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AR EF, BRI KR, W FAIIRH
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HRLHB R BK WY =1:2: 4 NERKT R
SREHSMR. LIKEE B (NaNO; 12, KH, PO,
2,MgS0; + 7H,0,,CaCl, 4 mmol/L; H,BO, « H,0 1.54,
ZnSO; * 7H,0 0. 22,CuSO, * 5H;O 0. 08, H, Mo0, 0. 02,
Fe-EDTA 3.0 mmol/L) X%t B (CK) , R E A BEKEE
FBER ERERRESAARIT.

Comparative Test on Processing Tomato Variety in Midland of Zhangye City

XU Yao-zhao' ,WANG Qirrli' ,WANG Pei-tang? ,ZHANG Dong-yu* ,ZHANG Wen-bin® ,ZENG Xiu-cun'
(1. Department of Agriaulture, Hexi University, Zhangye,Gansu 73400;2. Linze Promotion Center of Agricultural Technology , Linze,Gansu
734200;3. Station for Popularizing Commercial Crop of Zhangye,Zhangye,Gansu 73400)

Abstract;: The variety comparison were studied with seven varieties of processing tomato, The results showed that the
growth stages of Q020, Kangfan 37, Shifan 31, Kangfan 48, Shihong 201 and 198 were prolonged 5~7 d with Riegel
87-5. The plant height, fruit number per plant and weight of simple fruit of Shifan 31 increased 1.9 cm, 1.7 N, 6.4 g
respectively, yield of Shifan 31 increased 10. 0%, the fruit shape of Shifan 31 was the ellipses. The results showed

Shifan 31 could introduce and plant in Zhangye.
Key words: Zhangye; processing tomato; varieties; test
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BE®R 6 MMEEGE D, RAAEAESE (14 emX
8 cm) , BHRRRESE 350 g, SALKHES . BHRMEHS 3
Bk BEDLHES 4 IREE . BRE REFK G, 58
2),URWERKS AR TFHEEKERK. FELESE
7 d JBEFFH 100 mL ZEEF 50 d )Gk,

B 7, M NOT-N 5 NHY-N B4 %K 2Z,NOT-N 5
NH{ -N.-NH, BEHREE.

2 FEABRESEAXNRBELERHER
Table 2 Effect of nitrogen forms on growth of lettuce
i3] 31 R Root weight # & Biomass
Treatment Height/cm /g &! /g &!
1 14.7a 11.4a 50.9 a
14, 2a 7.7b 44,9 be

47.0 ab
48.0 ab
44.2¢
48.6 a

14,3a 7.2b
15.7a 8.0b
15. 3a 5.9¢
6 15. 3a 11.4a

o e W N

*1 HEAR
Table 1 Schemes of pot experiment
i3} HE RB
Treatment Content /mmol « L.=1 Code
1 KIEE I W (NaNO; 12) CK
2 (NH3)2804 1.2,NaNGs 9.6 NHi ¢t NO; =2(S) = 8
3 NH,Cl 2. 4,NaN(z 9.6 NH{f : NO; =2(CD): 8
. (NH4)2804 1. 2,CO(NH2)2 2.4, NHf :-NHz : NO; =2
NaNOs 4.8 IRy
s (NHy)280; 1. 2, CO(NHz2)2 1.2, NH# :-NH; : NO; =2
NaNQO; 7. 2 S :2:6

(NH1)280; 1.2,NHsCl 2.4,NaNO3  NHf * NO; =2(8)+2
7.2 (Ch: 6

1.3 F8RIE

BUE F0 B B TE 90 CEX T4 Pt 30 min, R
ERRZE6GC HMT ATELRA . 2HNLH. BE
PRI B R a S VCH 2,6 28
BT TR 3. R KR AT &
ERAS =M akie” . EBTH#H H.S0,-H,0,
ENE EEAFH2R . 2BnL8 a5 A KE A
AR AERAEEEITENES. EENTRE
LSD g #t17 B E BT .
2 &RE59W
2.1 FAEBEESELYEEE KNER

B 2 AL, ARARESHAE M EFHNHREL W
AREMBENEHER FEEREBEKFE. &
H6RERES CK Y, HEArHBERBKSEFRE
i%29.8%~48.2%. AAIAREAAGLBER R
B 4.5%~13. 2%, 4bH 5 f4b#E 2 B ER =, HE 3
MEERERABE. SREW, BHEX NaNO; & RL

6

2.2 ARIAEESE I EERRAEH

2.2.1 BFEER VCRAKRTWRIOWEELER
Z— EXEXRTHERANERE D, Bl VCHEN
HRERSFEN—TEERG. 5CKMEL, 4825
4bFE 3(Bp NH; -N: NOy -N=2: 8)B & VC &4 5
e hm 16. 2% 15. 6 %, DLAAS M BERE S BB H VC &
BEWAK, AL 6 M EH VC RESEL 11. 8%,
EETHEEESRERAE 2 5 CK HHHIE M 14. 0% 5,
HALHEN TRHRSBEERAK, SEFEERIE
BRALEE 4 [B{K 24. 00051, AR BN BER S B W
AK.

2.2.2 DARF-#HRE HRESRREXRIEMT
WEEERZ—. AXE—REHEEWERENEY,
ANEBARBRREA 8l 2% R ARES . BHImE
B MERXAR CLBNERET P REFIM
BEME ., AREXEARLYEAHRESEY
A (E 2, 2WMEALHECK TH R FHRRES
BEE A8 2 BARK. HRVBESEFHERE SR
29.1%~42.1%,A4b 3 6 FEKIEER K A8 4 K.
AR EERBRE KT8 Y mek S E B
BRALH,BREHSALASBO AN HERRY,
{R YA AR ER AR R R 4L, AR EL e P ik
W ERL RERLTA SRS . ZRARIEHTHEFE
MeikEESEmm AR mAAE EEEAY.

%3 ARARESHEHEHNBERRHBM
Table 3 Effect of nitrogen forms on quality of lettuce
na mR 5CK+% VC/mg » kg~1 5CK+% kst 5CK+% . Ijgu 5CK+%
Treatment  Nitrate/mg * kg~1 Soluble sugar/ % Amino acid/mg » kg~!
1 856.7 — 147.2 — 0, 836 - 221.4 —
2 801.1 —7.5 171.1 16.2 0.953 14.0 224.2 1.3
3 552.5 —35.5 170.1 15.6 0. 839 0.4 215.0 —2.9
4 524.9 —38.7 148.3 0.7 0, 887 6.1 168.3 —24.0
5 607.8 —29.1 144.0 —2.2 0. 790 —5.5 230.5 4.1
6 497.3 —42.1 129.9 —11.8 0, 824 —1.4 215.1 —2.8

2.3 ARARESELMNEHFSSBOEE
MR A TR ARERE SR LN ZFLRATERY

MARKALES BRELASEER, A8 6 WZ,BEE
FPMSELH, HMESRRNERES B TR
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BHLRSE. SCK HuidH 6 EFLBUTEMRMK
10. 8%, 4078 3 FAbEE 4 HIREMK 8. 10, 407 2 b3 5
MEeRmSENE CK MR 4AHE s REFLH S REMN
15. 0% , AL EX 2H S BEWAK.

£4 AAAEKSAGHREFSSENER
Table 4 Effect of nitrogen forms on nutrient content of lettuce %
L 2R 5CKt% 2R 5CKt% i 5 CK:%

Treatment Total N Total P Total K

1 3.32 - 0.37 - 3.74 -

2 3.08 —7.2 0.37 0 3.7 —0.8

3 3.14 —5.4 0,34 —8.1 3.8 +1.6

4 3.20 —3.6 0.34 —8.1 3.73 —0.3

5 3.50 +5.4 0,37 0 4,30 +15.0

6 3.44 +3.6 0.33 —10.8 3.61 —3.5

3 &ig

ARMHEE ER RS HFRE 29. 8% ~48. 2% (kb3
6 B5h . FRRRESASLBEFTBREK 4.5~
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VC 484138 n 16. 2% F01 15. 6%, AL 3 6 M RR{lE 5 45
VCERK1L8%., A 2 inBSEEHERSE 14
0%, 4b¥E 4 R FEER TR 24. 0% HALE
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ELWMARAECKO TR AH 2 5 CK MY, i
MRS B REE S’ 29. 1% ~42. 1%, LIAL 3 6 B&1%
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Effect of Nitrogen Forms on Quality and Nutrient Content of Lettuce

LI Hui-he
(Chongging University of Arts and Sciences, Yongchuan, Chongqing 402160)

Abstract; The effect of nitrogen forms on quality and nutrient content of lettuce were studied using method of hydroponic
culture, The results showed that biomass of lettuce were decreased by 4. 5% ~ 13. 2% and the root weight were
significantly decreased by 29. 8% ~48. 2% except in NHf : NO; =2(S)+2(Cl) : 6 treatment. The VC content of
lettuce were increased by 15.6%~16.2% in NHf -N : NO; -N=2 : 8 treatments and decreased by 11. 8% in NH; *
NO; =2(S)+2(CD : 6 treatment. The soluble sugar content of lettuce was increased by 14.0% in NH; : NOy =2(S) :
8 treatment and amino acid content was decreased by 24. 0% in NHY : - NH, : NO; =2(S) : 4 : 4 treatment, The
nitrate content of lettuce were decreased by 7. 5% ~42. 0%. The total N content of lettuce was increased with decreasing
nitrate-N, increasing ammonium-N or amide-N , which had different effects on the content of total P and total K in
lettuce. Taking yield and quality into consideration, the optimum treatment was NHY : NOy =2(Cl) : 8 for higher yield
and better quality of lettuce.

Key words: nitrogen form; lettuce;quality
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