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Table 1 Physical and chemical characters of corn straw
RE MFLBRE BRI RoKFLBRE H i 3R ARG s Exdiles
/g+ em /% /% /% ’ /mS e 1 /% /% /%
0.121 91. 4 29. 4 62.0 7.62 3.16 1.48 0. 385 1. 0257
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Fig. 1 Effects of different treatments Fig. 2 Effect of different proportions of Fig. 3 Effect of different proportions of
on the height of tomato compound substrate treatments on compound substrate treatments on
the stem diameter of tomato the leaf number of tomato

*2 AEA T FE RS B R AY Dunnett 2 B LL B4R

Table 2 Dunnett multiple comparison on effects of different treatments on the height of tomato cm
i 5-13 5-20 5-27 6-3 e 6-10 6-17 7-8 7-15 FHE
Tl 17. 44 % * 27.90% * 38,67 % * 44,80 % * 61.22% * 64.22% * 71.29% * 71.25% * 49. 60
T2 19. 24 * * 30. 65 * * 46,43 * * 54.39 % * 69. 64 % * 79. 65 % * 81. 76 * * 81. 86 * * 57.95
T3 19. 57 % * 30. 21 % * 44, 54 % * 53.62% * 68.53* * 75.30% * 77.05* * 78.23* * 55. 88
T4 17.73% * 26. 31 % * 36, 64% * 52.32% 64.27% * 70. 21 % * 70. 96 % * 70. 89 % * 51.17
CK 21.10 33.70 45. 66 49. 20 59. 80 67. 48 69. 17 70.19 52. 04
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Table 3 Dunnett multiple comparison on effect of different proportions of compound substrate treatments on the stem diameter of tomato cm
e A/ A il
5-13 5-20 5-27 6-3 6-10 6-17 7-8 7-15
Tl 0. 66* * 0.83* * 0.87* * 0.94* * 1.09* * 1.16* * 1.17* % 117 * 0.98
T2 0.73% * 0.92* * 0.91* * 0.95% * 1.15% * 1.16% * 1.19% * 1.19* * 1.03
T3 0. 70 0.80* * 0.81* * 0.94* * 1.14% * 1.16% * 1.19% * 1.19* * 0.99
T4 0. 67 0.80* * 0. 81* * 0.92% * 1.08* * 1.07* * 1.11% * 1.11* * 0.95
CK 0. 69 0.71 0.78 0. 88 0.91 1.01 1.04 1. 04 0. 89
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Table 4 Dunnett multiple comparison on effect of different proportion of

compound substrate treatments on the leaf number of tomato I3

e H#/A-H

5-13 5-20 5-27 6-3 6-10 6-17 7-8 S ¥
T1 6.2 7.5 8.4%* 8.2 1L.5** 12.2%* 12.4**  9.46
T2 6.8** 82** 9.1** 1L1** 11.9** 12.6** 12.9** 10.30
T3 5.9 % 7.6 8.0%* 10.2** 1L7** 12.4** 12.6** 9.74
T4 6.1 6.3%* 83** 9. 1** 1L5** 12.3** 12.5** 0.37
CK 6.2 7.7 7.6 8.3 9.9 1.5 11. 4 8. 89
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Table 5 Effect of different proportions of compound

substrate treatments on the yield of tomato g/t
Qb3 VR HH 2 HH3 ¥IH
Tl 1 993.58 1 823.65 1913.01 1 910. 08 * *
T2 2 947.61 2 983. 37 2 905. 65 2 945.55* *
T3 1 759.09 1632.92 1 818.16 1736.72* *
T4 1 520. 46 1 504. 55 1582. 34 1 535. 78 * *
CK 1 004. 83 994. 13 954. 77 984. 58
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Effects of Different Compound Substrate of Corn Straw on Growth of Tomato

SHE De-qin
(Nantong Agricultural College, Nantong,Jiangsu 226007)

Abstract: Taking ¢ Aoyun-08”tomato as object, perlite, vermiculite and corn straw as materials, the influence of substrate
mixed with 100% corn straw,75% corn straw—+15% perlite+10% vermiculite,50% corn straw+30% perlite+20%
vermiculite,25% corn straw—+45% perlite+30% vermiculite on growth of tomato were studied. The results showed that

the treatment of 75% corn straw+15% perlite4-10% vermiculite, growth index and yield were significantly higher

compared to that of the other treatments. Therefore,this compound substrate was recommended to tomato planting.

Key words: corn straw;compound substrate; tomato
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