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Fig. 1 Effect of different nutrient solution on plant
height of tomato seedlings
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Fig. 2 Effect of different nutrient solution on

stem diameter of tomato seedlings
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Fig. 4 Effect of different nutrient solution on

leaves number of tomato seedlings
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Fig. 5 Effect of different nutrient solution on

fresh weight of tomato seedlings
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Fig. 6 Effect of different nutrient solution on

root shoot ratio of tomato seedlings
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Effects of Different Nutrient Solution on Growth and

Photosynthetic Pigment Content of Tomato

WU Lijun, XIA Xiya, WANG Yingxi
(Forestry College,Central South University of Forestry and Technology ,Changsha, Hunan 410004)

Abstract: ‘Red Diamond 1189’ was used as test material to study the effect of four nutrient solution formulas on

the growth and photosynthetic pigment content of tomato seedlings,in order to research the suitable nutrient

solution for soilless seedling of tomato. The results indicated that four nutrient solution formulas could all enhance

seedlings growth of tomato compared with the control. While expansionary effect of Holland formula, Hoagland

formula and Garden test formula on the height was significantly greater than that of Yamazaki formula, Nutrient
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solution formulas could all enhance seedlings stem diameter and fresh weight significantly, but there was no

significant difference between the different formulations. As for the root length, which of seedlings treated by

Holland formula was significantly higher than that of the other three kinds of nutrient solution. The root shoot

ratio of seedlings cultivated by Holland formula, Yamazaki formula and Hoagland formula was significantly

greater than that of the control. While the Garden test formula ones showed no significant difference with the

control. The chlorophyll a,chlorophyll b content of seedlings treated by Garden test formula was highest, while

carotenoid content of Garden test formula and Hoagland formula was significantly higher than other treatments.

Taking all factors into consideration, Holland formula was the best nutrient solution formula for soilless

cultivation of tomato,supplied with which tomato had the best performance in growth.

Keywords : tomato; seedlings ;nutrient solution formula; growth;photosynthetic pigment



