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Table 1 The effective component of different compound substrates
. pH Organic Avaladle N Available P Available K Total N Total P Total K
Number Matrix
/% /mg “kg—1 /mg ° kg1 /mg ° kg1 /% /% /%
1 6.4 29. 50 812.7 767.9 0. 408 1.202 0.253 3.023
2 6.70 52.52 795.3 140.3 0. 664 1. 484 0.0963 1. 906
3 7.25 15. 34 468.7 595.4 0. 505 0. 603 0.321 2. 129
4 (CK) 5.65 1.49 168.6 133.9 0. 0348 0. 113 0.118 2. 804
5 1:3:0 4.20 22.93 459.6 85.32 234 0. 456 0. 0567 1. 601
6 1:2:D 6.09 2.43 621.4 227.53 2340 0.651 0. 126 1. 486
7 (1:1:2) 7.09 22.57 767.3 464.54 4600 0. 905 0.221 1. 451
8 (1:0:3) 7.87 28. 30 962. 4 853.24 7660 1.354 0.414 1. 468
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Table 2 Effect of different compound substrates on germimation and emergence rate of cabbage
4d 5d 6d 7d
Numbers of Emergence
Matrix Breed Germination Germina  Germination Germina- Germmation Germina  Germination ~Germina survived rate
number  ton rate/ ¥4 mumber  tion rate/ %  number  ton rate/ % number  ton rate/ ¥ seedlin s /%
1 10 14.3 15 21.4 15 21.4 15 21.4 11 15.7
2 42 60 60 86.7 61 87.1 61 87.1 60 85.7
3 35 50 58 82.9 58 82.9 61 87.1 56 80
1 12 17.1 28 40 37 52.9 37 52.9 34 48.6
2 35 50 51 72.9 53 75.7 67 95.7 66 94.3
3 55 78.6 64 91.4 66 %.3 66 94.3 64 91.4
1 6 85 24 34.3 24 34.3 2 31.4 21 30
2 35 50 54 71.1 57 81.4 58 82.9 56 80
3 45 64.3 60 85.7 60 85.7 61 87.1 59 8.3
(CK) 1 0 0 4 5.7 10 14.3 29 41.4 6 8.6
2 2 2.9 20 28.6 2 31.4 35 50 32 45.7
3 28 40 57 81.4 59 84.3 63 90 61 87.1
130 1 11 15.1 2 3.4 25 35.7 40 57.1 0 0
2 14 20 28 40 34 48.6 42 60 0 0
3 33 47.1 48 68.6 50 71.4 53 75.7 0 0
1:2°1 1 + 63.9 49 70 68 97.1 68 97.1 60 8.7
2 54 77.1 59 84.3 68 97.1 69 98.6 69 9.6
3 57 81.4 62 88.6 67 95.7 69 98.6 69 8.6
131+2 1 25 35.7 30 4.9 50 71.4 60 85.7 40 57.1
2 39 55.7 + 62.9 62 88.6 69 98.6 67 95.7
3 55 78.6 61 87.1 64 91.4 68 97.1 65 92.9
1:0+3 1 2 2.9 18 25.7 25 35.7 26 37.1 18 25.7
2 10 14.3 41 58.6 48 68.6 65 92.9 62 88.6
3 34 48,6 58 82.9 58 8.9 62 88.6 60 8.7
1. ;2. ;3. s
Note: 1. Xingfu; 2. Chongging; 3. Xiaofeng, the same bebow.
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Table 3 Effect of different compound substrates on seedling quality of cabbage
Plant heght Stem Root length  Crown width  Fresh weght of Dry weight Fresh weight Dry weght
Seedling index
Matrix Breed /em diameter / cm /em /cm aerial part/ g of aerial part/ g of root /g of rooV/ g
27d 37d 27d 37d 27d 37d 27d 37d 27d 37d 27d 37d 27d 37d 27d 37d 28d 40d
1 820 8.9 0.19 023 9.98 1256 11.06 11.78 3.82 475 097 129 121 140 0.47 069 0.691 1.083
2 850 11.16 0.20 0.24 10.30 11.90 12.80 13.26 2.85 3.8 1.53 1.82 0.69 1.26 0.27 0.45 0.399 0.648
3 810 8.8 0.18 0.22 9.8 1246 10.9%4 11.58 3.81 465 0.89 1.26 120 1.38 0.45 0.65 0.685 0.786
1 10.36 1294 0.24 0.26 9.52 12.02 12.94 14.12 477 557 1% 227 064 171 024 063 0.351 0.909
2 9.44 1440 0.29 0.31 8.36 10.44 11.06 11.60 4.85 6.35 28 348 072 L6 035 0.8 0532 1.693
3 10.40 12.56 0.22 0.26 9.32 11.98 10.54 11.60 4.67 5.8 1.8 220 0.59 168 0.23 0.58 0.298 0.898
1 10.58 13.60 0.27 0.30 7.28 9.52 17.46 19.36 7.76 830 3.10 3.57 0.9 1.8 0.38 104 0.572 1.688
2 810 10.80 026 0.28 7.74 10.36 14.35 16.36 494 58 271 282 0.65 133 028 072 0427 115
3 10.40 12.80 0.26 030 7.18 9.40 16.78 18.65 7.45 860 3.04 346 09 178 040 110 052 1.48
CK 1 6.62 7.08 0.17 023 8.18 9.9% 7.82 1236 124 378 0.65 1L66 0.6 076 0.34 0.42 0.535 0.69
2 492 594 014 017 6.8 7.82 7.98 1044 152 172 070 075 027 07 0.16 0.46 0.268 0.773
3 6.5 7.04 0.15 0.22 8.08 9.8 7.8 11.98 1.13 3.65 0.70 147 065 070 0.32 0.41 0.486 0.673
1:2+%1 1 9.14 10.54 024 0.26 7.36 806 15.74 17.82 670 812 279 329 092 222 037 1.07 0.553 1.666
2 9.54 1562 0.2 028 6.36 7.92 15.70 17.82 564 832 169 314 09 212 037 0.8 0467 1.342
3 9.34 1242 024 025 7.3 812 15.40 1698 6.78 865 264 325 0.9 230 045 1.03 0.486 1.326
1:1:2 1 9.46 13.84 0.232 0.32 7.40 852 13.32 20.32 470 9.61 203 442 070 072 042 0.39 0.698 0.627
2 9.5 16.12 024 0.31 8.08 88 15.80 17.82 580 892 169 412 097 18 0.48 0.9 0.538 0.79%
3 9.51 1458 0.23 034 8.02 878 14.4 1978 436 897 1.9 446 0.87 0.80 0.45 0.45 0.687 0.864
1303 1 9.52 1372 0.2 027 7.24 818 12.94 1824 3.73 652 155 331 0.67 0.8 032 041 0497 0.629
2 6.04 8.9 0.16 017 8.9 95 832 878 120 1.4 052 085 038 068 023 042 0.384 0.701
3 9.46 13.65 0.19 0.23 7.32 9.24 11.89 17.63 3.64 649 1.46 284 0.68 0.8 0.31 0.41 0.496 0.712
5 s B

Note: Matrix 5 immature seedlings, the seedlings quality not determined.
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Table 4 The cost amalysis of different compound substrates
667 m2
Matrix The cost of per plant seedling/ The cost of per mu seedling/
3.00<102 90.00
4.20<102 126.00
2.64X10 2 79.20
(1:3:0 0.42<102 12.49
(12D 0.31X102 9.37
(1132 0.21X10 2 6.25
(1:0:3 0.10<102 312
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Effects of Different Nursery Substrate on Seedling Quality of Cabbage

WU Yufen', CHEN Sheng', CHEN Yang', ZHAO Yt jie?
(1. Agricultural Bioresource Institutes Fujian Academy of A gricultural Sciences Fuzhou Fujian 350003; 2. Fuzhou Institute of Agricultural Sci-
ences Fuzhow Fujian 350018)
Abstract; In order to investigate the effect of different nursery substrate on seedling quality of cabbage, chosed Xinfuyi-
hao, Xiaofen and Xiqing cabbage as material, selected three commercial substrate and four nursery substrate to compose
twenty-one different treatments. The results show ed that the proportion of perlite; peat soil and culture medium w aste of
mushroom 1 2 *1and 1 *1 *2 were beneficial to improving seedling quality of cabbage.
Key words: cabbage; nursery substrate; seedling index
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