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Table 1 A large number of elements of
nutrient solution formula of tomato

Element NO3-N

NH;—N P K Ca Mg S

Yk Concentration
/(mmol « L™1)
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Table 2 Trace element of nutrient solution formula of tomato

JTE % ] i B i A
Element Fe B Mn Zn Cu Mo
& Concentration/ (mg » L—1)  3.00 0. 50 0. 50 0. 05 0.02 0.01
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Fig. 1 Effect of different concentrate of stevioside amount on plant height,stem diameter and leaf area of tomato
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Fig. 2 Effect of different concentrate of stevioside

amount on transpiration rate of tomato
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Fig. 3 Effect of different concentrate of stevioside

amount on stomatal conductance of tomato
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Fig. 4 Effect of different concentrate of stevioside

amount on photosynthetic rate of tomato
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Table 3 Effect of different concentrate of
stevioside amount on fruit quality of tomato
e VAL B & & st ey AL ER REXRCER
Soluble solid Total soluble sugar Organic acid Vitamin C content
Treatment
content/ % content/ % content/ % /(mg * kg”1FW)
Tl 9.00 aA 5.36 aA 0. 33 abAB 21.43 aA
T2 8. 48 abAB 5.32 aAB 0.35 aA 21.95 aA
T3 7.95 bB 5.12 bBC 0. 29 bcB 19. 05 aA
T4 6.48 cC 5.10 bC 0.27 cB 16. 70 bA
CK 5.75 dC 4.62 cD 0.27 cB 16. 34 bA
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Table 4 Effect of different concentrate of
stevioside amount on yield and per fruit mass of tomato
e BRE N R #ré 667 m? j=ik
Per fruit weight Per plot yield/kg Average yield of 667 m?
Treatment
/g I I m /kg
Tl 14. 68 aA 11.09 11. 88 12.78 3 272.95 aA
T2 15. 96 aA 12. 42 12.70 11. 26 3 327.30 aA
T3 14.02 aA 11. 15 11. 96 12. 43 3 249. 30 aA
T4 14. 82 aA 12. 69 12. 30 11. 24 3 315.77 aA
CK 15.84 aA 13. 02 12. 31 11. 30 3 350. 93 aA
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Effect of Foliar Application of Stevioside on Growth and Quality of Cherry Tomato

XU Sumeng,LI Jianshe, MA Xiaoyan, GAO Yanming
(Agricultural College,Ningxia University, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750021)

Abstract: Taking the cheery tomato ‘Xiangfei No. 3” as test materials, growth, yield and quality of tomato under foliar

application of stevioside were measured to study how the different concentrate of stevioside affected the growth and

quality of the cherry tomato plant. The results showed that foliar application of stevioside restrained plant growth of

tomato,and did not influence yield and per fruit mass of tomato. Compared with the CK,200 mg/L stevioside made the
soluble solid increased by 47. 48% ,vitamin C increased by 34. 33% ,total soluble sugar increased by 15. 15%. The stevioside

improved the quality and the aroma of the cherry tomato and spraying at each floc flowers in bloom.

Keywords : stevioside; cherry tomato;foliar application;fruit quality
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