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Table 1 Effect of different potassium fertilizer concentrations on growth of tomato
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Fig. 2 Effect of different potassium concentrations

on stem diameter of tomato
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Fig. 3 Effect of different potassium concentrations

on the internode length of tomato
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Fig. 4 Effect of different potassium concentrations
on the number of leaves of tomato
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Fig.5 Effect of different potassium concentrations

on the fresh weight of tomato

2.1.6 FRAKRENKRFTNERTHRREY
LGN E 3T ISV N [ 1 /S R 7/ D
BRKIKFEFEH KK FERARE. K K BES
F K B EERT CK, K 6 fin ., b & # ik
FE RS 25 b R N T R R B 2L T
Ko e 2T 4% 3 il i 28 1 0 B0 3R 4 1k B e R
{E.73-882 B il + ¥ B AR R &R F H At 3
i &R

200, D73-882

%" m1e

| 7.73-826
- é 150
® s
= S 100
ol
g

g 50

=

a

0
CK K1 K2 K3

AL Treatment

6 AN TR J8E X 2l T 4 B AR R A B2 IR
Fig. 6 Effect of different potassium concentrations

on dry matter accumulation of tomato
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Fig. 7 Effect of different potassium concentrations
on fruit setting rate of tomato
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Fig. 8 Effect of different potassium concentrations

on single fruit weight of tomato
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Fig. 9 Effect of different potassium concentrations
on chlorophyll content of tomato
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Fig. 10  Effect of different potassium concentrations

on total acidity of tomato
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Fig. 11  Effect of different potassium concentrations

on soluble solids in tomato
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Effect of Potassium Fertilizer on Fruit Quality of Tomato

MENG Qing-xue
(College of Horticulture and Landscape Architecture, Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin 150030, China)

Abstract: In order to improve the efficiency of potassium fertilizer. the effects of different concentrations of po-
tassium(10,20,30 kgehm™®) on growth and fruit quality of three tomato lines 73-882,No. 1 and 73-826 were
compared. The results showed that the potassium concentration was too low and the nutrient elements were in-
sufficient, which was not conducive to tomato growth and development. The potassium concentration was too
high,but inhibited the physiological growth and development of tomato plants. At the potassium fertilizer con-
centration of 20 kgehm™ ,the growth and quality of the three tomato lines showed the best, which was signifi-
cantly higher than the potassium fertilizer concentration of 10 kgehm® and CK treatment. There was no signifi-
cant difference between potassium fertilizer concentration 20 kgehm™ treatment and potassium fertilizer concen-
tration 30 kgehm™ treatment, but the average value was higher than that of 30 kgehm™. Therefore, potassium
fertilizer concentration 20 kgehm™® was the best potassium concentration for tomato growth and development.
Considering the growth and development of tomato and fruit quality index, the most suitable tomato lines in Ji-
lin was 73-882, and the most suitable potassium concentration for tomato growth and development
was 20 kgehm?.

Keywords: tomato; potash fertilizer; quality



