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Effects of Growth Retardants on Growth of Different Sweet Cherry Variety in Greenhouse

ZHANG Gui-xia' ,LIU Yan-jun' , YANG Jing-hui' ,SUN Ru-qing' , LI Shuang-yue',LI Jian-hua®
(1. Department of Horticulture, Tianjin Agriculture College, Tianjin 300384; 2. Baodi District Gaojiazhuang Township Government, Tianjin
301800)

Abstract; Taking three sweet cherry as materials, the effects of different concentrations of CCC and B9 by spraying on the
leaf on three cultivars were compared and studied,in order to provide reference on controlling excessive growth of sweet
cherry in greenhouse. The results showed that the plant height was decreased and the stem diameter was increased by
spraying of CCC and B9, and the effects of inhibition strengthened with the concentration increasing. The optimum
treatment of two growth retardants was 4 000 mg/L. The plant height of ‘SUM” and ‘AN’ and ‘MZ’ were respectively
decreased by 28.5%,27.4% and 18. 4% ,and the stem thickening were respectively increased by 24.7%,25.3% and
24.4% in the condition of 4 000 mg/L for CCC. The plant height of three sweet cherry cultivars were respectively
decreased by 36.9%,35.2% and 36.2%,and the stem thickening were respectively increased by 26.7%,27.71 and
25.6% when they treated with B9 under 4 000 mg/L. The dwarfing effects of ‘SUM’ and ‘AN’ were stronger than
those of ‘MZ’ when they treated with CCC of the same concentration, The effects of B9 on plant height were larger than
those of CCC,but the effects of CCC and B9 on stem thickening of three cultivars were the same.
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Table 1  Comparison on the plant characters of tested cultivars
B M Ey B EEWOR W o
/em /mm /cm /cm
“Bz [ 316” 45. 5ab 6. 6¢ 39. 6a 21.0a s,  HH
“KI4:E” 45. 1ab 7. 3ab 36. 6ab 19. 5a Wk B
“I g 46. 5a 7. 1bc 39. 1a 21. la 4fh, =R
“HARKN” 47. 2a 8. 0a 38. 8ab 20. 4a s,  HH

“IE{E157(CK) 43.1b 6.5¢ 35.1b 19. 6a Waktn, HvE

2.2 A AR g
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Table 2

Comparison on the fruit characteristics of tested varieties

WE R RE4R

Hh Jeum Jem Jem ESIZ 1 G 57 [=Y:1
“BR I 316” 2.0ab 2. 7ab 23.4a 8.9a  KEME MH
“KEFE” 1. 9ab 3.0a 23. 0a .76 KEME MK

“)1 g7 1.8b 2. 8ab 23.1a 8.1ab  KEMIL H
“HAKN” 2.1a 2.6b 20. 3b 8.0ab  KEME MH
“Ef£187(CK) 1.8b 2.7b 20. 2ab 7.6b  KEMY WA
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“BrE 3167 JIEFR 27, HoA B A L X R 74.506 .
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“BR I 316”5 % REAH IR Sb » He e 44 A PR T4
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Table 3 Comparison on the fruit quality traits of tested varieties
i &SRR & it fAERCHR TR &R

/% /mg + (100g) 1 /%
“BRFH 316” 2.8 3.56 6.9
K45 2.3 4.78 6.8
WLE 2.4 3.18 6.8
“HAERN” 2.6 2.44 6.8
“IEfE 157 (CK) 2.8 2.74 7.0
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AR ER RS 18 B T IEE 1 5 (CK) L HEER
K, R JRig R 9. 0, B B A AmESH".
CHASR? B FI“BR 1 316”7 1 BE T & R HL“1E
1B (CR)4FBIME 3. 4.1, 3,0.8,0. 7 NE 43
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Table 4 Comparison of yield and

disease resistance of test varieties

667 m? R 667 m?

HRE AR RRRE
o /g Wik i T E R/ %
/kg /kg

“BLH 316” 70.5 1392.5 4495.3 4.2 4.6
“Kir&E” 60. 2 1243.1 3868.1 5.3 1.9
“I|mF” 70. 3 1246.5 4023.5 6.9 4.5
“HAKN” 51.0 1124.4 2 940.0 8.9 4.0
“FE157(CK) 554 10411 3294.8 3.7 5.3

3 ititE%RR

BRBUR IR A 3 X BRI ) EE PR Z —, H
PRI R R A EE B Y A R LB AR , TR A
R R UE N RS . BRI EE AR
it 33 - SRR L i o S 97 206 A B0 T - R R B
TEELBRA B 0 O e BB . B R A IX R
M USRS Wi A, A BR AR B 3t 08 0 e A R A LR L3
VF1) S 30 7 JE§ AN TN o TC 4 2 R 3 B R AT ZE AN IS
BRI b FEAT B S AR, BRALMR R A R O 2
Jit» BEA RO Pk o3 2= SRR BRI OF I S8
AR R P 0 R4 TR B ARk & FR ) 22 T 1]
Z—.o PRI, I JR8 TG e 2 o 3 5 AR ) 82 BT 5 » O
T B 2 M TG - R ) BRAR Fh  AR JT a

EUB R B AY E B E 2 —, KA E 21 AT

4T BRAEE S & B A5 o M+ A 3 B W PRI, R A G
TR IR S IRAEY A 7 LR B B A RCR

IR SR EY 4 NS B A BRS FP R R Y
BT AL M RRAE A B S A A HRIR TR R RAR K, SR 588y
HEEAT, PRKEF 20.0 cm B b, I EHGEF]
7.0 LA b, SRS R O RO, X3 O 2 el AR R 2R
M. “BrH 3167 Z5FFAHXT R 55, 76 B F B A B
IKRE AR A A< 3 BE P AE V& 78 » XA R B /s 28 4k & LAB)y
IR . BB Pt T B B T AR A
F I, PR 316”7, “ KAk 4 757 F“)I B R I 4T, R
“BRH 3167 “ KM 75" . “ NI EF”3 A i B 5 W] 18 SRy g
H YR = B ZEBMTC 2 R O E B .

P TR 15 1 7 A R R, X AP R Y
BORAZS. PR, 3R O A & BB
IR R A Rt — TR

S 30k
(1] B&%, FRE. AR E LI AR MR ] My
E 5k, 2003,9(2) :238-241.
[2] B2%, TRA. HOLEEEIUH LR E T £ 8 3% 50 Ly /9 F
ET0. ARk T AR 3R ,2002 GE ) : 193-196.
[3] HEIAAEE EW, S AVAESRAT L RERARAREEREH
FERT]. B2 ,1996,23(2) :139-144.
(4] AR AHAEBBEELRBERFSAERAESEXI]L PEE
320003 H)) :40-45.
[5] E¥ EKAKRE - ABGEHRK « BFRF HLREHEOFMN

an R A & F R EARR LT, LT, 2009(10) £ 155-157.

(6] FkS A EEARB AR R MIOR S & RATRT]. HRR LB,
2004(2) :6-8.

(7] %%, FiEW, ETTH, %, ¥ Eaus 8% & £ NE XS4 AT
R BB ,1997(2) . 70-72.

FAEEE KRB AR, S EOR™ A S R
TEZEFUR I 2000 T BB 5 18 B 28 K, R A
B EEA EOYEEE R RIR. B RN R i
SBROBBURI AR B P K B 9 3 5 2450 BT IR R AN, 13
I FERLIIK 2006 ~90 905 , S 1k it o 76 0 o B 4 4%

Comparison Trial of Pepper Varieties under Facility Soilless Media Cultivated

SUN Xiao-jun' , WANG Qiang® ,LI Cui-mei® ,GAI Jiang-feng* , Beilikezi «+ AXIMU®
(1. Institute of Plant Protection, Xinjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Urumgqi, Xinjiang 830091 ; 2. Institute of Horticulture, Xinjiang
Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Urumgqi, Xinjiang 8300915 3. Centre of Agricultural Techniques Extension of Shule County, Shule, Xinjiang
84420034, Agriculture Bureau of Shule County,Shule, Xinjiang 844200)

Abstract ; Taking ‘Bantian316” , ‘ Dabanjinxiu’ , ‘Chuanye” , ¢ Japan changchuan’pepper cultivars that introduced from Japan
as materials, ¢ Zhengjia No. 1’ as control, that the botanical characters, trade traits, fruit quality and yield of pepper
varieties were comprehensive evaluated,in order to select the pepper varieties that were suitable for soilless cultivation in
Kashi greenhouse. The results showed that ‘Bantian316”,  Dabanjinxiu”, ¢ Chuanye’ varieties of grew well, upright, the
fruit of long claw-shaped longitudinal diameter reached 20 cm or more,had thin crisp, spicy,the type of fruit index reached
more than 7, its production, quality and disease resistance showed better performance, three varieties adapted to the
climate and consumption habits, as in the Fall Winter crop production the soilless substrate cultivars to introduce and
promote in Kashi area.

Key words: pepper ;soilless substrate culture;variety comparison

44

PDF SCH# ] "pdfFactory Pro™ X RAG)E www. Fineprint.cn



http://www.fineprint.cn

