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Comparison Test of Lycium barbarum Cultivars Introduced
to Chaidamu of Qinghai

FAN Guang-hui
(Qinghai Academy o f Agriculture and Forestry, Xining, Qinghai 810016 ,China)

Abstract: A comparison test was conducted among the cultivars of Lycium barbarum that were introduced

to Chaidamu area, Qinghai Province from the aspects of fruit characters and yield per plant. Two culti-

vars, namely Ningqi No. 1 and 7 were found to be suitable to cultivate in large scale in the area.
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Table 1  Determination of the main characters of fruit of all cultivars

fief IR TR
st Ao
Y% /mm B4 /mm BRE /g Y\ % /mm B 4 /mm B /g
T 15 23.10 Cd 10.55 Cb 1.16 Cb 19.08 C ¢ 7.29 Cb 0.28 Cc
T2 5 23.79 B¢ 10.14 C ¢ 1.21Cb 19.77Cb 7.95 B b 0.32Ch
T35 24.27 B¢ 10.58 Cb 1.45 B b 19.86 B b 8.16 B b 0.37Ch
T A5 24.80 B b 10.68 B b 1.28Cb 20.74 B b 7.99 B b 0.33Bb
TS5 5 25.61Bb 12.01 Ba 1.53 Bb 21.33Bb 8.76 Ba 0.39Bb
TS 26.59 B b 12.74 A a 1.56 Ba 21.90 B b 8.77 B a 0.41 Bb
15 33.66 A a 11.90 B a 1.96 A a 28.48 A a 8.99 A a 0.61 A a
K2 EMMEXIEREZERANEZESIT
Table 2 Statistics of fruit characters of importance value and relative importance value of the cultivars
W R RIS vR2% ¢R3E FRIS RS TRIE RR1E
A 85. 60 89.63 90. 21 91. 60 95.12 98. 25 116. 72
AR A/ 2 12. 83 13. 44 13.52 13.73 14. 26 14.73 17.50
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Table 3 Comparison of fruit uniformity among all cultivars Table 4 Comparison of fraiting density among all the cultivars
mm N
B SERALK g R AL REL SR
Y% b /cm 25 SR/ JCRL  em™ 1)
£ 7
WRME BME ZEME RKRME RAME 2EMHE Fhn 1B 31.78 21.22 0.668
= [¢ C 5
TR 1S 27.58  20.49 7.09 11. 33 7.52 3.81 G i 2 B 42.56 13. 56 0.319
TR 2%  26.47 14.81 11.66 13.47 7.92 5.55
= 3
FH 3% 32,92 1503 17.89  14.70  8.69 6.0l ERCER 4311 15,22 0.353
TR 4E  27.89  21.06  6.83  12.76  9.42 3.34 T 45 46. 89 22. 44 0.479
TS S 28.74  20.13 8.61 13.97 10.92 3.05 i 5 B 30. 33 14,56 0. 480
THR7E  30.64  22.63  8.01  15.58 12.19 3.39 o
R TR 7 42. 67 28. 0.677
AL 15 39.38  25.44  13.94 13.27 10.44 2.83 TR 6 8.89 6
S 30.52 19.94  10.58  13.58  9.59  4.00 S5 40. 00 8. 44 0.211
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Table 5 Comparison of the yeild per plant among all the cultivars
- fif IR T3 . s
(=} = 7. HL Y K A 2% /0
Hh bR g R Rk KL/ 7E (kg » 666,67 m~?)  /(kg + 666,67 m~?) fif 5/ TR TRE/ %
TR1% 2518.99 4 838. 82 233.01 3. 60 27.78
TH 2 5 1177.58 3 392.13 107. 14 3.66 27.32
T35 1 646.76 3 548. 37 147. 41 3.72 26. 88
TR A4S 2 080.48 4 692. 80 187. 24 3.70 27.03
TS 1.379. 31 4 770. 11 201. 60 3.82 26.18
TH 75 2618.01 4 871. 80 238.85 3.65 27.40
S5 581.68 3 193.70 50. 31 3.85 25.97
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