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Table 1 Basic indicators of fertilizers
#HRER N/ % P20s/%  KeO/% WIS/ Y% MAEHR/%
SCZ 14.5 14.5 14.5 12. 6 1.4
FHF 17.0 17.0 17.0 91.2 —
L3 RKEHE

IR 4 AP A3 1./ 58 CT At , Bp A0 e
HARE 750 kg/hm® , #F A FE LR K AT 4516 A0, 8- KB
AR IRE 225 kg/hm? , B4 150 kg/hm?,f§ 7~10 d
BAE 1K, 3E 6 Yk AbH 2. 2 A BB (FHE) jifi A , RP L ALt
BANE 750 kg/hm® , 3 AR SLIE K468 08, KB
e 609 kg/hny’ GliA B2 LML 2 £5),21~30 d B
AE 1,3t 2 AL 38 3. AR AR (SCZ+) , B FE AE it .
B (SCZ) 850 kg/hm’ , ik A S S K B FF 46 16 hte £ FEE A
SCZ, BIGERE & 690. 2 kg/hm? ,21~30 d 3AAE 1 ¥, 3k 2
UGARER 4. AR fE AL EE , BY AR E R A AR 750 ke/hm® , #E A
SRSLRE KB iR AR, BB AL & JR R 112.5 kg/hm' , i
FRHH 90 kg/hm’ ,f& 7~10 dBAE 1K, 6 K. IR
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Table 2 Effect of different fertilizer treatments on

NO; ™~ -N content in soil profile mg/kg
hb3 0~30 cm 30~60 cm 60~90 cm 90~120 cm
CK 31.6+1.6d 27.3+1. 8¢ 19.44+1. 0c 11. 140. 7¢
CT 94.0+4. 0a 81.9+3.3a 40.9+1. 6a 22.0%2.0a
FHF 43.7+2.7c 37.5+2.8b 26.9+1. 2b 15.4+1.7b
SCZ 51. 744.4b 34.3+0.9b 26.840. 4b 12.440. 2¢
YH 43.5+2. 4c 35.5+2.0b 28.3+1.2b 14.7+1.0b
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Table 3 Effect of different fertilizer treatments on
P content in soil profile mg/ kg

Lb 3 0~30 cm 30~60 cm 60~90 cm 90~120 cm
CK 38.9+2. 5¢ 29.3+3.0c 18.443.1b 12.941.9a
CT 46. 9+2. 6b 35. 6+2. 4bc 20. 9+ 1. 3ab 14.5+1.4a
FHF 56.3+3. 8a 38.7+0. 6a 22.1+1.5a 15.442. 4a
SCZ 53.3+3.5a 36.340. 8ab 20. 6+1. 2ab 14.34+1. 5a
YH 47.4+2.0b 34.3740. 7ab 20. 3+ 1. 0ab 13.8+0.7a
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Fig. 1 Effect of different fertilizer treatments on

tomato nitrate content
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Fig. 2 Effect of different fertilizer treatments on tomato yield
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Effect of Different Fertilization Methods on Tomato Yield and Accumulation of
Soil Nitrogen and Soil Phosphorus in Greenhouses
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Abstract : The effects of optimization of fertilization,application of coated fertilizers, traditional fertilization method on N, P
accumulation in different soil layers and the yield of tomato were studied. The results showed that NO, ~-N content in 0
~120 cm sail layers of traditional fertilization were significantly higher. N top dressing amount were reduced by 1/3,1/2
respectively in coated fertilizer treatment(SCZ) and optimize treatment(YH),NQO,™ -N content in surface layer (0~30
cm) of SCZ treatment was significantly higher than that of YH, there was no significant difference in 30 ~90 cm soil
layer,but in 90~120 cm soil layer it was significant reduction. The amount of application of P fertilizer in FHF and SCZ
treatments was the highest,so their residues in the soil were the highest. Compared with YH treatment, they significantly
increased the P content in surface soil, but no significant difference in 30 ~120 cm soil layers. The nitrate content in
traditional treatment tomato was the highest, 10. 9% ~ 17. 7% higher than that of others, 35.1% higher than CK.
Fertilization treatments significantly improved the yield of tomato,the yield of SCZ, YH treatments decreased by 0. 8%,
15. 8% than traditional treatment, but the difference was not significant.

Key words: tomato;fertilization;yield; N and P accumulation
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