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Abstract

carried out with 4 different gradients of potassium nutrition. Effect of potassium on the growth and nutrient absorption of tomato was studied,
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[ Objective | The aim was to study effect of potassium on tomato bacterial wilt resistance. [ Method ] Hydroponic experiment was

and after inoculation with Ralstonia solanacearum, incidence of bacterial wilt, H,0, concentration, POD and PPO activities in tomato leaves
were analyzed. [ Result] Results showed that increased potassium concentration could reduce the incidence of tomato bacterial wilt. Potassium
nutrition could promote tomato growth and absorption and of potassium. At the same time, after inoculation with Ralstonia solanacearum, po-
tassium could also promote the synthesis of H,0, and accumulation of POD and PPO in tomato leaves. [ Conclusion] Potassium could reduce

the occurrence of tomato bacterial wilt by promoting tomato growth, potassium absorption and physiological resistance enzyme activity.
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Table 1 Effect of different concentrations of potassium on the growth

of tomato

s 2 £

,AI,LI\}E Plant height Stem diameter Biomass
reatments

cm cm g
Tl 46.32+1.93 a 3.01 £0.15 a 3.15+0.29 a
T, 53.46 +1.24 b 3.15+0.21 a 4.21+0.34 b
CK 59.28 £1.67 ¢ 3.40+0.12 a 4.63+0.21 b
T, 62.83£2.17 ¢ 4.38+0.16 b 5.36 £0.12 ¢

T : AV B G AENG PR 1E 0. 05 RP22 57 3%
Note : Different lowercase letters at the same column indicated significant
differences at 0.05 level among treatments
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Table 2 Effect of different concentrations of potassium on the salt ab-

sorption of tomato o/kg
4hs N Eh P4kt Kl
Treatments N content P content K content
T, 29.31+1.53 a 7.69 £0.69 a 21.05£1.09 a
T, 30.25+1.06 a 8.06 +0.86 a 26.84 £1.95 b
CK 32.56 £0.98 a 8.23+£0.49 a 37.59£1.35 ¢
T 34.29+1.23 a 8.59+0.85 a 43.62+1.53 d

3
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Note: Different lowercase letters at the same column indicated significant
differences at 0.05 level among treatments
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