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Table 1 Original data of main characters of tested samples (original data matrix A4)
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Table 2 Dimensionless matrix Z
75 Bl B2 B3 B4 B3 B6 B7 B8 B9 B10 BI1l
1 0.9000 0.9037 0.8072 0.8071 0.7268 0.2348 0.9091 0.6316 0.9732 0.7437 0.7766
2 0.8318 0.8407 0.8703 0.6643 0.6449 0.1913 0.7545 0.6000 0.8881 0.6460 1.0000
3 0.6500 0.8519 0.7546 0.6214 0.5231 0.2696 1.0000 0.5217 0.8990 0.5691 0.7762
4 0.7591 0.9444 1.0000 0.7214 0.8047 0.2652 0.7909 0.8000 0.8637 0.8389 0.7547
5 0.7682 0.8593 0.9679 0.8429 0.9100 0.3174 0.9091 0.6667 0.9818 0.7937 0.6907
6 0.9091 0.9259 0.9655 0.9286 1.0000 1.0000 0.8636 0.3529 1.0000 0.4275 0.9081
7 1.0000 1.0000 0.7550 1.0000 0.8422 0.1913 0.6727 1.0000 0.8260 1.0000 0.9433
8 0.9318 0.9667 0.8406 0.8000 0.7501 0.2304 0.6455 0.7500 0.7725 0.7024 0.9634
9 0.8182 0.8519 0.8032 0.7857 0.7040 0.2696 0.7000 0.7500 0.9878 0.8985 0.9174
10 0.6227 0.7333 0.9727 0.7714 0.8370 0.2783 0.6091 0.6000 0.8370 0.6082 0.8645
11 0.8182 0.8519 0.8032 0.7857 0.7040 0.2796 0.7000 0.7500 0.9878 0.8985 0.9174
12 0.6227 0.7333 0.9727 0.7714 0.8370 0.2783 0.6091 0.6000 0.8370 0.6082 0.8645
13 0.6500 0.7519 0.7470 0.8571 0.7142 0.2522 0.6364 0.7059 0.7908 0.8119 0.9108
K3 PRHFER
Table 3 Decision matrix R
75 Bl B2 B3 B4 BS B6 B7 B8 B9 B10 Bil
1 0.0180 0.0181 0.0807 0.0807 0.2544 0.0141 0.0727 0.0253 0.1460 0.0297 0.0311
2 0.0166 0.0168 0.0870 0.0664 0.2257 0.0115 0.0604 0.0240 0.1332 0.0258 0.0400
3 0.0130 0.0170 0.0755 0.0621 0.1831 0.0162 0.0800 0.0209 0.1349 0.0228 0.0310
4 0.0152 0.0189 0.1000 0.0721 0.2817 0.0159 0.0633 0.0320 0.1296 0.0336 0.0302
5 0.0154 0.0172 0.0968 0.0843 0.3185 0.0190 0.0727 0.0267 0.1473 0.0317 0.0276
6 0.0182 0.0185 0.0965 0.0929 0.3500 0.0600 0.0691 0.0141 0.1500 0.0171 0.0363
7 0.0200 0.0200 0.0755 0.1000 0.2948 0.0115 0.0538 0.0400 0.1239 0.0400 0.0377
8 0.0186 0.0193 0.0841 0.0800 0.2625 0.0138 0.0516 0.0300 0.1159 0.0281 0.0385
9 0.0164 0.0170 0.0803 0.0786 0.2464 0.0162 0.0560 0.0300 0.1482 0.0359 0.0367
10 0.0125 0.0147 0.0973 0.0771 0.2930 0.0167 0.0487 0.0240 0.1255 0.0243 0.0346
11 0.0130 0.0150 0.0747 0.0857 0.2500 0.0151 0.0509 0.0282 0.1186 0.0325 0.0364
12 0.0156 0.0151 0.0622 0.0857 0.2083 0.0136 0.0676 0.0218 0.1423 0.0251 0.0352
13 0.0109 0.0121 0.0820 0.0750 0.2401 0.0141 0.0487 0.0343 0.1020 0.0283 0.0362
F4 DTOPSISVE 45 R
Table 4 Results by DTOPSIS method
b o N S S+ G CHEF bR Eg Rk EHET
SER 0.1117 0.0931 0.2048 0.4546 6 227.13 7
AR 0.1423 0.0628 0.2051 0.3062 11 201.53 11
HrH 0.1812 0.0487 0.2300 0.2119 13 163.47 13
A YR 0.0912 0.1136 0.2047 0.5546 5 251.49 5
N/ 0.0585 0.1520 0.2105 0.7223 2 284.38 2
AN 0.0374 0.1877 0.2250 0.8340 1 312.52 1
AN 0.0859 0.1266 0.2125 0.5958 3 263.20 3
YIBER 0.1125 0.0890 0.2015 0.4417 7 234.42 6
Wiz 4 0.1193 0.0869 0.2062 0.4215 8 220.00 9
‘e 0.0886 0.1196 0.2082 0.5745 4 261.58 4
CEAC 0.1224 0.0775 0.1999 0.3877 9 223.20 8
EH/ 0.1571 0.0583 0.2154 0.2705 12 186.00 12
R Nee: LN 0.1369 0.0665 0.2034 0.3270 10 214.41 10
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Study on comprehensive evaluation of strawberry varieties by
DTOPSIS method

LI Wen-Yan, WEI You, KONG Fang-Nan, LUO Pei-Si, ZHAO Jing, HUANG Li-Jun,
JIANG Juan-Juan, ZHUO Fu-Chang, ZHOU Jing

Guangxi South Subtropical Agricultural Science Research Institute, Longzhou, Guangxi 532415, China

Abstract: In order to select proper cultivars to promote the extension in Guangxi region, dynamic technique for
order preference by similarity to ideal solution (DTOPSIS) method was applied to evaluate eleven trait factors
of the thirteen varieties of strawberries (Fragaria * ananassa). The result show that compared to main cultivars
‘Toyonoka’ and ‘Flange’ in Guangxi, the excellent strawberry varieties ‘Yanli’ and ‘Bennisia’ were screened
out. The weight value of the yield per plant was the largest one (0.3500), and the weight value of the content of
soluble sugar was the second one (0.1500). Nine varieties were superior to the control varieties ‘Toyonoka’ and
‘Flange’. New cultivar ‘Yanli’ with proprietary intellectual property rights and introduced variety ‘Bennisia’
that were superior. Comprehensive traits could be applied to plant in the Guangxi region. ‘Stella’, ‘“Toyonoka’,
‘Sweet Charlie’ and ‘Frange’ with poor comprehensive traits should not be planted. Thirteen strawberry variet-
ies were ordered based on C;value, as follows: ‘Yanli’>‘Bennisia’>‘Benihope’>‘Chaozao’> ‘Moghave’>*Sachi-
noka’> ‘Red Pearl’> ‘Tochiotome’>‘Miyamoto’>‘Flange’>‘Sweet Charlie’>‘Toyonoka’>*Stella’. New straw-
berry cultivars ‘Yanli’ and ‘Bennisia’ that had moderate plant types, high yields, high fruit hardnesses, high
contents of soluble sugar and disease resistances could be demonstrated and promoted in Guangxi region.
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