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Abstract

studied,in order to provide data supports for the efficient utilization of brackish water in the substrate cultivation of tomato. [ Method ] Using

(Institute of Coastal Agriculture, Hebei Academy of Agriculture and Forestry
[ Objective ] The effects of brackish water drip irrigation on the growth, yield and quality of tomato under substrate culture were

trough substrate cultivation method, three water treatment concentrations were set up, including T, (0.3 g/L) (control), T,(3.0 g¢/L), T,
(5.0 g/L). Irrigation was carried out from the tomato blooms to the seedling stage. The plant height, root dry and fresh weight, yield, soluble
solids, V., organic acid, lycopene, aromatic components and other quality indices were measured and analyzed. [ Result] Within 5 days, the
plant height growth of T, and T, treatments was roughly the same, but that of T, treatment was significantly reduced. The dry and fresh root
weight of T, and T, treatments were significantly lower than those of T, treatment, and there was no significant difference between T, and T,
treatments. With the concentration increase of brackish water, the yield of tomato gradually decreased, the yield of tomato in T, and T, treat-
ments decreased by 45.2% and 60.8% respectively compared with T, treatment, with significant difference. The content of soluble solids, or-
ganic acids, and lycopene gradually increased with the increase of salt water concentration, and soluble solids and organic acids increased by
a large extent. The content of soluble solids and organic acids in T, and T, treatments increased by 22.9% , 54.8% and 28.6% , 97.2% respec-
tively compared with T, treatment, and there was significant difference among three treatments. V. content showed a trend of first increasing
and then decreasing. 36, 34 and 29 kinds of aroma components were detected in T, T,, and T, treatments respectively. The relative content
of 2-isobutylthiazole was the highest in the three treatments, and its content increased sharply as the concentration of brackish water increased.
[ Conclusion ] Trrigation with brackish water could significantly improve the quality, but continuous irrigation from flowering to pull seedlings
would greatly reduce the yield. In substrate cultivation, the use of lower concentration of brackish water should be emphasized, and the irriga-
tion method needed to be further studied.
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Table 1 Effects of different concentrations of brackish water on the quality and yield of tomato
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Treatment Soluble solids // % Vitamin C // mg/kg Organic acid // % Lycopene // mg/kg Plot yield // kg
T, 7.34+0.74 ¢ 194.2+10.6 b 0.469+0.053 ¢ 1.848 7+0.106 7 ¢ 35.83+1.78 a
T, 9.02+0.19 b 241.4+59 a 0.603+0.050 b 2.116 8+0.096 9 b 19.65£1.45 b
T, 11.36+0.59 a 211.5£12.3 b 0.925+0.071 a 2.388 5+0.154 7 a 14.06+1.12 b

T [JFUA RNG T RER 7R 22 57 1. 35 (P<0.05)

Note; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant differences( P<0.05)
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