE RIS R TR E & /R HhEXCHR
Treatments  Fruit firmness/ (kg ¢+ cm™2) Split rate/ % Soluble sugar content/ % Titratable acid content/ %  Sugar acid ratio  Vitamin C content/(mg + (100g) 1))
HB1 10. 42 23.08 1.86 0.76 2.4 16.53
HB? 10. 76 18.18 — — —
HB3 12. 97 53.97 2.01 0. 60 3.4 21. 80
HB4 11. 49 33.73 2.22 0. 67 3.3 19.16
HB5 11. 24 92. 68 1.79 0.63 2.8 14.99
HB6 12. 67 44.12 1.84 0.52 3.5 15.54
HB7 11.77 28. 36 1.81 0. 62 2.9 12.71
HBS 10. 61 51. 35 2.10 0.50 4.2 23.22
HB9 11. 48 81.58 1.30 0.35 3.7 12.39
HBI0 11. 42 31.71 — — —
HBI1 13.76 22. 64 1.70 0.59 2.9 13.05
HBI2 11. 97 45. 45 1.56 0.82 L9 17. 44
HBI3 13. 49 76. 60 2.12 0.44 4.8 16.96
HB14 11. 24 60. 71 2.72 0. 67 4.1 18.94
HB15 13.21 13.33 2.26 0. 46 4.9 15. 90
HB16 12.77 42. 86 — — —
HB17 10. 91 62.50 1.83 0. 66 2.8 16. 96
CK1 11. 38 56.52 2.65 0.73 3.6 19. 80
CK2 9. 20 33.33 —

3 Hr5ifig
VEIHUR 4 7 — R A I TR 2T
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Resistance Identification of Tomato Varieties Against Tomato Yellow
Leaf Curl Virus and Comparison of Yield and Quality

SHAQ Xiuli,CHEN Xingxing,ZHANG Shenpu, YANG Hongli
(College of Horticulture and Forestry, Henan Agricultural Professional College,Zhongmu,Zhengzhou 451450)

Abstract; Seventeen tomato varieties were used as test materials, ‘ Jinpeng No. 8’ and ‘Luofan No. 9’ were chosen as
control. several comprehensive indexes (diseased plant rate, disease index, the soluble sugar content, hardness, vitamin C
content and yield) of 17 tomato varieties were tested by using natural virus transmission to assess the quality traits and
resistance level against tomato yellow leaf curl virus(TY) of different tomato varieties. The results showed that different
tomato varieties had significant resistance to TY. In common tomato varieties HB3, HB7 and HB8 were immune to TY,
HB4,HB6,HBI1 and HB14 were high resistant. They were analyzed in terms of 17 varieties including yield, quality and
resistance characters,the results showed that HB3 and HB11 with higher resistance, better quality and richer yield, which
were suitable for planting in Henan and surrounding provinces.

Keywords : tomato yellow leaf curl virus;tomato variety;resistance evaluation;yield;quality
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