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Fig. 3 Effect of different mulch mulching on stem diameter
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Fig. 2 Effect of different mulch mulching on plant height
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Table 1 Effects of different plastic film mulching on fresh and dry weight of plants (kg)
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Response of Different Tomato Varieties to
Different Plastic Film Mulching

JIANG Li-yuan, YANG Yuan-yuan,ZHAQO Wei, TANG Lei,CHEN Jin-li, YANG Zhao-sen
(Weinan Agricultural Technology Promotion Center, Weinan 714000, China)

Abstract: In order to promote the development of tomato industry in Shaanxi Province. transparent plastic film

and black plastic film were used to cultivate tomato,and the effects of different film colors on the growth of dif-

ferent varieties of tomato were studied. The results showed that, the yield of Jinpeng 2014-236,Jinpeng 95-2,

Jinpeng 11,Jinpengrongwei and Aili was significantly higher than that of transparent film mulching, with the
increase rates of 20.3%,16.7%,6.3%,9.0% and 9. 7% , respectively; for Jinpeng 11, the fresh weight and

dry weight of leaves under black film mulching were significantly higher than those under transparent plastic

film mulching by 75. 0% and 65. 2% ,respectively. The highest values of daily average ground temperature and

daily average ground temperature at different times in 10 cm soil layer were lower than those under transparent

film mulching,and the lowest values were higher than those under transparent film mulching. According to the

comprehensive yield and plant growth,black plastic film should be selected for tomato planting in solar green-

house.

Keywords: varieties ; different mulch; tomato
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