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Fig. 1 Stem diameter and section length of different tomato varieties
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Table 1 Quality content of different tomato varieties
- $hHERCHE EROESE WS E ANREE —
Vitamin C content Lycopene content Soluble sugar content  Organic acids content
Varieties Sugar acid ratio
/(mg * kg=1) /(mg* kg™ 1) /% /%
“EHE 8 57¢IP8’ 124. 7edBC 27.70bC 2.90cC 0. 32bcAB 9. 10bcAB
“EIRTTTCXLM? 133. 1bcB 38. 08aA 2. 84cC 0. 38abAB 7.57cB
“fE AL 3027 ‘DAT302’ 136. 0bB 34, 96aAB 2.81cC 0. 27cB 10. 50abAB
“KK 306”FT306” 152. 8aA 30. 36bBC 3.83aA 0. 34bcAB 11. 44aA
“BrEF” ‘FBL? 118. 0dC 29. 24bBC 3.37bB 0. 42aA 8. 16cAB

1 RIS BT 35 KN TR BT R 22 57 B MK P (P<0. 01, P<<0.05) . FH.

Note: Different capital and lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences at 0. 01 and 0. 05 levels, respectively. The same below.
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Table 2 Fruit development and yield of different tomato varieties
T RIYB R AR HRRE TR
Varieties Fruit length/cm Cross diameter/cm L/D Individual fruit weight/g Yield/(kg « hm—2)
“&Mms 857 ‘P8’ 5. 72aA 6. 61aA 0. 86 109. 93abA 96 586. 57cdAB
“EIRTT7 XM 5.42aA 6. 62aA 0. 82 117. 50abA 100 722. 59bcAB
“fE AL 3027 ‘DAT302’ 5.21aA 6. 60aA 0.79 126, 71aA 111 212. 76aA
“TKKR 306”¢FT306” 5.13aA 6. 41aA 0. 80 101. 73bA 87 203.76dB
“KYEF]” ‘FBL’ 5. 25aA 6. 85aA 0. 77 121. 98aA 107 069. 24abA
UGS 8 B 15. 14 %, HR 2 “ W R A7 3
> —
7= 10. 8500, KM 2R B E. &% 0k
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Comparative Experiment of Greenhouse Tomato Varieties in Shandong Area

LIU Zhongliang' , ZHENG Jianli' , JTAO Juan' ,ZHANG Yanyan' , GAO Junjie* , LIU Shigi**
(1. Tai'an Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Tai'an, Shandong 271000; 2. College of Horticulture Science and

Engineering, Shandong Agricultural University, Tai’ an, Shandong 271000; 3. Agriculture Ministry Key Laboratory of

Horticultural Crop Biology, Shandong Agricultural University, Tai'an, Shandong 271000)

Abstract; ‘XLM’ ‘DAT302’ ‘FT306’ and ‘FBL’ were used as materials, ‘JP8” was used as the control,

the yield, quality and other indicators of tomato varieties were compared to provide referencesfor suitable
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tomato varieties in greenhouse. The results showed that the plant stem diameter of ‘XLM’ was the
largest for 1. 14 cm, while ‘FT306” section length was the longest,up to 11. 20 em., Vitamin C content
of ‘FT306” was the highest, reaching 152. 80 mg * kg ' FW, which was 22. 53% higher than ‘JP8’,
and there were significant difference among tomato varieties; the lycopene contents among tomato vari-
eties were from 27. 70 mg * kg 'FW to 38. 08 mg *» kg™! FW; the soluble sugar contents of ‘FT306’
and ‘FBL’ were higher;sugar acid ratio was 7. 57—11. 44, The individual fruit weight of ‘DAT302’
was 126.71 g, which was 15.26% higher than ‘JP8’, and the yield was the highest, up to
111 212.76 kg « hm ?,compared with ‘JP8’ by 15. 14%.
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