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Influence of Gibberellic Acid on the Water Spinach Sprouts Growth

ZHANG Jing,DU Qing-ping, TANG Peng-xian, LI Li, XU Shun-fei
(Department of Gardens and Horticulture, Yangzhou Vocational College of Environment and Resource. Yangzhou, Jiangsu 225127)

Abstract: The concentrations of 0, 200, 500, 800 mg/L. of gibberellic acid were used to treatment water spinach
sprouts in order to study the growth and the influence of the economic output. The results showed that the different
concentrations of gibberellic acid had different effect on the growth of water spinach sprouts, besides 500 mg/L
gibberellic could obviously promote the growth of water spinach sprouts, and the treatment which used 500 mg/L
gibberellic had the advantages of maximum economic yield and better uniformity.
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Comparison Test of Tomato Cultivars in Spring Open Field

WU Hui' . QIN Yong' ,ZHANG Ying' , GULIPIRESI « Nuer”
(1. College of Forestry and Horticulture, Xinjiang Agricultural University, Urumqi, Xinjiang 830052; 2. Bozhou Agricultural Technology
Extension Center, Bozhou, Xinjiang 833400)

Abstract: The phenophase, fruit quality,high yield of nine tomato cultivars were compared in the northern suburbs of
Urumgqi, screening of the most suitable plant species able to grow in these areas. The results showed that all things
considered, ‘ Salinna’ was the best and the‘Guojia’ was the secend. They had high yield, soluble solids content high
hardness, bright-red fruit,hard skin and thick flesh and long storage time. At last they were suitable for cultivation in
field in this region.
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