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Tablel Contentsof different nutrients in different tomato cultivars a/kg
Soluble Amino :
. : Total L yoopene Ve h Protein
Cultivars msﬁigt acidity content cn?]ctlgnt content
A ngi(lIsrael) 315 37 Q 023 Q 315 4 86 230
Juhongguan 23 5 38 Q 042 Q 140 4 20 24 5
101 Zhongza 101 310 30 Q 042 Q 213 167 24 2
Chunjieao 350 35 Q 039 Q 225 322 23 6
Chunxuehong 28 0 39 Q 037 Q 145 245 231
Baili 220 46 Q 039 Q 273 2 83 26 3
M ava 26 5 48 Q 029 Q 253 2 87 26 2
Jinpeng 1 29 0 51 Q 033 Q 243 2 70 24 2
L iangfen 2 36 5 40 Q 035 Q 233 349 24 4
Jinpaiguocui 29 5 40 Q 036 Q 320 2 96 24 6
A verage 29 5 40 Q 036 Q 236 310 24 4
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Table 2 Grading indexes and grading standards of nutritive quality for tomato a/kg
Grading indexes Soluble solid L ycopene Ve Amino acid Protein
1 <259 < Q031 <0191 <230 -
2 260 295 Q 032 Q 036 Q 192 Q 236 231 310 -
3 296 331 Q 037 Q 041 Q 237 Q281 311 390 <24 4
4 >331 > Q041 > Q 281 > 3 90 >24 4
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Table 3 Comprehensive nutritive quality grading of the different tomato cultivars

Grading indexes of single nutritive content

Comprehensive
Cultivars evaluating
Soluble solid L ycopene Ve Amino acid Protien indexes
Angi (Israel) 3 1 4 4 3 15
Juhongguan 1 4 1 4 4 14
101 Zhongza 101 3 4 2 1 3 13
Chunjiao 4 3 2 3 3 15
Chunxuehong 2 3 1 2 3 11
Baili 1 3 3 2 4 13
M ava 2 1 3 2 4 12
Jinpeng 1 2 2 3 2 3 12
L iangfen 2 4 2 2 3 3 14
Jinpaiguocui 2 2 4 2 4 14
4
Table 4 A esthetics omparisons of the fruitsof different tomato cultivars
/mm /mm ) . /9 / 2
Cultivars Fruit Fruit Fruit Fruit Fruit Fruit app':egignce Fruit nght (kgi:rﬂ?t )
olor surface should navel height dianeter index shape fruit hardess
Angi (Israel) Red Smooth No Snall sL7 677 Q76 Oblate 117 436
Juhongguan Red Smooth No Snall ni 20 Q90 Round 215 430
101
Zhongza 101 Pink  No-snooth Have M deiumn 86 0 127 a6 Oblate 314 234
Chunjiao Pink  Smooth  Have Mdeiim 20 nas 08 Oplate 226 3 60
Chunxuehong Pink Smooth Have M deium 733 97 Q 80 Oblate 293 349
Baili Red Snooth No Snall 513 633 a8l Oblate 118 500
M ava Red Snooth No Snall 500 693 a2 Oblate 183 4 80
Jinpeng 1 Pink Smooth No L arge 66 3 850 a7 Oblate 259 316
L iangfen 2 Pink Smooth No M deiun 57 83 Q76 Oblate 189 300
Jinpaiguocui Pink Snooth No M deium 553 68 3 0 81 Oblate 232 441
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Quality A nalysis of D ifferent Tomato Cultivars

L IU Jian-hui*, ZHANG Chun-lian*, X IAO Y ong-xian®, HE L ing', XU Zhi-ying®, TANG A i-jun*
(1 College d H orticulture,N orthw estA & F U niversity, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, Ching;
2Agricultural Off ice  Shaanxi Province, X i'an, Shaanxi 712000, China;
3Agricultural Bureau d Yangling, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China)

Abstract: The experiment was carried out to measure gppearance aesthetics and nutrients of 10 new
tomato cultivars and compare their all-round qualities T he results show ed that the fruitsof different toma-
to cultivars contained remarkably different contentsof nutrients, ranging between 22 0- 36 5g/kg in ©lu-
ble ©lid, 3 0- 5 1 g/kg in total aidity, @ 023- Q 042 g/kg in lycopene, @ 140- Q 320 g/kg inV ¢, 1 67-
4 86 g/kg in anino acid, 23 0- 26 3 g/kgwhileonly 23 0- 26 3 g/kg in protein CultivarsA nqi (Israel)
and Chunjiao performedw ell in quality of nutrients and Chunxuehong performed poorly. T he differences of
fruit appearance index w ere snall w hilew eight per fruit and fruit hardnees anong the different cultivars
differ greatly.
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