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Effects of Rootstocks Application to Quality Characteristics of Tomato cv. Sida

¢ _aa sl a £ a 1 a 1
gAUUN ASIN5E UTLaNs ﬁqmﬁgl,mj LLazL‘ﬁigm'iim GQG\GQW]GU

Yotsanon Sriwichan,1 Prasit Chu’cichude’t,2 Benjawan Chutichudet3

unAnga

nsnaaesiiiingUszasditofnmmasesnislifunonsidofiutiudiuau 4 vlarednuas
@mmwmamm%mﬁﬁuéﬁm UHUNITNAADILUY Randomized Complete Block Design (RCBD)
11 5 V3aLiud Ao Inwiudmuay (Jougensunaiiy) uﬁsmLﬁauﬁ’umiﬁﬂaamu%%maﬁ’uﬁ‘ﬁmﬁ
07y 25 Tundsgnuideusenuuniunouziie 4 vila (uzilenas uzuis uzdn uavuzlollsnz) v
nsnARes 4 91 9 ar 10 fu seriafeudiguieufmgainieu 2552 fklamaasdnuas AL
walulagnsinuns Augmalulad IIngIfeuIEIANY NaNIINAaRINUINTIERUARIINULLTE
wasfidnenwlunsiunlindauidemaiugdnls iesamilifunsdomaiuiamslulanse
flalalassadisludnly maTanmvema euuiuile wezeumudoifindy venvndudiives
naudowmeluzuves L* uasb* ldsunmsusuusliituannisldundenadusune
AEnARY: UsWaInALHeU8DR,AUND, AT, AN WUEAMNIN

Abstract

The purpose of this experiment was to study the effects of using four different
rootstocks to quality characteristics of ‘Sida’ tomato. A Randomized Complete Block Design
(RCBD) was arranged and composed of five treatments: Control (self grafted plant) compared
with ‘Sida’ tomato at 25 days after planting grafted on four rootstocks (Solanum torvum
Swatz, Solanum indicum Linn, Colanum stramonifolium Jacq and Solanum xanthocarpum.).
Each treatment consisted of four replications, ten plants per replication. The experiment was
carried out during June to November, 2009 at Experimental field, Division of Agricultural
Technology, Faculty of Technology, Mahasarakham University. The results showed that
Solanum torvum Swatz had a potential rootstock for producing ‘Sida’ tomato. Due to this
rootstock increased the total non-structural carbohydrate (TNC) of tomato leaf, fruit biomass,
firmness, and flesh thickness. In addition, fruit color oftomato in terms of L* and b* were also
improved by using Solanum torvum as rootstock.
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waan wiilueuflgunad 100 esmiwaidea WWuan 48 Falusudnilufsimdnufmiedu
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Frufanaung 2 Fu anansaiaun 2 Jadans ldluvasa viol Pl nasos centrifuge inMus
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HANITANEN
1. nundlulawmsaiilalalaseadne (TNO)

1.1 Tu 99nmsmuEnas TN dwnluszidema anmsldfuneiunnssiulutsfuuz domneony
7-21 Yundadheugn wuinmsléduneusidoviiaieg laifinadeuiuna TNC Flasiziindiuly
ugzidowna TngnnnIaudiudiiuunu NG danlunzidemaadofliuansiistuniadn vazitludig
Meviaednglgn 28-42 TumuhuTuna TNC anlungidamalubiagnIngduduansanuunnediaiy
nsadifedreiiioddny Tae nimsuinldfuneanuzdomeiiluusiBemaiiuiina TNC undige
79 0.30 0.32 0.33 fiadnfusle 100 niuthuiinuia fiong 28 35
wazd2 Jundsihedgn awdidu vazfinslifuneanugdnvinliiiuiuna TN dnlutesiigade
0.23 0.25 uax0.27 findn3usio 100 nsuthutinusis smuddy dwsulugwihemendstneugnitony
49 uag56 Tu nuimsldduneusileviindne lifinaseuSunas TNC Tudwlu TnennnInuiudd
U3nas TNC dilutadedlaunnsinsiunisadfegszning 0.31-0.34 uaz0.31-0.35 fadniusde 100
nSuthwiinusts aadiu (Table 1)

Table 1 Contents of total non-structural carbohydrate (TNC) from tomato leaves after
transplanting

TNC Contents (mg/100 ¢ DW) after transplanting (days)

Treatment

7 14 21 28 35 42 49 56
Control (self grafted plant) 0.21 021 023 0.26¢ 0.27bc 0.29bc 031 031
Solanum torvum Swatz 0.22 0.23 0.25 0.30a 0.32a 0.33a 034  0.35
Solanum indicum Linn 0.21 022 024 0.29ab 0.30ab 0.31ab 033 035
Colanum stramonifolium Jacq 0.19 020 0.22 0.23d 0.25¢ 0.27c 031 031
Solanum xanthocarpum 0.21 022 024 0.28bc 0.28abc 0.29bc 033 035
F-test ns ns Ns ** * * ns ns
CV. (%) 1156  9.13 1099  5.10 10.43 8.77 8.61 1182

YLetters within columns indicate least significant differences (LSD) at ** p = 0.01, * p = 0.05, ns = non

significant

1.2 d@10u nnsianuiegmiefunninsieivuTuia TNC 2 svesfie Yagfuaannonuas
mMendaiufgmuimsideusenlagldnuneusideviinane Tundazniauiunlianaasusunm TNC
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druddudiliunnansiunisadalaedusunn TNC 9851114 0.20-0.23 Uax0.22-0.27 dadinsusie 100
nfuuiinuste vasduiidieenaenuasmenduiuienanan audsu (Table 2)

1.3 590 NMFATIEYUSUN TNC 3MN@UTINATEYIN 2 SL8ELIRIULAINUAIUAIAU HANISNAADY
wudmvisaiudsl TN TudhusnlutSinailndifssdiuegszning 0.18-0.21 fiadniuse 100 niu
dmiinude luvniedueannen saeiineunduiuinenanannuimingudiidovsenlaglddune
uzidorfianeg fnaseusunas TNC dwusin tneusuna TNC dausinainniasiudildduneain
uzdens wuhilSinasnniianfie 0.26 Tadnsusie 100 nutvdnuia vuedl TNC Tuusinuiios
fianldarnsunousBnde 0.20 fadniusie 100 nfuiwidnuis (Table 2)

Table 2 Contents of total non-structural carbohydrate (TNC) from tomato stem and root after

Transplanting

TNC contents in stem TNC contents in root

(mg/100 g DW) (mg/100 g DW)
Treatment

Flowering stage  After harvesting Flowering stage  After harvesting
Control (self grafted plant) 0.20 0.23 0.20 0.22bc
Solanum torvum Swatz 0.23 0.27 0.21 0.26a
Solanum indicum Linn 0.21 0.24 0.20 0.23ab
Colanum stramonifolium Jacq  0.20 0.22 0.18 0.20c
Solanum xanthocarpum 0.21 0.24 0.20 0.22bc
F-test Ns ns ns x*
CV. (%) 32.98 11.56 20.21 8.65

YLetters within columns indicate least significant differences (LSD) at ** p = 0.01, ns = non significant

2.378%207W INMFIaTERaTinmanRaus T amannnslERuneiiunn matunuIn usasy
SniudiinatinmesmaiunnsiunaineeiidedAnds (p<0.01) Tneyaruay wazyEauiud
AdFuneanuzidondlidiadsmatinmuessainiign (91.55 uag 91.37wWesidudnud )
yazfinslifuneanuzdn waruzdewss Iaeduadinneealuszausi (90.36 way 90.16
Wasidud muaau) (Table 3)
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Table 3 Biomass of tomato fruit at harvesting stage

Treatment Fruit biomass (%)
Control (self grafted plant) 91.55a"

Solanum torvum Swatz 91.37a

Solanum indicum Linn 90.81ab

Colanum stramonifolium Jacq 90.36b

Solanum xanthocarpum 90.16b

F-test X

C.V. (%) 2.10

YLetters within columns indicate least significant differences (LSD) at ** p = 0.01

3. id hwausFomaniAuiAsnnduluvdaiusieg fszesfuie ey 56 Sundsdreugn)
thaninndlugunes L*a* uagb* fail

3.1 AAUEIN (L*)

wan1svaaes nuinsliduneiunndnsiuiidvinases L* vesma naugidoinaain
navEmsudiian L* Auandadunaifedisiifod dnds (0<0.01) lngnaanydnsiudlddune
uziWonnaiien L* annigade 49.45 vadilusamuau (Fousendunelia) fia L* dosfigade 43.24
(Table 4)

3.2 A1 a*

M3ind a* MnnanzidemealuszeviuiReieny 56 Fundadheugn wuiinisldsu
pofumnserulaifinansenuden a* faaziiu
Isnnuanzdomaluyavinuiusida a* Jeogluleudunailsiunnssiunadfegsening 24.03-
26.50 (Table 4)
3.3 A1 b*

dmunsind b* nanzidemeluszeziiuifeiiony 56 undadheugn wuinisld
Fumeunniafuidviwasemanumdemden b* lnevinwudildusidewraduduneiian b* 1n
figndie 22.90 vuziignrauay (Avusonduneiis) fid b* desfigniie 19.50 (Table 4) fvduainnTs
Indinaundomannnisliduneunssilussesfufgmanddiiiuvinnsldfuneanuzidonas
Preduaiununmmsiudng ldaRmafussaimnanimauiudau

a.auutimiie anmisiannuuduiienansifomaiiszorifuiomandn (56 Jundadeugn)
wu Al umenuzewis uzule uazuiBeiuse vilinandnuzidematilatinmuiy
deunniian (0.28 0.30 waz0.28 AlanfuronTaguRiun mudIdu) vasinauzBomaaingg
AuAu (Beusandumaiiu) daruududetiosianfio 0.18 Alanfudensaeufims (Table 5)
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Table 4 Color of tomato fruit in terms of L* a* and b* at harvesting

Teatment Fruit color

L* a* b*
Control (self grafted plant) 43.24d" 25.13 19.50c
Solanum torvum Swatz 49.453 24.84 22.90a
Solanum indicum Linn 47.10bc 25.82 21.26b
Colanum stramonifolium Jacq 48.73ab 24.03 21.80ab
Solanum xanthocarpum 45.28c 26.50 20.58bc
F-test x* ns x*
C.V. (%) 13.00 24.22 20.57

YLetters within columns indicate least significant differences (LSD) at ** p = 0.01, ns = non significant

s.amuuniile Mnnsiamuuidovemausndemaiogfuifs: wuihnslifunefunnsaiul
naser L devesaustomea Taeviaiudfldfuneanundens usuly uasusdeseiia
AL ioladsiniiandssousBomanndunea 3 wliadsnandaarumuidesiiuie 0.36
WwuRAnng vrAviauiudnuay (Fevseasuneiiy) waviausiuddliduneanuedn fatadeves
mmm%ﬁaﬁasﬁqm (0.29 uaz0.33 WURLAT AUAAY) (Table 5)

6. Usuavasudefiazanslutih (Total soluble solids : TSS) n13¥auUsunm TSS andruilena
uzdawmaiiszeziu Rewands nuinsldfuneuvdoutinane lifnaseausuna TSS vemauude
wia Ineynvisauiudiuiunn TS wasiiliuansstumsaifiegszning 6.97-7.65 Brix (Table 5)
7.03uaunsafilvswsuld (Titratable acidity : TA) M5aseiUsuna TA vemmauzdomelunia
Wiudeneq 7 szezfuion nuihnisddunefiuansstulinansenusiessiu TA vesauzdewme g
navEniudiiuTunn TA Aunndstunsadfedeiidodifey (p<0.05) Geyamunu (Avugendune
\fis)) fUanas TA gefianfio 0.64 Wesidud drunisldfumeainuzuis uazuedn dszu TA milge
(0.49 uaz 0.44 Wosldus muawiu) (Table 5)

8. Bnaidmiud uansvanesnuhnsliuneuzdens 4 vialifnadeuiinainfudvema
uziTowa lnonanzidemanyn ninsudiindutluynaibiunnsaiuneaifeg sening
13.65-13.88 fiadn3usla 100 niurimiinan (Table 5)

9. Bunausnafuayyadase fisvey iuiemanisvaaomuhmslituneundons 4 olia lifna
soUTInansiueyyadasy Inenauziemaamynviaiudilansiuoyyadasyluuiiadlsl
wANASAUN1NEBRDY ST 79.66-93.99 Wasidud (Table 5)

Y
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Table 5 Quality characteristics of tomato fruit at harvesting

Quality characteristics

Treatment Firmneszs Flesh 'I;SS TA Vitamin C Antioxidant
(kg./cm”)  thickness ("Brix) (%) (mg/100 ¢ FW) (%)
(cm)
Control (self grafted plant) 0.18¢" 0.29b 6.97 0.64a 13.65 79.66
Solanum torvum Swatz 0.28a 0.36a 7.32 0.55ab 13.74 87.82
Solanum indicum Linn 0.30a 0.36a 7.27 0.49b 13.76 93.99
Colanum stramonifolium Jacq 0.23b 0.33b 7.45 0.44b 13.70 93.83
Solanum xanthocarpum 0.28a 0.36a 7.65 0.55ab 13.88 85.83
F-test ** ** ns * ns ns
V. (%) 28.86 2253 6.34 15.52 1.02 12.00
YLetters within columns indicate least significant differences (LSD) at ** p = 0.01, * p = 0.05, ns = non
significant
35UNANTIINAADY

nnMsEnywiavesiunefiing audenisnanuzidomemiugdnieisnadeusenlagld
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