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Comparison of Different Cherry Tomato Varieties
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Abstract

ples of cherry tomatoes as test materials and Qianxi as the control, comparative test was carried out through field cultivation. The characteris-
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[ Objective ] To screen some cherry tomato varieties suitable for cultivating in Tianyang area of Guangxi. [ Method ] With 38 sam-

tics, yield and quality and so on were researched in Tianyang area. [ Result] Plant height of Fenjingling was the highest (244.67 cm), that
of Xinshengli was the lowest (168.00 cm). Stem diameter of Hongqi was the thickest(14. 89 mm) and that of SHLC-055 was the thinnest
(9.52 mm). Single fruit weight of Changsheng 259 was the heaviest(37.97 g) and that of 828-1 was the lightest(13.00 g). Unit yield of
C1408 was the highest (4 034.22 kg/hm’) and that of Jingfanhongxing 1 was the lowest(842.54 kg/hm®). Fruit hardness of the Jingqi was
the largest(1.21 kg/cm’)and that of Xidaying 1 was the thinnest(0.24 kg/cm’). Soluble solids content in Jingfanhongxing 1 was the highest
(11. 13% ) and that in Xinshengli was the lowest(5.60% ). [ Conclusion] Adaptability of Jingqi and SHLC-055 in Tianyang area of Guangxi
is superior to other tested varieties.
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Table 1 Material code and origin
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Table 2 Comparison of botanical characteristics of different cherry tomato varieties
i *42% Kl Plarﬁkl[iight Stemﬁaﬁneter *E ﬁ% B AR A VMIP HH ﬂl‘§1'7k1':<itﬁftft
Variety code om m Growth vigor Leaf color Growth type Maturity Sepal ability
1 181.33i 12.87b G kgt JekRAY 5228 ot 5
2 201.00d 10.301 [ 2 TeRR A E0 FF- EE
3 190.33h 13.62a [ 23 TCRR A B B oA
4 213.00¢ 11.75h b ot ToBR % g I3 H
5 235.33a 9.97m LRE 2 JoFRAY i HF- oy
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21 244.33a 13.66a i Rk JeRR A [ F- h

e S



44 % 21 HFAaF RS A LR 31
FR2
ey M Eviil ” 5 - 1 - A REET)
@fitfz)de Plant height Stem diameter Gr(/fl\;:vt{l? %gor itﬁ- t?& Cﬁﬁﬁ?}ge thlur%tv ;;i-l Fru%t‘—set
cm mm ability

2 169. 00j 14.51a G &t AR rhEh A ol
23 204.00d 12.72¢ Ci &t JeBRAY L o H

24 231.00b 12.36f i S TR A ik HT Gt
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Note : Different lowercases in the same row indicated significant differences between treatments( P <0.05).
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Table 3 Comparison of fruit-setting characteristics and yield of different cherry tomato varieties

MRS [FES s Bt [(pESES R AR EARRAEEL Prai 5 CK =
Variety Crack Disease Cold Single fruit Ear number ~ Number of ears Equivalent yield Increasing rate
code resistance resistance resistance weight // g A~ per plant /4~ kg/hm’ compared with CK /%
1 i Hd L 13.96m 12.33d 12.33i 842.54h -64.49

2 % g 1% 35.95b 10. 00f 10. 00k 1 650. 15d -30.46

3 i L = 23.50e 21.33a 21.33b 2 901.43a 22.28

4 h it = 34.13b 20.33b 20.33c 3 546.68a 49.47

5 EA ot [ 24.33e 20.67b 20.67c 2471.93a 4.17

6 %= g EL 27.19¢d 20.00b 20.00¢ 2 520.97a 6.24

7 h Hii = 26.35d 17.33c 16.33f 2 006.09a -15.46

8 i i =1 22.95f 18.67c 15.67¢g 2 779.95a 17.15

9 % Hid L 19. 451 15.67¢c 18.67¢ 1 663.58¢ -29.89
10 i T = 13.00m 29.33a 17.00d 1986.01a —-16.30

11 iR F=Ei = 21.91¢ 13.67c 16.67e 1571.86d -33.76
12 F=3 Fid i 27.86¢ 14.33¢ 15.00¢ 2 148.66a -9.45
13 iR Hi = 27.70¢ 17.33¢ 14.67g 2 379.76a 0.29
14 i L i 22.11g 9.00g 20.33¢ 1 106.58¢ -53.37
15 i i i 21.38h 13.00c 18.33¢ 1559.98d -34.26
16 i ht i 24.94d 20.67b 18.00¢ 3274.85a 38.01

17 L g L 30. 16b 13.33¢ 18.00c 1 405.55e -40.76

18 iR F=Ei i 18. 66j 31.00a 18.00c 2 400.37a 1.16
19 i Fd = 37.97a 12.67c 17.00d 2 064.76a -12.98
20 i i i 17. 68k 23.00a 18.67¢ 2 041.9%4a -13.95
21 i i i 25.77d 13.00c 18.67c 1 388.57e -41.48
22 i L i 27.97¢ 17.67c 17.67c 3 131.52a 31.97

TR



32 AR A 2016 4
FR3

BPRES RME bowtE BOEE RE RN W BacR 2 CK H17 %
Variety Crack Disease Cold Single fruit Ear number Number of ears Equivalent yield Increasing rate
code resistance resistance resistance weight /g A~ per plant // /> kg/hm’ compared with CK // %
23 i &I 1% 15.361 18.00c 12.00j 1 271.36f -46.42
24 iR F=Ei = 31.26b 10.33f 15.00g 1 631.58d -31.24
25 i ST i 27.89¢ 19.33b 14.67¢g 3977.10a 67.61
26 i =N i 31.83b 17.67c 16. 00f 3 581.78a 50.95
27 iR i s 31.17b 8.67¢g 13.33h 2 409.24a 1.53
28 (i LSS5 = 21.98¢g 12.33d 20.33¢ 2 096.72a -11.64
29 i P=Eiin = 29.29b 15.33¢ 15.67¢g 4 034.22a 70.01
30 % Hid L 23.15¢ 14.00c 16. 00f 2 328.60a -1.87
31 H SRET [ 30.27b 16.67c 24.33b 3822.85a 60. 11
32 i i = 32.31b 23.33a 20.67c 3 847.20a 62.13
33 F=3 i i 28.76¢ 18.33¢ 28.33a 2 729.03a 15.01
34 i Hidr (i 36.76b 13.67c 25.33a 2 576.42a 8.58
35 i L i 29.21b 14.00c 31.67a 3579.22a 50. 84
36 i LSS5 i 18.92j 12.67c 23.67b 1295.15f -45.42
37 i =N i 29.40b 11.00e 24.67a 1 788.32b -24.63
38(CK) i CRE EL 24.06e 14.33¢ 17.33d 2 372.87a —

TE RIS ING R R A BRI 22 5+ .25 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different lowercases in the same row indicated significant differences between treatments( P <0.05).
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Table 4 Comparison of fruit characteristics and quality of different cherry tomato varieties

ME Refa R Ptz BiAz FIEAREL SR EE AP EEY) sRJE R BUE
Variety Fruit Fruit Vertical diameter ~ Transverse Fruit shape Fruit hardness Content of soluble Membership
code color shape mm diameter // mm index kg/cm’ solids // % function

1 iy L] 31.591 26.09i 1.21 0.46j 11.13a 2.07

2 HoAty KA 42.03a 31.43b 1.34 0.49h 8.50f 3.71

3 ) KAt 35.37e 33.31a 1.06 0. 44k 6.83n 3.21

4 b S 39.55a 31.02b 1.27 0.50h 6.470 3.59

5 o ] 31. 84j 30.71b 1.04 0.48i 9.03d 3.02

6 B Kot 31.71k 30.93b 1.03 0.44 9.00d 2.99

7 5 KA 34.41¢ 29.85¢ 1.15 0.371 9.77b 2.97

8 b i 31.96j 31.54a 1.01 0.81b 6.37q 3.01

9 s KA 42.60a 30.03b 1.42 0.55¢g 10.13b 3.69

10 I KA 29.320 23. 64k 1.24 0.92a 9.60b 2.66

11 P KA 37.49b 31.01b 1.21 0.74b 6.93n 3.01

12 B KA 35.50e 31.39b 1.13 0.24m 9.97b 3.21

13 7L S 37.08¢ 30.17b 1.23 0.55¢g 9.70b 3.55

14 b KA 32.44i 29.10e 1.11 0.64d 10.50a 2.81

15 b ] 37.13b 30.53b 1.22 0.351 7.37m 2.61

16 1 L 35.55d 24.04j 1.48 1.04a 9.40p 2.78

17 T LAY 35.76d 30.61b 1.17 0.88b 7.40m 3.09
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Variety Fruit Fruit Vertical diameter  Transverse Fruit shape Fruit hardness Content of soluble Membership

code color shape mm diameter // mm index kg/cm’ solids // % function

18 ) KA 32.30i 25.66i 1.26 0.55f 8.47f 2.65

19 ) A 40.99a 31.62a 1.30 0.80b 5.80s 3.63

20 21 Sy 29.88n 24. 641 1.21 0.49h 8.80e 2.01

21 *r KAt 34.27¢g 29.44d 1.16 0.65¢ 8.23g 2.65

22 i KA 35.88d 28.75g 1.25 0.88b 6.37q 3.25

23 N KA 30.32m 24.28i 1.25 0.64d 9.43¢ 1.95

24 iy S 34.59g 28.88f 1.20 0.84b 7.471 2.90

25 21 KA 34.06g 29.82¢ 1.14 0.70c 6.00r 3.24

26 a ISt 38.83a 30.60b 1.27 0.79b 5.60s 3.60

27 4 KA 36.26d 30.32b 1.20 0.92a 5.93r 3.54

28 EAN it 33.56g 25.54i 1.31 0.97a 6.83n 2.70

29 EAN it 34.95f 30.41b 1.15 0.83b 8.03h 4.13

30 Z It 32.86h 30.32b 1.08 0.64d 7.57k 2.96

31 b it 35.64d 30. 60b 1.16 0.59% 7.83j 3.65

32 ) it 37.24b 31.11b 1.20 1.21a 7.50k 4.41

33 B KA 40.5%9a 30.29b 1.34 0.77b 8.97d 4.09

34 T KA 41.41a 30.77b 1.35 0.83b 8.001 4.14

35 b It 33.94¢ 28.62h 1.19 0.63d 6.93n 3.26

36 £ KA 30.40m 24.37i 1.25 0.46j 10.20b 1.94

37 P it 39.24a 30.83b 1.27 0.64d 9.77b 3.70

38(CK) iy i 36.85¢ 31.88a 1.16 0.25m 9.23¢ 3.36

T RIS RNG R R AL B 22 57 8.2 (P <0.05) .

Note: Different lowercases in the same row indicated significant differences between treatments( P <0.05).
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