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mainly for vegetative growth from May to late July, during this period of time, axillary bud produced seven bracts.

Inflorescence differentiated from early August,flower bud primordium differentiated from mid-August,most of the flower

bud primordium differentiated at September, sepal primordium differentiated from late September, flower bud stopped

differentiation at sepal stage before into dormancy. After about five months of dormancy,floral organs differentiated from

early April in the next year,which completed at late April to early May.

Keywords: Rubus crataegifolius Bge. ;flower bud differentiation;temperature;sunshine duration
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1.3 Ijﬁ H f)l]lj’/—:E Table 2 Effect of different treatments on
1.3.1 ékﬁq%'l‘i ?ﬂﬂ% 2014 55'5 7 A %ﬂ‘}i]}ﬁm:}i 10 fruit characteristics in tomato
PRV AR R R B B RS 5 4 R W& WAAR | THRRE
*b 1:/_]‘_{ Treatment Fruit height Fruit diameter Fruit numbers  Single fruit weight
R - o . reatmen /cm /cm /A /g
1.3.2 REgErERr-ENE  RL BB TR . I CK 5,89 7.11 14.32 110. 34
BRI . [FIHE R M 5 RS 45 A e .o 1659 1234
BEBILE 10 M EFRRIET K A RE 2 Te o sr o me
N C 6.74 7.72 15. 70 124. 82
E,g:{ﬂl‘uﬁ ° D 6.53 7.06 17.71 124. 88
1.3.3 REERNE BRI, B A H 0 R E e .o 6.0 13529
F 6. 88 7.94 17.21 134.76
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Table 1 Effect of different treatments on
growth characters in tomato
it M Ev | LR LA
Treatment Plant height/cm  Stem diameter/cm  Leaf length/cm  Leaf width/cm
CK 85 1.052 8 14.3 7.5
A 113 1. 220 4 15.5 8.1
B 104 1.198 8 15.1 8.4
C 96 1.131 6 13.3 7.5
D 106 1.206 8 15.9 8.2
E 98 1.161 6 15.8 7.9
F 105 1.014 8 12.9 7.2
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F 2 W] LLE Y Ab FEOR [R) 26 4 A SR v AR A 22 1)
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SRR RN B R A A K, 4 iR #) 7,15 em.8.17 cm,
137. 39 g fHHE Bk R BdR A, Uk 13.68 4>, BARRFE
REZH AT D, IRE] 17. 71 4, 403 E R & SREM
B WA .
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ATV BB B R e A3 1A 2 2. 39 me/ 2.259. 6 mg/ kg
1 1. 88% fH H WA REE 7 B th 4R , 1A% 1. 51 mg/kg,
Wb F FAR L4 R IE bR AR B E R T e 4
K S FERR. AbFE C.D.E AT EHEE AR 44 & C,
AR B B AR R, H WA IR £ & B R, #R 5
HEAHFEN & EinA 2 E 22 5 A0 2 A 7]
VPR SR AT I OB BRI, AN RR AR & B i
B34 1. 74 mg/g. 1. 48% Fl 1. 86 mg/kg, 5 H B4k
M FEM S EIERA S B EN R B2, AER A
PRES b IR & R bR A, HILR R 5
TR TR SRR R . I, Feoh A B
4l 2 2R R FE ROt R, BT DL 2 R e in SR SR AT
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x£3 AELEIEMRREME

Table 3 Effect of different treatments on

fruit quality in tomato

TRREFRER HAERC N

¥ 58 h e
{8 Solbleprowein A VieminC T EOMAR  WHREAR
Total soluble sugar  Nitrite content

Treatment content content

/(mg+g™1) /(mg+kg™D) content/ 4 /(e e e

ICK 1.83c 163. 8e 1. 53be 1.13d

A 1. 74c 186. 6d 1. 48¢ 1. 86a

B 2.16b 193. 2d 1. 64abc 1. 21cd

C 2. 27ab 241. 3b 1. 61bc 1. 42bc

D 2. 25ab 221. 6¢c 1. 86a 1. 39bed

E 2. 35a 243.5b 1. 76ab 1. 34bed

F 2. 39 259. 6a 1. 88a 1. 51b

HFPEARE AR FE/NE FHRRERE 5K BEKTE. FH.
Note; Values followed by different letters within a column are significant at 5% level.

The same as below.
2.4 R[FIALFHRT 255l B

MK A FTLLFE H i A Fob 28 i A B A (7] Ak 2653t
FERZRRK A F AR BT S B
=2 AR E 2. 32 kg 1 108. 16 t/hm?, B E MR THE
FALPREFA R AL A FIE BT B AT
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AR B, o9k % 223, 2.21 kg, 103.96,
103. 03 t/hm® , XF BRI BB 7= B AN 4T & 7 B A AR, 4
HULHA 1. 56 kg 1 73. 76 t/hm” , B EMTFHE KA BE
R E BB ENLETLA B C, HEH &
KF] 87 t/hm® DA b, FlEEFEIEHE &N, Fh
FEEARRBIN, MM REIRE] 75 ¢/ hm® , F i
ik F 100. 18 t/hm’, 4k &2 3 fin 3 28t 1 & 2 105,
135 t/hm? , BHnr= 243303 in#] 103. 03.108. 16 t/hm?,
WA R BT E 2 BAR.
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Table 4 Effect of different treatments dung on yield in tomato

e
hb ¥ k=i 6 m? PR .
Amount to yield
Treatment Yield per plant/kg 6 m? yield/ kg
/(t*hm—2)

CK 1.56 44, 30 73.76d
A 2.23 62. 44 103. 96b
B 1.88 52.51 87.43c
C 1.96 54. 96 91. 50¢c
D 2.15 60. 17 100. 18b
E 2.21 61. 88 103. 03b
F 2.32 62.72 108. 16a

3 HitH5Wie

B Z R R AR, R R 0. 15 t/hm’ + =
# 0. 45 t/hm’ HOTFEAL , ALRLASEAR , BRI J7 68, ¥
B I780 77, T LA R B R A A AR R ) AR K 5
B g R B R AR M R, IR E
R HEA R C MR BOME & BARAR, BT SRR #h 5k M
B JEER T AR MR, R A

SO R i I, T LR R R A A R R R,
BRI AR S T IR B R AR R CLOAT
GBS BT R i AR 2 2 P PR AR 50 R S A R
. Wik, WARUEAS (55 3 77 B i s AL B
Wi %07 258 25 18, HE A TR IR 2 R Bl 24
o FEEON L, SR 2 AR Y 75 ¢/h’, A E
AT A 250 ) A R AR, SRS A R R B, T
PO ISAS FIA A A 25 RE A B e KA.
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Effect of Different Sheep Manure on the Fruit Quality and Yield of Tomato

DU Zhongping,NIE Shuming
(Research Institute of Horticulture, Qinghai Academy of Agriculture and Forestry/Qinghai Key Laboratory of Vegetable Genetics and
Physiology, Xining , Qinghai 810016)

Abstract: Using sheep manure, urea and diammonium as experimental material. The best dosage of the urea and
diammonium compared with the different dosage of sheep manure for tomato basal fertilizer in greenhouse were studied.
The results showed that the plant height(113 cm),stem diamete(1. 220 4 cm),and nitrite content of the treatment A
(Urea 0. 15 t/hm? +Diamine 0. 45 t/hm?) were the highest,its yield(103. 96 t/hm’) was higher than others,its content
of soluble protein(1. 74 mg/g),and soluble sugar(1l.48%) were the lowest and significantly lower than others. The
length of leaf(15.9 cm)and fruit numbers(17. 71) of the treatment D (Sheep manure 75 t/hm?) were the highest,its
plant height(106 cm),stem diamete (1. 206 8 cm),yield (100. 18 t/hm”) and fruit quality was higher than others. We
comprehensively evaluated from fruit quality, yield, planting cost and economic effectiveness of tomato. We suggest that
75 t/hm® of sheep manure may be suitable for tomato basal fertilizer in greenhouse.

Keywords : sheep manure ; tomato; fruit quality;yield
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