- SRR -

F @ % 201509):150~157

DOI.:10. 11937/ bfyy. 201509043

W53 it A~ [5) A T AR X 25 70 7= 2 0 am JBe RO =2 )

= E., 5

W, * B &, & B

(L BrgiA My R2p R 508 222 B Bl S8 ST 830052; 2. Hidl BN AL BARMES 0, Bise BN 841000

W E. ARG EAM, S A KB R 5 R et B AR F A 2000, 8
BAETRR ARG ARARR T @IEtF3%ZEfn R % R, ZREN AL T
e, Ertkd TRk RENERE REABBEEFCAHAZ . TELESZ . HRILHR
B AMBRA FEAK, AR —A4TE . BT ERBRARE, AR T 17 749 ke/667m’ ; f R
#F N 2000 )&, FHede A PTRE, BIBR LA 2] T 16.97, Bk, e 8 — 847 T8 3 & 46 7~

2, E H 2000 TIRGE R B,
KR RN AL R R S R
hE 4S5 FES .S 641. 2067, 2

FFn (Lycopersicon esculentum MilD J& i F}F (Solanace-
ae) Tl JB—AF A B ASKE ) 55| 44 VU LA A T IR B 7
1, HRSCERFE AR, & 100 g #REK
4 94 g e JAKALA Y 2.5~3.8 g BB R 0.6~1.2 g,
AR C20~30 mg, R AL EMAY MR T YHH
MLERSE . AT AE & & &0 Tl AR 7 il 3 L 7 S SR
9 o JE AT B B MBS AR R,

FeAn R W, AR A F LR K B RIE
WMEHAEY), BRKE, FEAAFHEREMN. BE
RES ML wARIE, DEKEL K E, Fii-&R
R ERIFE B, RARFRE 1 EHRE M, 4
e R, MHEIMIAE XARARSME A, B B E R T

F—EER AR B A67), %, M+, BB AEZRFRER
BABERRERZAAHE P T4, E-mail: huiwall03@126.
com,

FEMEE A F 1962, F M, #%, E ZRFRAERERE
WA A # % 148, E-mail: xjndqinyong@sina. com.
BEETH:HBEERARRTRA"ERFTRFTHA A
(201130104-2-1),

s EHE:2015—01—19

NXEFRIRFE A  XE4HS:1001—0009(2015)09—0154—04

Kt FAEYI v B 2R, 8 i v R B W T & FE T B
HARARG R HED LS P AR SRS, i
AR AR A 7 R AL VE Y8 5% Bl 1A FE L Bk 20 K
JEARKE TR —FEREGE . &R A= HAR
F) & SR FNRL A B 25, i T AEL A et ke ik £ HL 7 )
ZAEY E RN Ak Rz, B E A BT E
W HRFES ERIGES T oA .
A O oA 2 AT SR e R R A2
B TET RS, A 45 P T S Ko Ao 7= 2 AR SR S 5 R ) B T
{82 A AR T AR & B Fe i _b AR AR SRR

IR LR A 2 ikt 78 FLAE K ) 43
FmEiE 500 A5RKH .1 000 £57F #1 2 000.2 500 % & B8
BEIRWL 0. 200 BEIR — S B , BIF 93 45 Vi BE o T AR X 3 A
R R AR, LA g A (] it TR AE 2 A b A R R 42
H—EMSHIKE .
1 #MRS5F*
L1 REeAk

BRI SR R £, AR 2 KRR B
AR R,

Abstract ; Taking soil of grape root zone as material ,soil samples collected from some representative ‘ Thompson seedless’

vineyards in Turfan region were used to test the content of organic matter and nutrient element (N,P,K,B,Fe,Zn,Mn,

Cuw). The results showed that organic matter content was at the low level, total nitrogen and available nitrogen content

was in a state of lack, available phosphorus and available potassium contents were rich, effective boron and effective

copper content were at a higher level, but Fe,Zn and Mn contents were lack of status in different extent. In general,

vineyard soil in Turfan region should be increased organ matter fertilization. And at the same time, balanced fertilization

according to different soil textured,tree age and local conditions should be adjusted to.

Keywords ; Turfan region; ‘ Thompson seedless’ grape;soil nutrient;analysis
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Table 1 Effects of different treatments on growth of tomato
hby 73 el FEK LIRS 58 MR LS Sy
Treatment  Plant height/cm Stem diameter/ mm Internodes length/cm Leaf length/cm Leaf width/cm Plant width/cm Chlorophyll content/SPAD value
1 (CK) 134. 80cBC 19. 20bB 3.72dC 15. 27aA 9. 15abA 66. 72aA 50. 21bcB
2 134.14cC 19. 00bB 3. 89bcBC 15. 04aA 9. 29abA 64. 19bB 51. 12bB
3 137.13bB 18. 96bB 4. 12aA 14. 70aA 8. 68bA 66. 62aA 50. 91bB
4 139. 76aA 20. 42aA 3. 79c¢dBC 15. 09aA 9. 05abA 66. 64aA 54. 98aA
5 140. 92aA 18. 61bB 3.99abAB 15. 31aA 9. 6laA 64. 55bB 49.77cB

HANEFERE 0.05 R BERT, KEFRHRE 0.0l ZRBEKT. TH.

Note: Different lowercase letters show significant difference at 0. 05 levels, different capital letters show significant difference at 0. 01 levels. The same as follow.
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3.72% AbFE 1 B/NKy 3. 23%0 A0 FH 2 S540FH 4 Z2H ARG
FH 0P 1 5403 3 2R EE,

A EAh B 2 il SR SL R B RN

Table 2 Effect of different treatments on fruit characters of tomato
WE Ab¥E 1 AbFE 2 Ab3HE 3 Ab¥E 4 Ab¥R 5
Item Treatment 1(CK) Treatment 2 Treatment 3 Treatment 4 Treatment 5
Y AR Fruit vertical/ mm 63. 88bAB 65. 23aA 63. 06bcB 62. 76cB 65. 22aA
SRSLKEFR Fruit width/mm 76. 29¢C 79. 90abAB 77. 91bcABC 77. 33¢BC 80. 58aA
SILHE B (PR Hi42) Fruit shape index(vertical/ width) 0. 84aA 0. 82abA 0.81bA 0. 81bA 0. 81bA
S50 3 Fruit ventricular/ 4~ 5. 33bcAB 5.13cB 5. 6abAB 5. 23bcAB 5.73aA
SR PJESE Fruit flesh thickness/cm 6. 47bAB 6. 35bB 6. 02cC 6. 65aA 6. 32bB
B AL T8 Seed number per fruit/ /4~ 116. 27dD 124. 67dCD 150. 63bB 137. 63cBC 190. 67aA
T4 & Dry matter content/g 7.03cC 8.27bB 8.04bB 8.21bB 9.0laA
B Single fruit weight/g 217.67c¢C 224. 00cC 236. 67bB 220. 67¢C 259. 00aA
F#E Lt Dry-fresh ratio/ % 3.23cC 3. 69aAB 3. 40bAB 3.72aA 3. 47bABC

2.3 Z[RIA FELN 2 3 R S it R ) 5 el

fH 2 3 AT, 7 °] ¥ I [ B 4 O T, AR EE 3 WDV
BRI ERE N 4. 17%, 4038 1 vl iEtEER Y & B R
i 4.07% A0 4 5403 5 2R RN 58, 403 3 5403 1
EREEEVHERESE . AHE 1 HERS &
RN 0.75% 4b 3 3 AT MR & B R ALK 0.25%, 4b
2 545 2R AEE A1 540383 Z5 B E;

x3

TE B BR L 75 T AR B 3 [ AR LU A i 16. 97, AL 2 1 [ AR
P fih 5. 43,4030 2 5407 5 ZRABE A3 5
AbBE 1 2SR e gEAE RK C S BT A0 B 5 4EAE
R CEHE&EAN 159. 00 mg/ke, 4B 1 iR C HBR
&4 117. 87 mg/ ke, 4b3E 3 HALEE 5 2R AWE ALHE 5
HAbH 1 2R e,

7 B 4b 38 3+t 25 il R 52 A BT RO RS0

Table 3 Effect of different treatments on fruit quality of tomato
e TR E TR A R R SE R & [Eif:3=4 SfAEXCEFR
T Soluble solid content Titratable acid Ratio of TSS Vitamin C content
reatment /% content/ % to total acid /(mg + kg7 1FW)
1 (CK) 4. 07bA 0. 75aA 5.43dD 117. 87dD
2 4. 15abA 0. 50cC 8. 24bB 143. 77bB
3 4.17aA 0. 25dD 16. 97aA 155. 27aA
4 4. 09abA 0. 66bB 6. 24cC 128. 90cC
5 4. 11abA 0.52¢C 7.87bB 159. 00aA
2.4 RN[RIALFEXT A B R e F4 AELEIFEHMEKRTENF M
EE/%% 4 Ef%ﬂ ’ E$%Eﬁﬁ ’ &J:}E 5 i%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂ Table 4 Effect of different treatments on yield of tomato
259. 00 g, AhFH 1 R T HR K 217. 67 g, b1 2 54074 . BRE MARGRE AR 667 m? = fit
LBEFRBH SIS SIS BH RIS 78 s b ol 51 1
g per plant/] g g
7‘5‘@ ’&J:}E 4 $H§Z§%ﬁ%§j\] 24' 07 /I\ ’ﬂﬁ 2 iﬂ&éﬁ% 1 (CK) 217.67c¢C 21. 47¢dBC 4.67¢C 13 838cC
B/ R 2120 S 03 1 AN 3 2RARE A2 5 2 224.00cC 21 20dC 4.75¢C 14 074¢BC
ﬂﬁ 4 %ﬁw@%;ﬁ$%F§ﬁE ,ﬂ}ﬂ 5 $%F§% 3 236. 67bB 22. 53bcABC 5.37bB 15 912bAB
4 220. 67c¢C 24.07aA 5.31bB 15 734bAB
5 0 5.99 ke, AREE 1 BARRTBRARAEN 4. 67 ke 403 3 4k 5 259. 00aA 23. 13abAB 5. 99aA 17 749aA

BAERARE LS S50 1 253 W EE ;7 667 m’
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Effect of the Different Foliar Spraying on the Yield and Quality of Tomato

WU Hui' ,MA Wei' , WU Mo-han? , QIN Yong'
(1. College of Forestry and Horticulture, Xinjiang Agricultural University, Urumqi, Xinjiang 830052; 2. Bazhou Agricultural Technology
Extension Centre, Bazhou, Xinjiang 841000)

Abstract; Taking tomato species ‘Fuman Shiwang’ as the test material, several foliar fertilizers (Ougan, Leili 2000,
Changsheng Tong nutrient solution, potassium dihydrogen phosphate) were sprayed during the tomato growth period,the
effect of foliar fertilizers on the fruit quality and yield of tomato were studied. The results showed that after sprayed
several foliar fertilizers,plant height,length of the section,simple fruit weight,length, breadth, vitamin C content, surger
content,the ratio of surger to acid were all increased compared to control, while titratable acid content was decreased. The
production of tomato reached 17 749 kg/667m’ by spraying potassium dihydrogen phosphate;the quality of tomato was
the best by spraying Leili 2000,and the ratio of sugar to acid reached a maximum value(16. 97). Therefore, potassium
dihydrogen phosphate could improve the yields of tomato,and Leili 2000 could improve the quality of tomato.

Keywords : tomato; foliar fertilizer;yield;quality
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