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Table 1 Effect of treatment on tomato growth

HE B HAK  BEKE =4

(m) (No.) (cm) (em)
TR 4.37a 63.8a 6.85a 1.2776a
CK 4.34a 63.9a 6.80a 1.1280a

#: ASREIFEBRRERE P<0.05 BEKF, TH.
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Table2 Effect of treatment on tomato fruit setting

A3 RIS (No) FAXREME (No) HHEHE %)
TR 19.9a 14.8a 74.65a
CcK 20.1a 13.2b 65.51b

£3 TESEMNER~RARHER

Table 3  Effect of treatment on tomato yield

it BERM (No) BRE g R kgk)
TR 1328.7a 130.9% 176.95a
CK 1279.3b 127.02b 164.56b
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Table 4 Effect of treatment on fruit quality of tomato

Ll EEBE E-Lill. Ve b2

(g/kg) (g/kg) (mg/100g) (g/kg)
TR® 21.2a 3.6a 9.38a 39.0a
ck® 209a 3.5a 9.33a 38.0a
TR® 30.6a 4.8a 143a 49.0a
CK® 30.52 4.8a 13.0b 47.0a
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Effects of Sequential Top Dressings different in N:K on Yield and Quality of Tomato in Greenhouse

GAO Xin-hao'?, ZHANG Zhi-bin?, GUO Shi-rong'
( 1 College of Horticulture, Nanjing Agricultural University, Nanjing 210095, China;
2 Institute of Vegetables and Flowers, Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Beijing 100081, China)

Abstract: During the growth of tomato over the winter in greenhouse, the crop needs more nitrogen and potassium fertilizers than
phosphorus fertilizer, and a proper N:K ratio in fertilization is very important for the crop. An experiment was ca;'ried out on sequential top dressings
different in N:K ratio to determine their effects on fruit setting and quality of the fruits of tomato growing over the winter in greenhouse. Two
treatments were both designed to have 11 top dressings. Treatment One, as control, had a fixed N:K ratio (N:K,O = 1:1.2) and Treatment Two varied
ones, i.e. 3 top dressings (N:K;O = 1:1) at the fruit-setting stage, 3 (N:K,O = 1:1.2) at the initial harvesting stage, 3 (N:K,O = 1:1.4) at the
mid-harvesting stage, and 2 (N:K,O = 1:1.2) at the late harvesting stage. Results showed that the two treatments differed slightly in plant shape
indices, e.g. stem diameter, and in total number of fruit tassels, but Treatment Two had a bigger number of effective fruit tassels. During the
harvesting season, Treatment Two significantly increased the number of fruits set and single fruit weight, which resulted in a significant increase in
tomato yield. The two treatments did not differ much in their effects on fruit quality at the initial harvesting stage, but did significantly at the late
harvesting stage, especially in terms of V¢ content in fruit. The fruits harvested at the late stage were found to be higher than the ones harvested at the
initial harvesting stage in all the quality indices.

Key words: Tomato, Greenhouse, Overwintering cultivation, Nitrogen-potassium fertilizer, Yield, Fruit quality



