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Table 1 Tested varieties and their source s
H ’ ’
Nmber Variety Source
) ’
1 *903 79037
2 102”*Pufen102” 3 ’
3 “ 1017 Pufenl01’ . o
« e hoai?
4 Hongshuai 2
5 « 7 Booli’ . . .
6 . " Fenda’ Table 2 Comparative study on incidence rate of yellow
Fenda
7 . L 7 Pufen No. 1" (CK) leaf curl virus(TYLCV) of different tomato varities
ulen 0. v
1.2 Vari Incidence rate of TYLCV Incidence rate of TYLCV
* ariet
arlety in Jinshan base/ % in Pudong base/ %
“ ”*Hongshuai’ 4, 00aA 11. 69abA
° ’ * ¢ Baoli” 3.00aA 4.51aA
« 1 ”
° “ ”*Fenda’ 1.67aA 2.30aA
2009 7 15 . 2 * 102”*Pufenl02” 1. 67aA 4.00aA
8 12 8 4 ¢ 101”*Pufenl01’ 0.00aA 17.12bA
° ’
“903 7¢903” 2.33aA 4. 86aA
100 cms, 50 cms, 10~15 cm., 2 ., C
96. 67bB 100cB
30 cm °o -3 ’ (CK) “Pufen No. 17 ’ ’
: : 10 12 . 10 15 . P<<
0.01 3 P<0.05 H . o
1977 ), s s Notes: Survey date wene: Pudong 12th Dctober, Tinshan 15t October. Capital
letter expresses P<C0. 01 level; Small letter expresses P<Z0. 05 level; Significant

differences treatments in the same column are indicated by different letters, the same
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below.
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Table 3 Botanical characters comparison of different tomato varities
1
Plant height/cm Stem diameter/ mm Average fruit setting percentage/ %
Variety Growthhabit  Node of the first fruit  Matu-rity . . .
Pudong Jinshan Pudong Jinshan Pudong Jinshan
b ”*Hongshuai’ 10 85.93bcB 80. 4cdB 9.82a 10. 2a 34, 43be 40. 0a
“ ¢ Baoli” 10 100. 93abcAB  94. 4bcAB 10.07a 10. 1a 45. 65abe 42.33a
“ ”*Fenda’ 9 115. 67aA 113. 0aA 9.05a 10. 5a 47.07ab 41.7a
* 102”*Pufenl02”’ 10 102. 60abAB 96. 9bAB 9. 80a 8. 60a 41. 82abe 43.33a
101”*Pufenl01’ 10 89. 93bcB 79. 9cdB 10.07a 10. 9a 52.37a 34.7a
“903 74903” 9 84.27¢B 76.4dB 8.47a 9.10a 35. 82be 36. 3a
« 1
. 9 53.60dC 76. 7dB 8. 66a 9.70a 32.92¢ 22.56b
(CK) “Pufen No. 1’
10 12 . 10 15 . N
Note: Survey date were 12th Octoher,15™ October. Ripering was devided on the basis of sooner or cater florescence,not on the basis of phytoloty.
2.3 o ,“903
, , ” 0.9 cm, “ ”‘“ 102»,
-1 ’ 0.8 cm, A ¢
, o 0.8 cm), 0.5~0.79 cm,
, 10 , “ 77D “903 ” “ ”‘ «
4, ”‘“ 102” “ 1 ”» 4
4 « 1 o« 1017 “ .
b A b o
”
3 ’ o ’ o ’
, “903 ” “ ”9 “ ” , 7~8 ; “ ” . “ ”
, i , « 101”7 , 5~~7 ’“ 102”‘
« o« » o« ” ¢ ”
102”7 .%903 N ) *903 s 5 o
» o« ”

R ;“ 101”\“
4

Table 4 Fruit traits comparison of different tomato varities
. . . . Vertical diameter Transverse diameter . . .
Variety Fruitshape Fruitcolor  Fruit edge groove ¢ frait / ¢ fruit/ Fruit-shape index Pulp thick-ness/cm  Locule number
of fruit /ecm ot truit/cm
“ ”*Hongshuai’ 6. 73abA 7.60abABC 0. 89 0. 80ab 7~8
“ ¢ Baoli” 7.30aA 7.87aAB 0.93 0.60b 5~7
“ ”*Fenda’ 6. 60bA 7.73abAB 0.85 0.60b 5~7
* 102”*Pufenl02’ 6.53bA 7. 30beBC 0. 89 0. 80ab 5
* 1017 Pufenl0l’ 6. 67abA 8.00aAB 0. 89 0.77ab 5~6
“903 74903’ 7.27aA 8. 13aA 0. 83 0.90a 5
« 1
5.40cB 6.90cC 0.78 0.63b 4~5
(CK) ‘Pufen No. 1”7
11 15 3 o
Note: Fruit traits was ivestigated through 3 representative fruits in each plot on November 15.
2.4 232.33 g; “ 101”7 “ 7, 207. 23,
, 205.43 g;* 1027 “« o
. 5 , “903 » o« ” “ , «“ 1 ” ,
” , 237. 60, 236. 23, , , , s
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, 121. 13 g. ; N N
“903 ” 5096, “ 102” 2 721.37.2 676. 44 kg,
30% o 435.68%  426.84%; “ 1027,
, 293.44%., ,
667 m’ , 6 667 m’ , “ 7, ,
. 200% . . 8.07 ( 1 , 2
“ 7667 m’ , 2 984,08 kg, )
487.39%, “ 1027.%903 ” G,
)
Table 5 Yield comparison of different tomato varities
667 m?
Variety Single fruit weight/g  Increase over CK/ % Number of fruit per plant/ Yield of per plant /g Yield of per 667 m?/kg Increase over CK/ %
* ”* Hongshuai’ 205. 43abA 69.59 8.07 1 657. 85aA 2 984.12aA 487. 39
7 Baoli” 232.33aA 91. 80 6. 40 1 486.93abAB 2 676.48abAB 426. 84
* ”¢Fenda’ 236. 23aA 95.02 6. 40 1 511. 89abAB 2 721.41abAB 435.68
* 102”Pufenl02’ 179. 10bA 47. 86 6. 20 1 110.42cC 1 998.76¢C 293. 44
101”*Pufenl01’ 207. 23abA 71.08 6.53 1 353. 23bcABC 2 435. 82bcABC 379.47
“903 74903” 237.60aA 96. 15 5.33 1 266. 41beBC 2 279.53bcBC 348.71
“ 1
121.13cB — 2.33 282.23dD 508.03dD —
(CK) ‘Pufen No. 17
667 m? s 667 m? 1 800
Note: Yield was calculated through 667 m? ,and plant density was 1 800 plant per 667m?.
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Tomoto Varietie Test of Resistant to TYLCD

KONG Ling-juan,PAN Hong,CHEN Hong-hui,ZHANG Rui-ming.DONG Ping
(Shanghai Agro-Technology Extension Service Center, Shanghai 201103)

Abstract; The disease resistance, botanical characters and yield of six new tomato varieties with resistance to TYLCD
were compared in the test,including ‘ Hongshuai’, ‘Baoli’, ‘Fenda’, ¢ Pufen 102”7, ‘Pufen 101”and‘903”. The results

showed that all the tested tomato varieties were resistant to the TYLCD, but the infection degree was different among

the tested materials in different cultivation bases. The disease resistance was closely related with the management

techniques in process of cultivation.
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