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Effects of Compound Matrix for Seedling Culture on Growth and Grain Yield of Rice
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Abstract
[ Method ] Experiment set 3 treatments of compound matrix for seedling culture ;DCattle farm padding was taken as fundamental material (50% )
with vermiculite (20% ) , peat coal (10% ) ,s0il(20% ) ,and proper water retaining agent addition. @Matrix was saled in the market( produced in
Zhenjiang, Jiangsu, CK, ). @Matrix was saled in the market (produced in Huai’ an,Jiangsu,CK, ). Effects of matrix for seedling culture on seed-
ling quality ,growth and grain yield of rice were analyzed. [ Result ]| Experimental matrix could cultivate strong seedling, the rice grew quickly,

[ Objective | To research effects of different compound matrix for seedling culture on seedling quality ,growth and grain yield of rice.

there was not obvious transplanting seedling stage. The yield of experimental matrix treatment was higher than 2 control matrix treatments nearly

6% and 2% respectively. [ Conclusion | The research could provide reference for choosing matrix for seedling culture.
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Table 1 Basic physicochemical properties of matrix for seedling culture

4hE A LB TEALBUE AL R/NFLBREE

T t L Bulk density Total porosity Capillary Aeration Ratio of macropore pH
reatmen ¢/em’ % porosity // % porosity // % and small pores

T, 0.454 80.3 45.8 34.5 0.753 6.1

CK, 0.321 79.4 42.3 37.1 0.877 6.4

CK, 0.317 76.7 40.5 36.2 0.89%4 6.6
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Table 2 Effects of matrix for seedling culture on rice seedlings’ morphological index

4hE K AL FIAREL FIARLE R A T S THR
Treatment Root length Root number White root Ratio of Fresh weight Dry weight Ratio of
reatmen cm % number // 4% white root // % of root // mg of root // mg dry weight /%
T, 7.39 8.1 8.1 100.0 45.5 10.8 23.74
CK, 7.22 8.2 8.2 100.0 41.2 7.9 19.17
CK, 7.14 7.9 7.4 93.7 43.4 9.1 20.97
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Table 3 Effects of matrix for seedling culture on comprehensive quality of rice seedlings

kg 3] T ZETEE AT ZEM M LE JAN:E i
Treatment Plant height Dry weight Dry weight Dry weight Stem diameter Ratio of root Strong see-
reatmen cm mg of stem//mg of root // mg cm and shoot dling index
T, 7.97 17.35 12.51 4.84 0.206 0.387 7.16
CK, 8.03 16.82 12.36 4.46 0.202 0.361 6.49
CK, 7.99 17.06 12.43 4.63 0.205 0.372 6.79
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Table 4 Effects of matrix for seedling culture on growth period of rice

- S BA R S N e T

Treatment Sowing Transplanting Initial heading Heading Full heading Mature Wholf: growth
date date date date date date period //d

T, 05 -22 06 -12 08 —-26 08 —28 09 -01 10 -29 160

CK, 05 -22 06 -12 08 -27 08 -29 09 -02 10 -28 159

CK, 05 -22 06 —12 08 —25 08 —27 08 -31 10 -27 158
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e RN 11 7941 kg/hm?®, SEhR =8k 11 607. 2 kg/hm®,  Fhdiemy, CK, AR A 45908 T SN, 2 29 1
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Table 5 Effects of matrix for seedling culture on yield and its component factors of rice

e i

s W RN BRI sk TRE ol ol i
Treatment Spike number Grain number Total grain number Seed setting 1 000-grain ield Actual yield
: n Ji 4/ hm’ per spike // K T3 i/ hm? rate // % weight // g k;’/hmz kg/hm’
T, 370.5 126.7 46 942.4 9.1 26.7 11 794.1 11 607.2
CK, 372.4 123.8 46 103. 1 92.8 26. 1 11 166.5 10 971.2
CK, 361.9 126.9 45925.1 94.2 26.8 11 594.1 11 392.2
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