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Table 1 Comparision on the physical and chemical properties of organic substrate
POk AE MILERE ESILBRE Rk ILBRE K/MLBR B EC
Treatments Bulk density/g * cm™3 Total porosity/ % Air-filled porosity/ % Container capacity/ % Ratio of water/ Air space /mS s cm~!
T1 1.04 59. 46 10. 08 49. 38 1:4.89 1. 96
T2 1.01 53. 46 11. 20 42. 26 1:3.77 1. 80
T3 1.04 51. 10 11. 69 39.41 1:3.37 1.79
T4 1. 02 61.15 12. 62 48.53 1:3.84 1. 98
CK 1.11 48. 49 9.22 39. 27 1:4.25 1.14
*2 AREBEAERFSSELE EEBERESTHEAM, T2 # CK B4, T3 B1K; T4
Table 2 Comparision on nutrient content of organic substrate mg/kg E@*E%",\\ ?Ejj ﬁ % j( 3: ﬁ E&J: }E , T1 ﬂ] T3 % ﬁ Z: E % )
4 ot Eailen e WERSE AR’ BARA & T2 W\Z’CK %/J\;ﬁj'ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁjiﬁ,’l‘l>’l‘4>’l‘2>
Treatments Available P Available K Nitrating N Ammonium N T3> CK , T1 ﬁ %j( a:ﬁ,—\t—: ﬂ}ﬂ , T2 —I_j T3 . T3 —I:;IA CK Z
content content content content N
Tl 290. 70 512. 32 230. 78 188. 34 Imjﬁi%%ﬁ °
T2 256.15 488.65 264. 14 200. 64 R4 ABEEREHXEHREBIERE M
B 266. 36 479. 62 125 196.78 Table 4 Effect of different ratios of
T4 296. 14 521. 45 229. 69 178. 65 ) R
organic substrate on the physiological indicators of tomato
CK 104. 08 117. 86 76. 96 25.42
— T, — " e AR A RARWEN iy
2.2 Z: IEJ Hﬂﬁﬁ m% Jﬁ Xd‘%ﬂl]ﬂ:} ‘m‘*ﬂb1:/]\‘ Eg %5 ﬂﬂ . Chlorophyll content Root activity Photosynthetic rate
eatments
Hh#E 3 TUEH, FABMMREHBEERT CK, T /meeg!  /mg-g 'FWeh~! /COmgedm 2 b
T1.T2 fl T4 Z 25K 8%, HH KT T3 fl CK; Tl o o 300 64
T2 5.04 2. 20c 7. 36¢
T4 MM B ERTHELAE, T1 M T4 8] 258 5 - 4 39 3 0tb 6. 180d
Z,T2 F1 T3 B ,CK /N ; K40 F i AR (& Xt T4 5.65a 4.59a 12.62b
CK 5.16b 1. 58d 4.74d

B0 i E 22 S ) 20

%3 R EEREL 75 34 & A& 1K B 3 i
Table 3 Effect of different ratios of organic substrate on
the growth of tomato
POk 731 E il T AR
Treatments Plant height/cm Stem diameter/ mm Leaf area/cm?
Tl 98. 51a 13.4a 1 037. 66a
T2 92. 26ab 12.0b 844.07b
T3 77. 63cb 11. 6b 835. 25b
T4 89. 94ab 13.1a 1 006. 61a
CK 72. 00c 6.4c 265. 42¢

I RSB R R A R/NE F8kRm P<0.05 B&KF., FR.
Note: Small letters indicated significance at P<C0. 05 level by Duncan’s significant

test. The same below.
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Table 5 The effect of different ratios of organic substrates on yield and quality of tomato
hb3 FERCHR A TR A RN & R AL AR WL L L8/ I5
Treatments VC content/mg + (100g) ~! Soluble solid content/ % Soluble sugar content/mg s g~! FW Organic acid content/mg + g~! FW Sugar-acid ratio Yield of per plant/kg
Tl 27.53a 3.87d 9. 94d 0. 7187b 13. 81c 2.72a
T2 25. 30a 5.00b 12. 83¢ 0. 7760b 16. 65b 2. 56a
T3 26. 88a 4.47¢ 14. 14b 0. 8053ab 17. 87b 2.31b
T4 30. 16a 5. 80a 16.77a 0. 8960a 18.71b 2.21b
CK 28. 88a 4. 30c 13.18¢ 0.5113¢ 25. 68a 1. 79¢
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Effect of Different Ratios of Organic Substrates on
Growth, Fruit Quality and Yield of Tomato

SHE Xin,ZONG Hui-li,CAO Kai,DING Juan-juan, GENG Feng-zhan, YANG Zhen-chao
(College of Horticulture, Northwest Agricultural and Forestry University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100)

Abstract;: With organic fertilizer (pig manure ¢ chicken manure=1 : 1), corn stalks, garden soil for the cultivation
substrate material, paired with different ratios of organic substrate through maturity for tomato cultivation experiment,
and with tomato as experiment object, the effects of different ratios of organic substrates on growth and development,
physiological characteristics, the yield and quality of tomato were studied. The results showed T1 (soil : organic
fertilizer ¢ corn stalks=1 : 1 ¢ 1) was the most favorable to the growth of tomato plants, the morphological and
physiological indicators were the best, the production of T1 was the highest, but the quality of tomato was worse, T4
(soil ¢ organic fertilizer ¢ corn stalks=2 : 1 ¢ 2) was superior to other treatments, but the yield was medium, other
treatments were followed.

Key words:organic substrate;tomato;yield;quality
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