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Table 1

concentration in nutrient solution

The macroelement and micronutrient

KETLE e/ i IT R g/
The (mmol-L 1) The (mg-L1)

macroelement Concentration micronutrient Concentration

NO;-N 7.5 Fe 3.00

NHi -N 1.0 B 0. 50
P 1.0 Mn 0. 50
K 1.0 Zn 0.05
Ca 2.0 Cu 0.02
Mg 1.3 Mo 0.01
S 1.0
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Table 2 The experimental treatments of

tomato grafting culture
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Treatments Grafting methods
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Table 3 Effects of grafting on morphological index of tomato

Ab B R /em M /mm M /em M /g AT/ mL
Treatments Plant height Stem diameter Root length Root fresh weight Root volume
CK 63.00 ¢ 9.01 b 34.33 ¢ 17.28 ¢ 19.33 b
T1 86.00 a 11.68 a 66.66 a 29.75 a 41.00 a
T2 70.66 b 12.50 a 46.00 b 27.03 b 38.67 a
T3 69.33 b 12.50 a 41. 33 be 29.52 a 40.00 a
FFIECF IR NG BRI o 0,05 Bk F, TR,
Different lowercase after the same column number mean significant difference at 0. 05 level.
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Fig. 1 Conparison on root activity of different treatments

46

2.3 MFHMABGEEMRNERERTENEZM

HI 2% 4RI JGHE 1 1 S X FAUR R  BLbR T i
RN -2 7= 5 B T 0 B A AR . T3 1 o 2
HRK R 0.17 kg, T1 R Z .3 A Ib PR 15 422 1
FURE W T IR, B4 A b B R 22 Sk F|
50 KT o I 4 T EAR 7 i R B R Y
TXTEE. T1 H .5 T2.T3 f1 CK [H] 2% 535 5
5 0 W 2 7K ST U A% e 1 7 o B L R o 3
A 3 A 7 A 4, 550 BEOR L I 2 A LS 14 3
WP 6. 76 % ~18.24%,



7 FREF HTHRAGESHSERAFTHRERL ZR RGO A

HZ -E#R

2.4 FAFMARBEEMNREIRRAZMN
5 Al AL FM OVC 8 T2>T1>
CK>T3,T2 BE&ET T3 Ml CK, k% 5% @&
IR o 3l X AT B Y EL AT L IR
TR S R R T, T T2 YR EE T
Xt CKL ik 3] 5% 8 %K, T3 5 CK A1 22 5 A
BE. T2MANBRS RS, TLRZ, T1,T2
5 T3.CK [a] 22 53355 5% BFKF. KHEMNF

T e SR W 2 0 2% o 4 28 A5 9 3R U 3R 0 IR
TR 22 ARG 2R 52 09 it T S [ il AR B 4 i 23
o 2 50 ot O WS AT e o AR L R AT T
P & A B i e L e VO S R LR & B
Jrifn. T1, T2 A5 4 i T3 A B, {515 Xt g
AR EE T B 22 53 A S0 3 U I DR AN 2 68 30 19 i
JB 7 HE ST AR R T

x4 GENBEMFERERENZMN
Table 4 Effects of grafting on single fruit weight and yield of tomato

s T R kg bk it kg
Treatments Weight per fruit Yield per plant
CK 0.13d 2.10 ¢
T1 0.16 b 2.79 a
T2 0.15 ¢ 2.31b
T3 0.17 a 2.40 b

A kg 5 CK M L3 ™/ %
Yield per single slot The increase of yield
65.25 ¢ -
77.15 a 18. 24
69.66 b 6.76
71.98 b 10. 31
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Table 5 [Effects of grafting on tomato quality
e VC &/ IR/ 0 A HLER/ Y%
(mg+100 g'FW) Soluble Organic
Treatments
VC content sugar acids
CK 15. 44 be 2.06 ¢ 0.84 b
T1 16.50 ab 2.85a 0.97 a
T2 17.00 a 2.56 b 1.01 a
T3 14. 38 ¢ 2.09 ¢ 0.82 b
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Effects on Growth Characteristic and Fruit Yield and
Quality of Grafting Tomatoes onto Eggplant Rootstock

LUO Ai-hua' ,LI Wen-jia’ ,REN Hui-li' , LI Xiao-yu',LIU Xin-gui'
(1. Ningxia Polytechnic, Yinchuan, Ningxia 7500213 2. Agricultural School of Ningxia, Yin-

chuan, Ningxia 750021)

Abstract; In order to promote the grafting application of Solanaceae vegetables, taking eggplants as rootstock

grafting tomatoes., the effects on growth characteristic. {ruit yield and quality of grafted fruit were analyzed. The

results showed that both of the growth potential and root activity of grafted seedling exceed own-rooted see-

ding. Content of soluble carbohydrate of grafted seedling was higher than the control, VC content and organic

acid content of Tuolubamu and Qiezhen 1 were higher than the control, that of Huimeizhenba had slightly de-

crease, without obvious difference with CK. The single fruit weight, yield per plant and yield per single slot

were all exceed the control. Thereout, grafting tomatoes onto eggplants is feasible.

Keywords: eggplants; tomato; rootstock; graft
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