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Fig.1A. Rootstock effects of eggplant on plant growth dynamic and dry matter production of
tomato cv. 'Known-You 301'. (Autumn, 1998)
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Fig. 1B. Rootstock effects of eggplant on plant growth dynamic and dry matter production of
tomato cv. 'Known-You 301".(Autumn, 1998)
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Fig. 2A. Rootstock effects of eggplant on plant growth dynamic and dry matter production of
tomato cv. 'Known-You 301'. (Spring, 1999)
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Fig. 2B. Rootstock effects of eggplant on plant growth dynamic and dry matter production of
tomato cv. 'Known-You 301".(Spring, 1999)
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Fig. 3A. Rootstock effects of eggplant on plant growth dynamic and dry matter production of
tomato cv. 'Taichung-AVRDC 4'. (Summer, 1999)
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Fig. 3B. Rootstock effects of eggplant on plant growth dynamic and dry matter production of
tomato cv. 'Taichung-AVRDC 4'. (Summer, 1999).
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Summary: The plant growth of ‘Known-You 301’ tomato grafted on four
eggplant varieties rootstock was studied in autumn, 1998. The leaf area,
shoot dry weight, root dry weight, and relative growth rate of total dry
weight of grafted plants were larger than those of un-grafted tomato after
grafting 60 days. The height of grafted plants was not significantly different
compared to control plant. When the rootstock was ‘KSA22’ eggplant, the
ratio of scion stem to stock stem was the largest among four root stocks.
The plant growth dynamic was increased when plants grafted on ‘Hsio-Tan’
and VF(F1) rootstock in spring, 1999.  In summer crop, 1999, ‘Asian No
4’ tomato was grafted on four eggplant varieties rootstock. Tomato grafted
‘red eggplant’ rootstock increased the relative growth rate of total dry
weight. The plant growth dynamic, shoot dry matter and root dry matter
were increased when plants grafted on ‘Hsio-Tan’ and VF(F1) rootstock.
The results could be concluded that the rapid growth of the grafted plant
after scion and rootstock fused completely in different seasons will be an
important evaluation index of good rootstock.

Key words: eggplant, grafting, tomato, plant growth dynamic, dry matter
production
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