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Table 1 Variety and origin of test tomato
Variety name Origin
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Table 2 Comparison on phenophase of tomato varieties

i il AW/ (CA-H) b/ (A-HD WRAEH/CA-HD) AU/ CH-BD FEA TR U/ d
Varieties Sowing date Planting date Initial flowering date Initial harvest date Sowing-initial harvest
FEWF A 55 (CKD 12-21 02-09 03-05 05-27 157
ZEH 191 12-21 02-09 03-03 05-25 155
HELr 108 12-21 02-09 03-04 05-25 155
JEE TY1523 12-21 02-09 03-16 06-04 165
5% 35 ) 12-21 02-09 03-06 05-27 157
% e i 0568 12-21 02-09 03-11 06-03 164
aR15 12-21 02-09 03-05 05-27 157
Tl 2 5 12-21 02-09 03-13 06-04 165
F3 HiXEFEMMMEDFZEROLERE
Table 3 Comparison on botanical characteristics of tomato varieties
i PR /em 25K/ cm 7 [l /cm G AER A AR
Varieties Plant height Stem diameter Section length First flowering node Growth type
W21 B (CK) 190. 50 ab 1.68 ab 7.04 a 6.5 ab TR
=AAH 191 194. 00 ab 1.73 ab 6.87 a 6.3 b TR
H LT 108 190. 75 ab 1.55 be 7.03 a 6.0b TG R
Bk TY1523 208. 45 a 1.20d 7.33 a 6.8 ab JeRR
334 F 187.48 ab 1.85 a 6.18 a 6.3b G Fi
X Je i 0568 189. 50 ab 1.45 ¢ 7.09 a 6.3 b TR
a5 183.00 b 1.45 ¢ 7.16 a 6.5 ab To bR
ERE: 2 5 208.05 a 1.48 ¢ 7.10 a 7.5 a TR

AEV/NG FREFRIRAE 0. 05 K28 5 3 1 (P<<0. 05) . F [l

Different lowercase letters mean significant difference at 0. 05 level,the same below.
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Table 4 Comparison on fruit characteristics and quality of tomato varieties

e é‘)‘\ﬁ/'cm ffﬁﬁ/cm O %h‘% - 5’%9;%??@: Hﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ EE%%&S’%%J'ﬁ ﬂi?‘tilﬁ]ﬂﬁ%/%
Varieties Fruit Cross L/D Fruit Fruitcolour Fruit Umbilicus Fruit Soluble solid
length diameter shape uniformity  character shoulder content
B By (CKO 6.03a  7.15ab  0.84ab  FIEE 2 LE i H 4,43 ab
=94 191 6.08 a 7.23ab  0.85a AR 2 h i & 4,18 b
LT 108 5.50 abc  6.65ab  0.83 ab 54 7 S a i F ¥ 4.53 ab
B TY1523 5.05 ¢ 6.53 ab 0.77 b JwAE R N 28 [H1 Jc 5.43 a
3315 ) 4.25d 6.35b 0.67 c 2RI S 2 % F ¥ 4.20 b
X Je i 0568 5. 43 abc 6.38 b 0.86 a 7 I FaR i S J 4,75 ab
a1 5.88 ab 7.35a  0.80ab J@EJER 7 i i ¥ 4. 88 ab
i LR 2 5 5.35bc  6.78ab  0.79 ab i [RAIEH 2 R i ¥ 4,43 ab
x5 HXBMMWMTENLER
Table 5 Comparison on yield of tomato varieties
A A HRE /g AN kg Pré& =/ (kgehm™®) i CK B7=/ %
Varieties Single fruit weight Yieldof district Yield Yield increase rate than CK
FEWFLHE (CK) 180.17 ¢ 29.73 be 62842. 35 bc 0
=75 F] 191 158.10 cd 24.63 ¢ 52065. 90 ¢ —17.15
WyE L 108 164. 17 od 30. 37 be 64181. 70 be 2.13
A TY1523 223.33 b 45.89 a 96986. 55 a 54. 33
F ik 176. 20 cd 26. 14 bc 55252. 50 bc —12.08
2 Je i 0568 141.83 d 28. 39 be 60010. 20 be —4.51
aE15 182.43 ¢ 33.32 b 70424.70 b 12.07
T B 2 263.33 a 46.85 a 99023.25 a 57.57
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Table 6 Comparison on stress resistance of

tomato varieties

WEELE/ Y% R »
. TY SR %
R Deformity and iR/ % .
o ) RIRF/ %
Varieties dehiscent Leaf
TYLCV rate
fruit rate mold rate

FEWHA Fi (CKO 0.83 94. 45 0
EEH) 191 19.91 81. 82 0
HigLr 108 6. 00 9.09 0
J& 4 TY1523 4. 74 0 0
Ik 4. 31 45. 45 0
X Je i 0568 2.89 18.18 0
a1 0 9.09 0
TERE 2 5 5.09 0 0
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Table 7 Analysis of subordinate function values of tomato varieties
s om e eV TTRERPS SRR rHE
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Varieties . ) flowering solid fruit Yield Ranking
height diameter length L/D value
node content weight
EZMLE(CK) 20,44 63. 89 61.25 16. 7 67.91 37.50 26.93  27.29  40.24 3
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53k 15. 29 83.33 27. 20 8.3 2.96 27.27 24.51 14.58  25.43 8
% e 0568 18.74 38. 89 63. 40 8.3 72.69 52.27 3.56 22.55  35.05 6
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Comparison Experiment of Tomato Varieties of
Greenhouse in Central Area of Shanxi Province

MIAO Yan-xiu, KONG Yi-fei, WANG Gang, WANG Wen-jie
(Shanxi Agricultural University,Jinzhong 030801, China)

Abstract; In order to select high-quality tomato varieties suitable for greenhouse cultivation in central area of
Shanxi province, eight tomato varieties were employed to investigate their botanical characteristics. fruit quali-
ty,yield and stress resistance. The results showed that compared to the control, yield of Deaote No. 2 signifi-
cantly increased by 57.57 % ,up to 99 023. 25 kg+hm™® , Weite TY1523 significantly increased by 54. 33 % ,reac-
hing 96 986. 55 kg*hm™. Fruit weight of Deaote No. 2 and Weite TY1523 were 263. 33 g and 223. 33 g.respec-
tively . which were significantly higher than the control. Tomato leaf mold resistances of Deaote No. 2 and Weite
TY1523 were higher than the control. Therefore,Deaote No. 2 and Weite TY1523 were suitable for greenhouse

cultivation in central area of Shanxi province.

Keywords: tomato; yield; greenhouse; central area of Shanxi province
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