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Effects of Zinc Fertilizer Application Types on Tomato Growth, Fruit Quality and Soil Physical and Chemical Properties
YUE Huan-fang , CHENG Ming~ , MENG Fan-yu et al
Abstract

signed using random block design and taking “DiAnNa” as test material. Under the same zinc application amount, the effect of zinc fertilizer

(Beijing Agriculture Technology Extension Station, Beijing 100029 )
[ Objective ] To choose the best type of zinc fertilizer application of tomato. [ Method] Three treatments of ZnSO, + 7H,0 were de-

application types on tomato growth, fruit quality and soil physical and chemical properties was studied. [ Result] Applying zinc fertilizer could
promote the growth of tomato, fertigation obviously increased single fruit weight by 19.50% , increased yield by 19.52% , it also could improve
the content of soluble total sugar, Ve and total zine. The total zinc of spraying on the leaf was highest, compared with before planting, base
fertilizer and fertigation could improve soil effective zinc content. [ Conclusion] Applying zinc fertilizer could promote the growth, yield and

fruit quality of tomato, and fertigation was the best.
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Fig.1 Effects of different types of zinc fertilizer application on plant height and stem diameter of tomato
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Fig.2 Effects of different types of zinc fertilizer application on yield and single fruit weight of tomato
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Table 1 Effects of different types of zinc fertilizer application on tomato quality

Ah B ALV A A R R AT Ve NO; -N K2
Treatment Total soluble sugar//%  Titratable acidity /%  Soluble solids // % mg/kg mg/kg Total zinc// mg/kg
T, 6.05+1.28 a 0.45+0.04 a 6.00£0.20 b 131.00 £8.70 a 31.63+1.04 a 2.22+0.41 a
T, 6.84+1.04 b 0.50 £0.08 a 5.17£0.15 a 180.33 +9.63 b 46.67 £6.43 b 3.00+£0.38 b
T, 5.90 £0.45 a 0.43 £0.06 a 5.33+£0.42 a 119.33 +9.24 a 26.30 +5.74 a 5.21£2.15 ¢
CK 5.71£0.34 a 0.50 £0.05 a 5.73+0.83 b 133.00 +7.78 a 35.43+1.53 a 2.58£0.41 a
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Note ; Different lowercases in the same cloumn stand for significant difference at 0.05 level
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Fig.3 Effects of different types of zinc fertilizer application on
effective zinc content in soil
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Table 2  Soil fertility conditions of experimental field

LS T e
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wke  whks  mgke T
FIFERAT Before planting  6.50  10.6 0.07 28.8 85.3
FEJS After planting  6.04 6.8 1.14 17.8 82.4
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Fig.2 Changes of crushing strengths of different cultivars at

three growth stages
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