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Table I Amounts of manure and fertilizers used in different treatments
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Table 2 Effect of manure/fertilizer ratio on growth of tomato

sl R (em) e E 2 (mm)
(3% N E ) T AHXT (%) Ty AHXF (%) S AHXS (%)

CK 78.0a 99.5 15.1a 98.7 8.7¢c 77.0
0% 784 a 100 153 a 100.0 11.3b 100.0
30% 81.9a 104.5 154 a 100.6 134a 118.6
50% 85.8a 109.4 16.7a 109.2 134a 118.6
70% 80.3 a 102.4 159 a 103.9 13.2a 116.8

100% 79.1a 100.9 157 a 102.6 144 a 127.4
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Table 3  Effect of manure/fertilizer ratio on fruit-setting of tomato

Ak B1ARE (M) B2 68 (D) HIUS (1)
GEFEN LD ) HIXE (%) ) HHAS (%) T4 HHXE (%)

CK 33 89.0 2.6 89.7 6.8b 81.0
0% 3.7 100.0 2.9 100.0 84b 100.0
30% 43 116.0 39 1345 114a 135.7
50% 4.5 121.6 39 134.5 12.1a 144.1
70% 4.4 118.9 39 134.5 1.1ax 132.1
100% 54 145.9 4.1 141.4 129a 153.6
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Table 4 Effect of manure/fertilizer ratio on yield and marketability of tomato

b B W (R AR B
CREFE N LD P R (%) i R (%) [ HIXE (%)

CK 20.3b 74.9 0.06 b 0.2 27.1¢ 56.6
0% 304a 65.7 0.37b 0.8 46.3b 100.0
30% 4244 60.7 1.29b 1.8 69.9a 145.6
50% 3l.1a 51.2 1.43b 24 60.7a 126.6
70% 334a 52.2 1.00 b 1.6 64.0a 133.4

100% 36.7a 56.6 2.67a 4.1 64.8a 135.1
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Fig. 1 Effect of manure/fertilizer ratio on biomass

of shoots and leaves of tomato plants
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Effect of Manure/Fertilizer Ratio on Growth and Yield of Tomato Cultivated in Greenhouse Medium

WANG De-jian!, SUN Rui-juan'?, CHEN Guo-an'
(1 Institute of Soil Science, Chinese Academy of Science, Nanjing 210008, China;

2 Graduate School of the Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China )

Abstract:  Effects of manure/fertilizer ratio on growth and yield of tomato growing in a greenhouse were studied under greenhouse cultivation
in South Jiangsu. The experiment was designed to have 5 treatments, Treatment 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 with manure-N accounting for 0%, 30%, 50%, 70%
and 100% of total N, respectively, in fertilization, and CK (no fertilization). Results showed application of composted pig manure significantly
increased stem diameter, number of fruit branches, number of fruits, and biomass of shoots of the tomato. Stem diameter increased by 16.8% ~ 27.4%
and the number of fruits by 32.1% ~ 53.6%, over those grown in Treatment 1, but the application did not have much effect on plant height, number of
leaves and height of the first fruit-setting branch. Tomato yields in Treatments 2, 3, 4 and 5 were 26.6% ~ 45.6% higher over that in Treatment 1, but
not much difference was found between the manure treatments. With the rise in manure percentage in N fertilization, the percentage of fruits set in the
carly-middle period decreased and the percentage of deformed fruits increased. However, in Treatment 2, the yield was the highest, being 69.9 t/hm?
and the percentage of fruits set in the early-middle period also the highest, which demonstrated that 30% of manure-N in N fertilization was a proper
ratio for tomato growth. With basal application of composted pig manure and chemical fertilization plus sidedressing of some chemical fertilizer,
some irrigation was enough to enable the greenhouse-medium to supply adequate nutrients for tomato to grow for 107 days and yield 60.7 ~ 69.9
t/hm? of fruits.
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