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Table 1 Physical and chemical properties of different substrates
X £ EHE E-LiN
gl H EC Total Total Total Organic
p
Treatments /uS+cm™!  nitrogen  phosphorus kalium matter
/% 1% /% /g kg™t
CK 8. 17 2.15X108 0.10 0.53 0.02 1. 60
A 6.13 1.22X103 0.15 0.63 0.21 25.32
B 6.04 0.50X103 0.16 0.73 0.39 31.89

2.2 A[E)EREE R R X F AR A K
HF2AH,BERRKEVBMHEKEREIST A
HEMCK,B7E 9 A 30 H.BEFRM A RFHNHRETE
EFETCK,E11 A 28HM12 A 6 H, B RIFEFRHHK
HERYARE., ML ARFTREMRE.BE9A
I0HMI2A6 BB ERTCKEEBEFEERAD
E;MAEILR 28 H.&RBEEFWHEKZHERHAE
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Table 2 Effect of different substrates on height and stem diameter of tomato plant
gbm ¥® Height of plant/cm % 4 YL %K Stem diameter of the forth node/cm
Treatments 9K 308 115288 12A6H 9A3A 1MA28H 12A6H
CK 37.16t4.44b 247.11£15.98a 261, 36+14.99a 0. 8510.08b 1.18£0.08a 1,13%0.07b
A 40.8114.49% 243.38£22. 06a 251.43+27. 41a 0.98+0.07a 1.174£0.08a 1,2240. 10a
B 41.394%3. 3% 257.32%20.77a 266. 64 131. 95a 0.9610. 06a 1. 1410, 08a 1.16+0. 10ab

E:FAFIRFERRANEFHERRERS 0.05 BFKFE. TH.

Note: The different small letters followed the Quantity the diversity at 0. 05significance level of Duncan’s test. (The same below, )
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Table 3 Effect of different substrates on Chl. content of tomato plant

prem XK a R D  KEFLAR HRKatb HERXa/b
ChL a Chl. b CAR. ChL a+b Chl. a/
Treatments
/mg-L"!  /mg+eL7! /mg-+L~! /mgeL-! Chl. b

CK 0.96+0.06a 0,22+0.03a 0.30+0.02a 1.1810,09a 4.3610.22a

A 0.911+0.03a 0.20£0.0la 0.29£0.0la 1.1040.04a 4.611%0.13a

B 0.881+0.01a 0.18+£0.0la 0.27+0a 1.06%0.0la 4.7710.18a
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Table 4 Effect of different substrates on contents of total nitrogen, total phosphorus and total kalium of tomato plant
it o ik ke H LW
s} Total nitrogen in plant/ % Total phosphorus in plant/ % Total kalium in plant/ %
Treatments b Mat:i BT E i 3R T bWk WTFHE
Aboveground Belowground Aboveground Belowground Aboveground Belowground
CK 7.621£0.31c 9.7240. 25a 0.31%0c 0.36+0c 2.68+0.12a 2.8410,05a
9,0740. 10a 9.47+0. 24a 0.5410.01a 0.46£0.01a 2.1310.04b 1.6810.08¢c
B 8.17+0.19b 7.77%0.12b 0. 500, 04b 0.4240,03b 2.5910, 06a 1.8540b
%5 AEBIBEERMN FERMRLREEY ARENROTWE
Table 5 Effect of different substrates on shape index, single fruit weight and yield of tomato fruit
s RENR REWB 51714 BRE -2 R AT - F- kR
T Longitudinal diameter Fruit diameter Fruit shape Single fruit Aaverage prophase yield Average yield of
reatments of fruit/cm /em index weight/g of single plant/kg single plant/ kg
CK 2.95%0.14b 3.17%0.09b 0.93%0.02a 16.18% 1. 80b 1.12 2.11
A 3.00%0, 14ab 3.2040,09b 0.9340.02a 16. 7841, 46b 1.39 2.74
B 3.08+0, 14a 3.3840. 12a 0.9340.02a 19.4311.48a 1.29 3.57
6 A EI 3% 1 B o X} 7 SR 5K fA SR B R i =L ERATENIFS ABMERNEREBHRTEEN
Table 6 Effect of different substrates on qualities of tomato fruit ﬁ'?’? 9_&&1&%}2“@%&[%&& % X‘j’ 7J(ﬁ*ﬂ§%ﬁ B(J Iﬂ
A W BER R R T B FRR , N T BB 4 S AT (R

AmaE L1044 VCER
T i Z%ﬁgf Content of Sugar to Content of VC ﬁﬁ%iﬁﬁg[sj ’izﬁjﬁE% B %}ﬁﬂ@i%iﬁlftﬁﬁﬁ
reatments RO rganic acids/%  acid ratio  /mg + (100g) ! WEEERE. R RETSSAW, U B EENE

soluble solids/ %

CK 6.0310.23a 0.8010.04a 6.99 39.75+0c @tb*ﬂ vC QE&% ’ @%ﬁm%ﬁﬁmﬁﬁo

A 6.40£0.70a  0.60£0.08b  10.88 58.30+3. 75a B3k
B 6.4840.46a  0.43£0.06b  14.37 50, 354+0b 1] W 45RE. 14,5 REEXEELRIEEFRFRSNALE
N s U] HEERR I FR2006,14(3) :4-7.
3 EREHE

(2] ZpAHEE B ESERBHT RN LBARD). FREK
R ,BR CK A, 2 pH AWM, HEBEFERX  2585,2006.22(10) :254-258.
HMHRETE., Hi. A0ERPTEMERRAGE [B] PELRESRISVERS. RS HERSFTEM. 4
TR, —BORB B SHOGA MG 7oA PamL 0.2 ‘
T B R Fe b SRt A B B AL SR M Ef.zoﬁfz’fﬁ’ﬁw YL RIM]. RRE MR Tl K22 AR

& EAREARRE MR A BN HIHENER. (5] BRTLEL, XI5 ENAE 2. 5. A HLIE O 0k 5 K A B W
HTFBREEHYLE . 2B . EXEEEIRSESE U] 45EE.20088):1-3.

Effect of Different Substrates on Plant Growth, Fruit Quality and Yield of Tomato

XIAO Yanr-hu*, HE Jin-ming' ,CHEN Ming-wei' , MUO Wei-ming’
(1. College of Yingdong Agricultural Science and Engineering, Shaoguan College, Shaoguan, Guangdong 512005;2. Limited Company of Sar
xiong Agriculture and Technology in Shaoguan, Shaocguan, Guangdong 512005)

Abstract . Effects of growing substrates ( soil, mushroom residue : sand equal 3 ¢ 1, mushroom residue : sand : manure
equal 4 ¢ 2 ¢ 1) on the growth, fruit quality and yield of tomato were studied by irrigating culture solution regularly. The
results showed that mushroom residue * sand equal 3 * 1 and mushroom residue : sand : manure equal 4 ¢ 2 : 1 promoted
plant growth and stem thickening, however, there was no effect on chlorophyll content. Contents of total nitrogen and
total phosphorus of the above-ground and the under-ground for mushroom residue : sand equal 3 : 1 were higher than
that of other treatments, but contents of total potassium of the above-ground and the under-ground for soil were higher
than that of other treatments. Single fruit weight and average yield per plant were the maximum of mushroom residue *
sand ¢ manure equal 4 ¢ 2 ¢ 1. The order from high to low to sugar acid ratio was mushroom residue : sand : manure
equal 4 ¢+ 2 ¢ 1> mushroom residue : sand equal 3 : 1>soil, while the order to vitamin C content was: mushroom
residue ¢ sand equal 3 : 12> mushroom residue ¢ sand : manure equal 4 : 2 : 1>>s0il. On the whole, there was the best
for growth of tomato plant and fruit quality at mushroom residue ¢ sand : manure equal 4 : 2 : 1.
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