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Study on Comparative Experiment of Green Chinese Onion Varieties in
the Northwest of Hebei Province

HUANG Wei' ,LIU Ling-di* , WANG Rong-rong' ,GAO Li!
(1. Department of Horticulture, College of Agricultural and Forestry Science and Technology » Hebei North University, Zhangjiakou, Hebei
07513132, Hebei Academy of Agricultural and Forestry Sciences,Shijiazhuang, Hebei 050011)

Abstract; Taking ¢ Zhanggiu Chinese onion’, ¢ Tiegandawutong’, ¢ Zhonghuajucongwang’ 3 Chinese onion varieties that

introduced to Northwest of Heibei province as materials,the growing character,disease resistance,yield and nutritional quality

were studied. The results showed that ‘Zhanggiu Chinese onion’ was the best among all Chinese onion varieties, with high

yield,strong disease resistance and good nutritional quality,which was suitable for popularizing in Bashang region.

Key words: green Chinese onion;yield;disease resistance;nutritional quality;northwest of Hebei
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F£,667 m’ ik 25 000 kg, A BIFLRM, Uk bR
BNAERKIER SRE -Be, AP — 1 EERNE
VDB A T LR T T ELE R AR R A iR
FPURIEAY . TEBX A RERE XV EAR
R AT » XX — FEIRAETRA RO A5 VAR 4
Y3 IR B A A 32 T 3 R A2 A5 A L B AR
bl IEAR, TR O YD BEEGE 3 000 2 YR

BRI —9~—6C., ERE/KE 200 mm 24, TFEH
158 d 245, 4 P 3R 8. 5°C, 4ERE TR & 198 mm, 4278
%&%& 1200 mm,
L2 Hmpe

P MF AR ECRTEILE 1. KB EAELSRY
H AR YRR 3 B, RV AR LR 2.

*1 Bk e RS ERIE

% 9&1%?&‘%'3@%1%&:&%&0 Iﬂﬁ#y?@g H ﬁ'ﬁ?ﬁ%ﬂ’*ﬁ@ﬁﬁ Table 1 Varieties,code and source tested list
K EAERE AT H ™, RV RS ERE LY K, e ) SRR
AR ER LA [ E N AN E LY 10 A BB R iRAT, B 7E 101 12 57 AN BRI B
S 5 B X M B AR 2 w7 R AR
103 “N” WHR AR
1 Mﬂl_ﬁjj_;i 104 “HeBR 39-79” zciiﬁii\t:ﬁ
L1 a5 105 “Rep” FA T 7 2R
PRITE T B AR B 22 B b 207 Mk Bl BB T & 106 “BB 2 WHEIAE TR L
X B RESORIR 2 AT, BOBIR E 454 20 m X 20 m, % 107 “HA LR WA AL
SEARA ISR R R F R RK S o AR
MERRTEFR 2 105°53' ~106°36' AL 45 38°26' ~38°48' 2 [i] , 109 Rl ARSI WAL
PERIRE T, PSR 8~97C; K BRSNS T = o LR TR AR
*2 I AR R
Table 2 The physicochemical properties and structures of sand
pH 2ih/g kg™l AHA/g-keT! 2RA/g-ke! 2EBF/gekeT! 2RH/go kel HMA/mge kgl HHBE/mge kg HMH/mg e kg!
7.39 0.55 0.57 0.13 0.14 18 14 28 48

L3 Rk

KA RER VBB AR, BER T 0. 8 m BEK
8 m, VAT 0.4 m,HER 0.5 m, /DX 9.6 m?, #EEE
45 cm, fTHE 60 cm, XUATEAE , F5 M AF 1 4L 36 #E, K58
KA ERYLHES,3 IREE ., WK F 2011 4 8 A 31
H%EAH,2012 48 1 A 20 HHfL,

SRR VAT , EAE RS AT (0] A 1AL A0 AR AU
B, A T IR, B A WG S R CE R e
Mz 3.4,

x3 EIVHWEFREERS

Table 3 Grain of sand pepper nutrient solution formula

JLE NO;—-N  NH;t-N P K Ca Mg S
# i /mmol « L1 12 1.3 1.3 3 2 L5 2

x4 ERRMETEERLRS

Table 4 Nutrient solution trace elements general formula table

TE Fe B Mn 7n Cu Mo
W /mg e L1 3 0.5 0.5 0. 05 0. 02 0.01

A AL PRBENLLEHL 5 bREERE N 9 A 11 HIT R, BhR
15 d MEBRAM A bR ZEHL L R K A B (R R 2 Y
W) HHATGI o, T PIILAE R 5 K. 2
BHBUE Y], FE K F] 7000 B E A AL BEHBUT 7R
A SR BYCRYURHE R B AR E R SR
HI AR AL BN X RERLRAE 10 IR T 50 80 % HE 1T BN
A BRINAE . T 201148 11 A 5 H VAR B i 3, 8
E PR AR 1/10 RHE R .

L4 THWE

AIEHEER Y& B A TR E T E ; B S &
SR I JECHR) L g 30 2 T 5 A HLBR 2 8 SR P BRI
FELT PN MR A8 (A R O R b ki E" .
2 HRESW
2.1 NIRRT AT B EHdg

%2 5 A, AT THOTERT R , 110 S 891 T HUTE
AR 9 A 18 H, B BB FHE S F, BB K & Fh
105 S THTFERT ] B 9 d,(HEE 8 ANahFiAE BRI THOT
AERT I AH2E RS IR K, M K B FFAERT R F , 110 B 6
B, AR 105,102,103 5/ 9.8.7 d, Lk HE 6 AN FP
B 3~6 d NG, T AL ] B 45 ST TRl AR R

x5 AEAHEWSEMEFTHHIER

Table 5 Comparison of growth period of different pepper varieties

AR EARTH TIROTIERTE],  WEREIFIE  TIREURRTE HRESR

e /A-H A-H e/ H-H /A-H it E]/ A -H
101 8-27 9-24 11-1 10-8 11-29
102 8-27 9-24 11-4 10-15 12-3
103 8-27 9-24 11-3 10-10 11-28
104 8-27 9-21 10-31 10-6 11-23
105 8-27 9-27 11-5 10-17 12-2
106 8-27 9-23 10-31 10-8 11-28
107 8-27 9-24 10-29 10-6 11-25
108 8-27 9-22 10-28 10-6 11-27
109 8-27 9-22 10-28 10-5 11-27
110 8-27 9-18 10-27 10-3 11-18

I IABURN 5 K B 45 SR At R i — A B 110 5 B R 3
L #$,101.104.106.107.108.109 B & Fh 45 B it [a] A PR AR
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K, BT R BRI BB a], 102,103, 105 B 2 B 3 5 Fil
MCRBER I, 110 A RBG Rl 104,106,108,109,
2.2 RIS PRI SRR A LR

2.2.1 RFBRHS PRk R AZEE A L I 1 AT,
Fiti 2 ) RO HRE RS AL R 1R 22 B0 ST R 388 i 5 A 1
G104 SRR MEE 10 A 20 HE SHERFE
BERER AR BEERLE 11 A 20 HEF 104 55
FiBRR{ R 63 cm, 102 B 5 Bk i ik 2 £ R 78 cm, 11
A 5 HRZMERK, Frik#E 11 A 5 HMOF 2040, %
B 104 BRfHRESHERMkEEREE HE R
R EZ A B3, RS S R 0328
TR R 7E — R 710 I PR R AR AR 85 » B2 Yl 4, fIEL A A v
SHEIR , T LA BUIE ‘B W80 B AR S R 3R 47 iR 56 P
104 5,102 AR EE, NRBFHZMAETHNZE
FLAYREA LA H ER S 11 A 20 H, 20 280
#EHLCN10 A 5 HG, AR SFRZEERIE 2R, 7%
10 A 20 HAAZMZ FREIHR K11 A 5 HFZEME
g BN R BB AN, 104 FA OB BAR T HE
sn A, ZORLHOR , R 5 (IR, SRR 0 [ S . R
FERUD AR B , B0 0 ve EE 2 MM XL A, 11 A 5 H
Ja R FEAREA, BT AR #E 11 A 5 HHAT £
M. Hi#E 6 AI%1,101.105.106,108.109,110 £ i Fb i) 2%
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Fig. 1 The comparison of plant height and

stem diameter of different pepper varieties
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A5, 200 F 2 Ek#E 101.105.106,108,109,110 &
FFPELLT . SRR R 2R R £ 101,105,106, 108,
109,110 5 @ Fpa ity

2.2.2 AFFHBSFHEHFZESEALE HE 200
HLOBWEMNMERIES, AHGREEEI RS
FEARRIHa%E,9 A 20 HE 10 A 5 H, M MRAE KR, &
MFRSEMN,10 A5 HEEMSRSEWINEZE.
110 & FF 10 A 20 HE B @RS ESHEMF LT
ZREBAZER 10 HFf BTG EEERR,102 55
SBHSGRETERIN E—EBBEN, AR TENRK
BT iR YA RE RS, A 10 H 20 HE 11 A 20 H,
MM RRIEARNTAL, BT LIS 11 A 5 HEf 2
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Fig. 2 The comparison of total chlorophyll content of

different pepper varieties

&6 TRGMRARFKES EEMBHERSELR

Table 6 Comparison of plant height,stem diameter and
chlorophyll content of different pepper varieties
R R/ cm 25/ mm St E A i SPAD

101 73.4aA 10. 41abAB 57. 3bB
102 72.1laA 9. 4bcAB 53.1bB
103 67. 3aAB 9. 21bcAB 55. 6bB
104 50. 9bB 8.37¢B 57. 9abB
105 66. 0aAB 9. 82abcAB 54. 9bB
106 68. 7aA 10. OabcAB 55. 5bB
107 62. 9aAB 9. 16bcAB 54. 9bB
108 68. 0aA 10. 07abcAB 56. 3bB
109 71. 2aA 10. 24abcAB 56. 4bB
110 72. 7aA 11. 58aA 62. 6aA

2.3 IR[FIBH SRR 7 B AR

f1# 7 A7%1,101,109,110 B SR E = BHZEAR K,
HWHE SRR, 104 5 &F = EHEXTE /N, B 109
S AT AT &R 2 508. 2 kg/667m” 5 103 5
Py~ & 591. 96 kg/667m’, ;7 & 4 45 SR & B4, 101,
109110 E@FM B2 S HEMMAERBRER , N &
3k 101,109,110 B FhFp, 06 B3 IR = 2 A0, IR
AL, MR 11 ARERF 2 A, BT, BER
%, FBOHRM TR, = BEARIEE M,
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Table 7 The comparison of production of different pepper varieties

A R AN 7 SF-H 667 m? ik
Varieties Fruit type Yield persection/ kg Average yield of 667 m?/kg
101 L=y:e) 34.52 2 398.42
102 L=y:e) 26.92 1 870. 38
103 $M 27.58 1916.24
104 L=y:e) 25. 04 1739.76
105 L=y:e) 27.46 1 907. 90
106 $M 28.10 1 952. 36
107 L=y:e) 28.70 1 994. 05
108 $M 28. 68 1 992. 66
109 $M 36. 10 2 508. 20
110 $M 35. 96 2 498. 47

2.4 ANFEBHEFRBURTE LB

FH R 8 AJ 41,107,108 5 & B BRABCRE 8 T 43 9
YRR AN A 229617 %, FE 3T 55 5 5 103,106 5 &
BRI RAL N 896 FEXTERAR , B AH b H & S PR A
58, H B AR AORRER A T X T Z (8], BAUREE N
HAREAE T P RE LA EENRE. THAER
BERR IR, R AR R R, T DA 12 3% BB
I SRR 7E = B R ST e B R L S R, [ — A
BURPELF B G B EAEXT AR, Fr LU B R 2 5
I B R, 2 5 103,106 S 5 A PR B A
5 101,109,110 5 @ F AR LR A PUR R 5 Rk
101,109,110 7,

%38 A EHMAFTHEE LB

Table 8 The comparison of disease resistance of different pepper varieties

i RS RIREC RIRE
Varieties Number of survey/#f Number of incidence/ ¥k Incidence/ %
101 36 4 11
102 36 5 14
103 36 3 8
104 36 5 14
105 36 4 11
106 36 3 8
107 36 8 22
108 36 6 17
109 36 4 11
110 36 4 11

2.5 NIRRT A o TR EL AR
M 9w A, BN S B R . 107>>104 >108>

109>>106>>110>>105>>103>>101>>102, £ & Ffr [i] 22 F- 45
KR C A BIFE X .110>105=102>>109>101>
106>>108>103>104>107; AHLER S EBME A K. 44k
£ C B2EEBMGS NS W EER IR Z —, K2 B
FIA VLR & &, Bk 101,102.105,109,110 B 44 % C
FRERE.GAMRNE R, BEAER CETERR
HEAT, FIRT B Z R e, BN R b RN R
B U S EHAEZEAKRMMHERAER T, FBEETEW
[=2 (i
x9 A E B S G R LB

Table 9 The comparison of quality of different pepper varieties

A~
g WA % C Al roma
Total sugar Organic acids
Varieties Vatimin C content/mg « (100g) ~"!FW
content/ % content/ %
101 38.03 280. 42 2.71
102 31. 80 301. 21 2. 56
103 51.71 246. 41 3.03
104 84. 63 244.52 3.01
105 52.32 301. 21 3.53
106 59. 53 255. 86 3.17
107 85.43 229. 40 3.01
108 77.73 253.97 2. 94
109 65. 33 284. 20 2.55
110 58. 86 335. 22 3. 46
3 Hig

IR 1 VDR PR AR K A bR BBV LT
HowrE B IR SRR 12 57 WE” S
K3 NSRRI THE MM S HEETE
BBV e P .

S 230k
(1] 7. BHs: R B Rt sT s R ). RITHE 3K, 2004(2) : 34-37.
(2] FE2E,FRIE, TR HHSS BB SRS AR,
1998(6) :6-7.
[3] ER%MF, ERL, FIBME. TR/ ST]. KILHESE, 2005(4)
5-6.
(4] ZDR,ZE, THRE. WM EMCR ] KRR,
1989(2) :6-7.
[5] 4R®r. M4 M35 S IM]. U5 AL AR, 2007,
(6] &R YA BB FARIMI. Jb5T .t FE 5 H R A 5 2000.

Introduction Test of Sand Culture Facilities Pepper in Ningxia

YANG Fei,GAO Yan-ming, LI Jian-she
(College of Agricultural, Ningxia University, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750021)

Abstract; Taking ten varieties of pepper in and out doors as test materials, some new varieties of peppers which were

suitable to be largely cultivated in sand facilities in Ningxia were selected. The results showed that three varieties of

pepper of ‘Zhongshou No. 12”7 (101), ‘Jinzechangjiao’ (110) and ‘Aolei”’ (109) were better than others in the aspects of

early ripping, total output and disease resistence, so they were suitable to be largely cultivated in sand facilities in

Ningxia.

Key words: facilities;sand culture;pepper;introduction test
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