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Effect of Different Application Amounts of Microbial Organic Fertilizer on
Quality and Yield of Open Field Tomato

YU Jing' ,JI Li-dong? ,SUN Quan® , WANG Rui®
(1. Ningxia Agricultural School, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750021; 2. Institute of Agricultural Resources and Environment, Ningxia Academy of
Agricultural and Forestry Sciences, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750002 ;3. College of Agronomy,Ningxia University, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750021)

Abstract; Taking processing tomato of ‘Tunhe No. 8’ as experiment objects,and microbial organic fertilizer as material,
the influence of different microbial organic fertilizers on yield and quality of open field tomatoes were studied. The results
showed that each treatment that fixed with 50% chemical fertilizer, application of microbial organic fertilizer
600 kg/667m’ was the best among treatments under comprehensive evaluation,increased the chlorophyll SPAD values of
tomato 10. 29% significantly, photosynthetic rate 33. 76 % ; reduced soil bulk density of 6. 34 %4 ;soil salt 28. 70%} ;increased
soil organic matter 51.86%, rapid available phosphorus 117.75%, rapidly available potassium 36.17%. Significantly
improved soil fertility levels; tomato maturity improved by 118.45%, yield by 98.47%, and the quality of tomato
excellent, was the most appropriate application rate,next was application of 400 kg/667m’.
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Comparison of Main Nutritional Quality Between
Taihang Mountain Wild Leek and Cultivation Leek

LI Zhen-xia,SUN Li,DU Jing-jing, WANG Guang-yin
(School of Horticulture and Landscape Architecture, Henan Institute of Science and Technology , Xinxiang, Henan 453003)

Abstract; Taking Taihang wild leek and cultivation leek as materials, the protein, the Vitamin C and the soluble sugar

content of the three main nutritional qualities of wild leek and cultivation leek were compared. The result showed that

nutrition content of wild leek and cultivation leek were different in the same part:in pseudostem, sheath and leaf, the

soluble sugar content of wild leek was higher than the other two elements and the protein content of cultivation leek was

lower. The same nutrition content of wild leek and cultivation leek were different in different parts:the protein content

was higher in the leaf of wild leek,and soluble sugar and vitamin C content were higher in the pseudostem of wild leek.
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