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Table 1 Effect of different treatments
on tomato plant height

PR /mm 25 W E M (P=0.05)
Mt H Treatment Plant height Significant difference
AbFE 2 Treatment 2 134. 007
AbFE 1 Treatment 1 123. 674 b
b FE 4(CK) 76.679 c
Treatment 4 (CK)
Kb ¥R 3 Treatment 3 51.193 d
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Table 2 Effect of different treatments
on tomato stem diameter

PO ZEHM/em ERBEMP=0.05)
Treatment Stem diameter Significant difference
AbFE 2 Treatment 2 4. 091 a
Kb 1 Treatment 1 3.916 b
Qb 4(CK) 2.954 ¢
Treatment 4(CK)
Ab PR 3 Treatment 3 2. 465 d

F3 AREALEXNEMLHRE LM
Table 3 Effect of different treatments on the
ratio of root to shoot of tomato

Ak 1 R L 25 B EPE(P=0.05)
Treatment Ratio of root to shoot  Significant difference
b3 4(CK) 0.476 a

Treatment 4(CK)

JOELI 0.351 b
Treatment 1

A3 3 0. 317 b
Treatment 3

AbFR 2 0. 252 c

Treatment 2
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Table 4 Effect of different treatments
on tomato dry matter weight

Ak 3 THRE/e  ERRFENEP=0.05
Treatment Dry matter weight Significant difference

Qb PR 2 0.589 a
Treatment 2

Ab B 1 0.543 a
Treatment 1
AP 4(CK) 0. 255 b

Treatment4 (CK)
Qb33 0.110 c

Treatment 3
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Effect of Different Fertilizer on Tomato Breeding
by Composite Matrix

WANG Rui
(Harbin Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin, Heilongjiang 150070)

Abstract; For the purpose of seeking the best fertilizer formula for tomato breeding by composite matrix, taking

the composite matrix seedling soilless cultivation mode as the research content, in greenhouse conditions,

through the containing different fertilizer formula of seedling substrate (peat:vermiculite=2:1),tomato plug

seedling was conducted. The results showed that the three indexes of plant height, stem diameter, dry matter
weight of treatment 2(tomato formula of South China Agricultural University:Ca(NO;), +4H,; O 590 mgeL"' +
KNO; 404 mg+L'+KH,PO, 136 mg+L"' +MgSO, +7H,O 246 mg+L"') were obviously superior to the other
three treatments,formula 2 was the better fertilizer formula for cultivating tomato plug seedling.
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