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FE B MESHMERN. RERN x ZW8EMF . BMEBM x MEEN.F).
SR NEE M X BREMN,F) (FRER). ZBEMN (ELEX) SR E MM RN, RAGET;
BAEL. ZREN. R EE SEBFIE N (ELE) RIGEM, BRFF AR, BRIFFH X
BIRAE A, Fro < WIRME G, TRER R G, R M E M, RESSE—F.
REEEA > RFH I < WINENF,, M3EM, GRET MR8, Bkt R B L 5 R
iy R KRR .

XA RIFEAM HEREMN, REMM AFETHE
hESES S603.5

WHRAMFHEETH P RRESP K ETREOFGTERF. EHENRELSBH
HBESHUDRETE AUKFERORE, AFHTEHRE (Culy top virus)
RIHEDT ) 5 8 A il — #E 3R (f7)3 £, 1983; Athertor et al, 1989), ST B HBHEFEMNS
WA FE A, BB THRICGFE AR FNE LM AREBEES, 1980).

EEREBAFRHESFMRE 9 R ZIFAMEEN AT HEERZ, FFRENN
WA FEME, BT R ENNEREDR, W RBES SO HEMENRR RIFENT RS
B SR EBA RGN R IAREEMMEFTFHAEFMENFTARBRLR (RE
£%,1992).

1 #PR5FF

1.1 #R

BIBFFE A (S. pennellii Corr.) (L. pennellii) ., B3 % 7 (L. pimpinellifolium (Just)
Mill. ). £ E%F A (L.hirsutum Humb. and Bonp).# & F#i (L. peruvianum (L)Mill). §
FIZE 7 (L.chilense Dun.). % 8% i (L.glandulosum Mill.), 2 & % #i (L.cheesmanii
Riley). 3@ #8 & 3 3 & #n (L.chmielewskii). /> £ % # (L. parviflorum). 25 % # % (S.
lycopersicoides) . #%35 # it (L.esculentum Mill.) 4 “Diego” ., “B 45" (“Yue Nong
No.2”). “Flora—Dade”. “4L#i” (Hong Mian).
1.2 #&E
121 M@EMAFEMSHNEFERBN IR EEFRMALE R 26 MES, FFRENH
FeAT RN,
1.2.2 AR FE A, R FHEXFR G A, 5  RIEFHM < W/ FFRN, F ) #T7EK.
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1.2.3 PAIR AR A T it 55 BF A 9 ol ] A9 Aol ) A il AT S 3E

1.24 RAREEQBHIOETHMEMET R, WELBFER LN 2 RIEREE
EERER., ERBF I~ 10X, EXBAEBE 1 K, #0512 ~ 40X, 5 4 XREH
B %€, R A 9B 2K (Navaschin's ) B € B EE T 5, LEMAEW A ERAEKR— 5%
ARG, FUBKRER MHEE 10um, AU HAZHEIBE LR AT HLL.
1.25 FHEEREZGENBIREMNMBE ERAmERER.

2 RAEHER

21 FBMEBERSINTFEHEMZEAAHRITFNY

AR BNMERAXHAEP, RABBRAFM EXR)EHEEH. TAE
. ZREMN. RFEEFN. AEBMRERARRX ZEEZN ANHEERABRERR
BIZRBERM, R RB (ML 50 5)4% ~28%, RINE 32% ~ 89% H EF T i
MAFA X BEFM, 2L RERIL 28%, HE A B A T 4E3EFr ok A T3k 35 5% 6
HEROF TR 1L ANAE, RRERE 0%, RABAFA.
22 BBMBEMEREMEMZEMARI RN

ERN 8 ANAHET, URBEMET AN 4 NMAG, RAN—EMREM KX
M APTHSRIAARIEAEMEE D).

=B W AR A i 9 2B M A T 2 B i Fh Diego” 89 A¥ Sk b, 2B M RE 45 I &
(B D, ERERE AR (AR 2)B AR ERTEEERAT. 288K
HL R MR BT IE, T (B 3 ~8), BANZ WS B IE % %17, B R
REBEMFMF. RZ.RREMBHEK.
23 ‘HIEEN < BBAER.F, SRINEHEL

S BERELFET 1R 2KEXH, AHRGE L. B R K
MREAE, AR, ARFFHERELS RIFEMH < WHRAFAN,F,’ #1470 3 6,
B 5 A B e — 2R R ) B AR B (K 1),
24 BEBAEMSHFEEBMEHERMHFTRX

DA MBS EBEREEMN x RYGEFMN.F OBERMN x AWEREEMN.F,,
BRE < NERM F RS EN X HHEMG FOREEN X SREMNF.EANEMR
X MEFRNFOEMNEN < SREN.F.EBREH ¥ BEEH.F.E2REN x ZAE
i, . AR RER G < BREN F.NMENE X ZEEMH.FIERSHTEN 2 M4
TRE EEREN X RIGERM, F)x BIBAER, BEEFMN X DMEFM, F) x BIFF
T, CLMBEMERMN < BMESRMN, F) X BHRAEFMN 3 MASRANREM, REER

F 6% ~20%, RS 30% ~ 0% 0] 3% Fh ok A\ T8 s 7= BLIE G f Fh T
25 EHFHMERNEFTERENOERER

251 FHAMERLSFAFERNYGEIER

(1) BB < WIFFM . Fo, BARERE S B BIBF F A, GRBEIRER 249, HEED
~3g, BREH AWML, RN 5 ~2KIEHR #F. Rl REISH, BEE 0% ~ 2%,
BREYA 1g, REA, A 3R IEHWMHT.

Q) RFGEFAM FHFEM ZREBNH EER) SHEBAE M2, FELS, 4R
BERH N 0%,
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K1 HEBNSEPABNZGHRTLER
BH R SRY ERE FREMT LREMNT

HEBW

B /% /A /% ®/E BE
‘Diego’ % &3 A F i 1983.11 50 14 28 368 164
A FIF A x ‘Diego’ 1983.11 50 0 0 0 0
‘Flora—Dade’ x %I #E 1983.11 50 15 30 376 239
BIHFE M X ‘Flora—Dade’ 1983.11 50 0 0 0 0
‘BWARTE xX BIHEH 1983.11 50 13 26 41 163
WA EM < B RS 1983.11 50 0 0 0 0
LM X IR A AN 1983.11 50 12 24 126 78
WIBFFE M < Lo’ 1983.11 50 0 0 0 0
‘Diego’ X (‘Diego’ x I FAF M, F)) 1984.10 50 35 70 515 204
(‘Diego’ x ¥ 3L & #, F,) x‘Diego’ 1984.10 50 2 4 0 0
‘B RS ' X(‘Diego’ X IHF i, F)) 1984.11 50 30 60 452 187
(‘Diego’ X &I FE M, F,)x B 5" 1984.11 50 0 0 0 0
WIRFE A X (‘Diego’x ;B MFHM,F,) 1984.11 50 0 0 0 0
(‘Diego’ x I FEH, F)XBIWAHF A 1984.11 50 38 76 398 167
WEIRAER }(BRZS X BIRAFZMN.F,) 1984.11 50 0 0 0 0

(‘BRZS X WBAFM,F )X BIFMEH 1984.11 50 26 52 177 124
HAHF A X [(‘Diego * x HWIMEM,F,)

X WIRMFE An, BC, F|] 1990.11 50 0 0 0 0
[( Diego’ x W IRAFEH A, F,) ¥ HWIBFHF 6,

BC, F, 1% B A E 1990.11 50 23 46 79 117
BEIFF A X[ Diego’ x (Diego x #% 3B FI

A, F),BC, Fi] . 1990.11 50 0 0 0 0
[‘Diego’ X (Diego X I FMF#i.F,), BC,

F ] x %3BH & 1990.11 50 27 54 186 115

(3) /NIEFE M < BEABAFM, F,, R IERE, HREBRFK0.5%, B HEIg HAFT I ~5H
EHFTF.

(4) WMBAFMN X ZEEMF, ERBRBEEZHNEZEEZR Z HEAREZLEEHE
ZHKBE, BRERFEN 1%, L RE 2 ~3g, R0, RAF 20 ~28BEFFHT. F,
HHEERENSH, BRERE 1% ~2%, BRE 1 ~3g, RAET 3 ~26BIEFFHT.

252 EHMAEREFALAERAE LA ZIRGRRER EEERMNH X ZWEFHM,.F) X
BARAIE A, (B < N EFEM, F)x BMBAEFM. CIHBIERH x BEFMHF)
X AR A A 1 — AR, MR HOR B S 1 B BRI G AR AR, AARBEREN 1% ~2%,
BRE1~2g, RAT2~BREAFTFREMNHT, ARG —HEGE,

253 HAMNEREREERAGEIER

(1) ‘Diego’ X EIAFE A, F,, MRS B R A&, M EEE, 20 LR BERENE
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BRE, BRERE 11% ~ 13%, BRHB, RRES~11g RANF3I~SRBOAELAFTE
HHFT. ‘BAK 5’ ‘Flora—Dade’, ‘4L’ (EBA) SHBAF ML —AERE L
ik M

‘Diego’ x B F i, F,, BHE2IIE, 7720 bk FFE R G52, 13/20 %k 5 R ER R Y

11% ~68%, BHEH 7 ~10g, RAE 23 ~26 KIIEHFF.
(2) ‘Diego’ x ¥R AIF i, F, ¥ B3 /54K, ‘Diego’ X (‘Diego’ x ¥ I % #, F)),BC/F,
A ZEHEERBRD, ERBAREFERRE, BRBERR 2% ~41%, B R EHA
B BRREI2~16g , RN 8~ 6 KIEHFTF. BCF, Mkt REIAHS B, M RHEE
B ARG 7/10, AR R F AR R AR S 310, AT H AR R RN 21%, PRE
18 ~25g, ARAA,RENT 12 ~20 NEFMHF, EHEARBEREN 2%, AR KGR, B
RE2~3g, RAFEFMT 2 ~5 8, RIFEFME A BCF,. BC,F, i bk, MRk %545
B, BB L 32% ~47%, R4 th, PRE 42 ~57g, A 26 ~43 RIEHF
¥.

(‘Diego’ x ¥EIAIFM,F)x WIFFAM, BC, F, HEH KBTI R FH, ORME
REO0% ~3%, BRGQE BRAE2 ~4g RUTMPREFERMF T 0~3 8. BCF,
HABEREBELE, BHEEBHEMLD, ORERR 0% ~4%, PRT 1 ~2g, BA
A1 ~4ARIERFTF.

3 itig
31 XTEBHUEMNFEEXE

AR A0 B HIEZ B A MR TR AL AP R IFE, DL R A F 6B B 25 TR R 2 i 4%
{E, & KB} [E 8% Correll fir4 % Solanum  pennellii  Corr.Rick(1979 b), X FH H 525 £ Bl 28 &
kA E—&, EHTREKR— RSN, URET 5% 8B NE AR IHEDERE
R 2R, T X3 E 4y 2 4 Lycopersicon pennellii (Athertor et al, 1989), M#%IEASE,
BERAMEFHBTIHE N HEREHIXS, BAEEERE, BB IRZ B ELE
HMEK—A . EREEREFN. FEHEEN. SERBN. B2 SEN. LREN. 8
FIFA. NET AR B R . B, WIFENM S. pennellii M L. pennellii X4 R
~AEEY.

32 XTFEBHEBMRZBLFTEANENE

AIRIE R R, MIBRF A A Stoeva P. JIT5 i i B B S A4St (Stieva, 1982),
FEFTRCHY 26 MERZRHEH, H 16 MARIN R ARFEM, Hed 124U A F
TR, B 10 NRANFEEMAAEG T, FIMRUBIAME M ARXE, LHEBIBF
Tt x ZEBMEGL BRAFMIFHESEANSHE, ANEXAECSFEMNBYEF &
FoORE MO EERS P, MH, 5 RIEFH < BBMFMN, F/OEZP, URE ‘B
A < BFAFM,F) M ERE, HRIME K.

3 £ X W
LA B 148 . 1980, BT F A4 b Rk i kw3t 60, 212 ~224
FiiR4E 1981, Solanum  pennellii 5% 38 A 75 38 FE MR . PEEH():7~8
a4, 1983 H A BE R BRI EZIF LR . WRRL LB, 4): 48~53
REE, RWE 1992 BAGEHARCHBIR . BEIZEM, 19(1): 41 ~ 46
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STUDIES ON THE OUTCROSSING IN Solanum
Pennellii (Lycopersicon Pennellii)

Liang Shunan Wu Dinghua Wu Meizhen
(Dept. of Horticultural, South China Agr. Univ ., 510642 ,Guangzhou)

Abstract The crossings of Lycopersicon esculentum X Solanum pennellii, L. pimpinellifolium
X S. pennellii, L. parviflorum X S. pennellii and S. pennellii X L.hirsutum were compatible,
their hybrids being fertile. The crossings of L. chilense X S. pennellii, L. gladulosum X §.
pennellii and L.cheesmanii X S. pennellii were also compatible, but their hybrids were sterile.
When S. pennellii was used as male parent and crossed with the F, hybrids of L. pimpine
lifolium X L.cheesmanii, L. pimpinellifolium X L. parviflorum and L. chmielewskii X L.
pimpinellifolium, the hybrids were found to be low fertility. In the backcrosses between F,
(L. esculentum X S. pennellii) and S. pennellii, the progenies were found to possess characters
similar to S. pennellii with a low fertility when S. pennellii was used as male parent, but
they were cross —unfriutful when S. pennellii used as female parent. In the backcrosses between
F (L.esculentum X S. pennellii) and L. esculentum, the progenies were similar to L.esculentum
in many characters with a high fertility when L. esculentum was used as female, but they
were cross —unfruitful when L.esculentum used as male parent.

Key words Lycopersicon esculetum; Wild tomato species; Cross —compatibility; Hybrid
fertility






