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Table 1 Thetext matrix formula
Ak 31 el + T 188 wye  BERE
Treatment  Garden soil Mushroom residue ~ Turf Pearl stone

1(CK) 5

2 2 3

3 2 3

4 1 3 1

5 1 3 1
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Table 2 Comparison on the physicochemical

A 8 0 E Kodh R

characters of different medium formula

Ab B HH/geem?® EC {f/pSecm'!
Treatment Bulk density EC value pH
1(CK) 1.27 61.37 6. 26
2 0.67 916. 2 5.96
3 0. 90 490. 2 6.57
4 0.47 1056. 9 6.63
5 0.72 855. 4 7.00

mE 1 LE W AR R A E S EC
R R LB, HXRHE R =
0.975 7, F B B 26 [l 9 7 A& Ak 00 %) AT & AR B 3R
97.57%.,

1200 y=—1319.1x+1 739.2
R?=0.9757

L 1000
52 g0
€ 600
g 400
200

0 . . :

0 05 10 Ls

ECAH/uS * cm™ EC value

Bl 1 AREZEFEAE S ECHIH ML
Fig. 1 The correlation curve of matrix bulk

density and EC value
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Table 3 The growth condition of Chinese

E) s

chive of different treatment

338 R /mm 25 /mm B 55/ mm

b ’

Number Plant Stalk Leaf
Treatment

of plant height diameter width
1(CK) 4.8 b 257.6 ¢ 3.6b 5.0 b
2 5.5 a 293.9 a 4.1 a 5.4 a
3 4.8 b 258.3 ¢ 3.7b 5.1b
4 4.9b 255.3 ¢ 3.7b 4.8 ¢
5 5.5a 269.7 b 3.9 ab 5.4 a

HE/NEFEERIRLE 0,05 KF B2 5 B3 (P<<0.05),
Note: The lowercase letters represent significant difference at

0. 05 level.
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Table 4 Effect of different medium formula on yield of Chinese chive
Jib 3 Y g A 74/ kgehm?
Treatment ! i i Average basin yield Yield

L(CK) 215 207 213 212 14025 D

2 370 369 372 370 24540 A

3 298 301 302 300 19905 B

4 262 260 277 266 17640 C

5 311 309 337 319 21135 B

K FHRIRAE 0.01 KF A7 25 (P<0.0D),

Note: The capital letters present significant difference at 0. 01 level.
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Fig. 2 The relationship between EC
value and yield
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Effect of Different Matrix Formulas on the Growth and
Yield of Chinese Chive
SUN Ting-yan' , WANG Gan',YU Li-zhi' ,SUN Ming-xia’

(1. Yantai Research Institute of China Agricultural University, Yantai, Shandong 264670;
2. Muping Agricultural and Technology Extension Center, Yantai, Shandong 264100)

Abstract: The effect of different matrix formulas that garden soil, mushroom compost, peat and perlite was

mixed with different proportions on the growth and yield of Chinese chive was researched by cultivating it in

basins. The results showed that pH difference of different formulas of matrix was not significantly. Differences

of bulk density and EC values were significant, the their relationship was a significant negative correlation. The

plant height,stem diameter,leaf width and plant number of treatment 2 (mushroom residue+ garden soil) was

the highest,followed by the treatment 5(turf-+ garden soil+ pearl stone) , the difference between the other three

treatments was not obvious. Thes effect of treatment 2 (mushroom residue—+ garden soil)on yield was the high-

est,was 24 540 kgehm?,

followed by treatment 5(turf+ garden soil + pearl stone) , treatment 3 (turf+ garden

soiD and treatment 4(mushroom residue+ garden soil+ pearl stone). The treatment 1(garden soil) was the low-

est. In a word, taking yield as the main basis and taking into account other characters, treatment 2(mushroom

residue—garden soil)and group treatment 5(turf+ garden soil+4 pearl stone) were optimal culture media of Chi-

nese chives.
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