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Selectivity of Liriomyz sativae to Different Varieties of Tomatoes

ZHANG Dong-mei, GAO Wa™ |LIU Dan et al
Abstract [ Objective] The aim was to clear selectivity difference of Liriomyz sativae to different varieties of tomatoes. [ Method | In a constant
temperature and humidity environment, Liriomyz sativae’ s selectivity of 18 different varieties of tomatoes and materials was studied. The popula-

(Baotou City Research Institute of Agricultural Sciences,Baotou, Inner Mongolia 014013)

tion density of the larvae of the species was determined by the zero frequency estimation method ,and the index of the index was also investigated.
[ Result] The species were different in different varieties of tomato varieties. The wild tomato varieties ZBNH11 had the minimum pest index , sec-
ondly was the 15 tomato varieties and materials which was selected by Baotou City Research Institute of Agricultural Sciences,and the introduction
of varieties like Zuanhong 8 and provence had the highest pest index. [ Conclusion] The results provide reference for using resistant varieties to re-

duce the damage of Liriomyz sativae.
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Table 1 Difference analysis on pest index of Liriomyz sativae after

damaging various varieties of tomato

5 T HEPEEL
No. Tomato varieties Pest index

1 ZBNH11 3.130.21 a
2 CM966 7.89+0.19 b
3 23 hk 8.11+0.19 b
4 160 9.99 +0.30 ¢
5 W15 10.04 +0.45 ¢
6 BTM/HF5015 - 06 10.46 +0.46 ¢
7 HWS 12.38 £0.06 d
8 AR fof 2% 12.91 £0.63 de
9 un004/HF - 03 13.68 £1.45 ef
10 e g 14.20 £0.09 f
11 vlvo 15.52+0.30 g
12 N 15.58 +0.64 g
13 un004/uf — 02 15.61 £0.45 g
14 2% 490 15.67+0.67 g
15 326 16.79 +0.26 gh
16 T54 17.15+1.34 h
17 Bher )\ 5 22.65+1.49 i
18 3% NE 24.27 +£0.45

T « [PV 5 A ) NS RS R R AR BRIR] 76 0. 05 /K22 57 .35
Note : Different lowercase in the same column indicated there were signifi-
cant differences among treatments
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1 ~ 18 54051y 54k 160, 3% 490 ,CM966 , ZBNHI11 , B i1 15,
HWS [ %R fnf 2% . BTM/HF5015 - 06 , #5 Zh 4% /)N B A un004/HF
-03.326 . T54 21\ 5 (2 2 IEHT ,un004/ uf - 02 \vlvo
Note:1 — 18 were Lvtao, 160, Shengd90, CM966 ,ZBNHI11, Luola 15,
HWS, Shandonghelan, BTM/HF5015-06, Huangmanai, Xiaohe-
ishi,un004/HF-03,326, T54 , Zuanhong 8, provence , un004/ uf-
02 and vlvo
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Fig.1 Cluster analysis pedigree of different varieties of tomato

to Liriomyz sativae
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Fig.2 The population density of Liriomyz sativae larvae on the

leaves of different varieties of tomato
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Table 5 Analysis of difference on root length and total root length of three kinds of Franxinus trees

IR H Root length // em/ 5% JARA Total root length // em/ Ak

Level A B C A B C D

1 9.24 aA 5.34 a 7.01 aA 6.93 aA 39.01 aA 12.59 bA 17.29 a 13.95 a
2 6.76 aA 5.19 a 3.60 bA 5.27 abA 10.25 bB 15.79 aA 14.44 a 19.13 a
3 0 bB 5.47 a 5.39 abA 3.80 bA 0 cC 20.87 aA 17.53 a 16.17 a

T RPN TR R AL B 22 53 35 (P <0, 05) 5 [AIFIAR IR S FREFIR A BRI 22 54) . 35 (P <0. 01)

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences (P <0.05) ; different capital letters in the same column indicated extremely

significant differences (P <0.01)
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