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Note: Scattered points and lines represent the observed and fitted values of tomato plant height samples.
1

Fig 1 Tomato growth kinetics process under different treatments

1
Table 1 Results of two-way ANOVA of plant height for tomato

i F
Treatments Type [l sum of squares Degree of freedom Mean square F value Significance
w 2 286. 527 2 134, 543 7. 074 0. 01
zZ 269. 087 2 1143 263 60. 113 0. 01
WXZ 143. 433 4 35. 858 1. 885 0. 157
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Table 2 Two-way ANOVA for tomato phenological parameters
m F
Treatments Variable amount Type Il sum of squares Degree of freedom Mean square F-value Significance
3] 133 411 2 66. 705 383. 596 0. 01
w t2 126. 509 2 63. 255 15. 988 0. 01
LGD 0. 092 2 0. 046 0. 018 0. 982
5] 20. 257 2 10. 129 58 246 0. 01
4 t2 79. 302 2 39. 651 10. 022 0. 01
LGD 20. 222 2 10. 111 4. 038 0. 05
t 116. 327 4 29. 082 167. 238 <0. 01
WXZ t2 244, 457 4 61 114 15. 447 0. 01
LGD 26. 839 4 6. 710 2. 680 0. 065
2.4 .
4 ’ W(). 5 Wl ’ ’
MGR  LGR 25.99% ~ ° ; o ’
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3
Table 3 Analysis of two-way ANOVA for tomato growth parameters
m F
Treatments Variable amount Type Il sum of squares Degree of freedom Mean square F value Significance
MGR 0. 532 2 0. 266 108 77 <0. 01
w LGR 0. 409 2 0. 204 108 781 <<0. 01
TLG 843. 084 2 421, 542 108 037 0. 01
MGR 0. 074 2 0. 037 15. 043 <0. 01
4 LGR 0. 057 2 0. 028 15. 036 <0. 01
TLG 60. 950 2 30. 475 7. 811 0. 01
MGR 0. 015 4 0. 004 1. 555 0. 229
WXz LGR 0. 012 4 0. 003 1. 554 0. 229
TLG 80. 548 4 20. 137 5. 161 0. 01
(P<<0. 01) . . 21 32% ~ 24.92% . 37. 73% ~
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Effects of Moisture Content and Zeolite Amount on
Tomato Growth Characteristics

JU Xiaolan, LEI Tao,GUO Xianghong, Bl Yuanjie, LEI Zhen, LIU Ronghao
(College of Water Resource Science and Engineering, Taiyuan University of Technology, Taiyuan, Shanxi 030024 )

Abstract: Tomatoes under different water ( W)-zeolite (Z) coupling strategies of alternate drip
irrigation under mulch were used as test materials,and the tomato growth dynamic process simulation
method based on Logistic model was used to study the effects of W, Z and their coupling effects on
tomato phenological parameters(linear growth start point ¢, ,linear growth end point ¢, ,linear growth
phase LGD) and growth parameters (maximum linear growth rate MGR, average linear growth rate
LGR, linear growth amount TLG), in order to provide reference for tomato planting under the
conditied falternative ilm dropper. The results showed that under different W-Z coupling conditions,
tomato S-shaped growth process could be divided into gradually increasing stage,linear growing stage
and slowly increasing stage,which was in accordance with Logistic model. Plant height at any W ,¢, ,¢,
and LGD at W,, TLG at W, and MGR, LGR, and TLG at W,; W, increased firstly and then
decreased with increasing Z. There were positive responses of t,,¢,, LGD to W at Z;Z,,and plant
height ., MGR, LGR, TLG to W at any Z, and MGR, LGR to Z at W, ;;. Increasing W at Z, and
increasing Z at W, s W, ;s would inhibit ¢, ,¢, and LGD. Effects of W, Z and their coupling effects on ¢,
and TLG,t,,LGD,MGR and LGR and plant height were shown as follows, W>W X Z>7,W X Z>
W>ZWXZ>Z>W,and W>Z>W X Z,

Keywords: Logistic model; tomato;moisture content;zeolite amount;tomato growth

’ b

. : ( : www. haasep. cn); :0451—51522860;
:bfyybjb@vip. 163. com; o

( »



