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Mn &85 4.5 mg/L,Fe & &5 15.9 mg/L,Cu 584
3.8 mg/L;pH 8.59,
L2 K5hhe

B T A iR 8 57,4 A RER W,
5H 1 HAH, REBCL K 147F4E, 47855 101. 5 cm, Bk
BEZY 27. 8 cm, BISHRECH 42 315 BE/hm® ,ER 2 K,
L3 R Bk
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*x1 FHERA TS AR

P8 N P20s K20
Treatment /kg + hm—2 /kg + hm—2 /kg + hm—2
CK 272 195 45
1 300 105 90
2 300 105 90
3 240 84 72
4 0 105 90
5 300 0 90
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Table 2 Influence of different fertilizer on

the growth potential of processing tomato
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Table 3 Effect of different fertilizer on yield of processing tomato

AbFE ﬁﬁﬁ Fiﬁl%tfier >R Yleldfc ?nﬁgﬁ;se & ik
Treatment Fruit weight per plant Yield decrease Increased
/kg 4 /kg « hm—2 /kg » bm—? rate/ %
CK 64.14 a 31.40 a 97 867 b AB — -
1 62.03 a 34.80 a 100 005 ab AB 2138 2.18
2 60.55 a 44.20 a 105 559 a A 7 692 7.86
3 59.75 a 35.60 a 100 089 ab AB 2 222 2.27
4 63.37 a 31.60 a 90 326 ¢ B —7 541 —7.71
5 60.50 a 34.80 a 96 510 bec AB —1 357 —1.39

2.3 ANIFIMERALAL BTN T2k 28 5 AL 48 F

TE 243 H A KPR, A AL B E D 29 808~
34 834 7T/ b , ML T AELENS 25 LU H MUMEAC S U771 T/ bt
AR 2. 5876, AbFE 1 FL 7 AL AN N8R (NAMD (235 23

hb 3 M Ey
Treatment Plant height/cm Stem diameter/ mm E)a ﬁ J: ﬂ y I:B '”I%" %JI'IJ Hll_l‘ ﬂ }E ig L[& 1 397 ﬁ / hm? y ig [I]E jg
CK 27.38+2.34 ab 7.99+0.62 a 0 " - 0
1 28.39+1. 42 ab 7.860.78 a 4.67%. TiALHE 3 AL 2 YRR B> T 2006, 1K
2 29.00+3.94 a 7.98+0.62 a BB T 1 207 55/hm?, H % 056 AE 8 0k 8. 71%,
3 28.47+2. 40 ab 8.48-50.49 a St T A e i 34 L A 4
; T b B, T - R L 5 G 00 25 S
5 23.83+3.17 b 7.5840.63 a JEAREH 0. 40% , BRAA I 25T 3.57%.,
F4 7 [F) e B A 32 3 fin T 3% 7t it B 38 25 B =2 i
Table 4 Effect of different fertilizer on fertilizer efficiency of processing tomato
m Feht THE BERLBA ey W23 1 WmE
Yield Output value Fertilizer cost Net income Income increase and Increase and decrease
Treatment
/kg « hm—2 /7G * hm—2 /G « hm—2 /JC + hm~—2 decrease/JC * hm™—2 rate/ %
CK 97 867 32 296 2 400 29 896 — —
1 100 005 33 002 2 335 30 667 771 2.58
2 101 902 33 628 2 335 31 293 1397 4. 67
3 105 559 34 834 2 335 32 500 2 604 8.71
4 90 326 29 808 979 28 829 —1 067 —3.57
5 96 510 31 848 1 833 30 015 119 0. 40

E I T2 30 0. 33 76/ ke, N:4. 52 6/ kg, P2 Os :4. 78 Tt/ ke, K2 0:5. 3 70/ ke,

173

PDF SCH# ] "pdfFactory Pro™ X RAG)E www. Fineprint.cn


http://www.fineprint.cn

- SRR -

wF @ & 201407):172~175

2.4 [w it AR AL AT in T2 i 5 A 5 )

I T F At PR P Al 5 52 5 BN e B B
& B BB R e T 0 L S TR, — R bk
ETREFMEEERRT S EMTES T, N EREA
FEHR R [FE R R R A . R 5 ATLIE A A
HIF R & B2 5 A K, DIBBEAL 3 5 Fgg B ic
JrREALHE 2 55, DA BECH A0t AT R e 7 AT e 15 B R
BRI TS R — AR R, A DR
809 (NAMD kb3 3 & &t 5 i » Fie Jy A 0 e SR Ak B0 A1 5

x5 AEHEARALIE XN T & R EF N

Table 5 Effect of different fertilizer on quality of processing tomato
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CK 4.4340. 06 9. 08-0. 46 ab 9.1342.06 b A3 P,O; WU ERE N T 11.53% ~37.96%, 24 Z=F|
1 4.5740. 13 8.51+0.31 b 9.35+1.21 ab z%zyg 2. 44%,\,12. 63%,%%@&%’15 2 4\5&}%%%@‘%%”
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Table 6 Comparison of nitrogen and phosphorus uptake and utilization
N PO
b3 % W R RALFI R % Wi HWR BEALFI R
Absorption amount Increase and decrease Nitrogen use Absorption amount Increase and decrease Phosphate utilization
/kg + hm—2 rate/ % efficiency/ % /kg + hm—2 rate/ % rate/ %
CK 147.76 ab 28. 27 11. 97 39.70 13. 63 2.44
1 138. 98 ab 20. 64 7.93 38.97 11. 53 3.84
2 193.61 a 68. 06 26.14 48. 20 37.96 12. 63
3 158. 82 ab 37. 87 18.18 41.75 19. 50 8.11
4 115.20 b — — 40. 62 — —
5 142. 09 ab — — 34.94

3 H5itie

IR EE R R W, R A PR AR AT AR R 5
A B AEAEYIRTIY I AR AL s A5 NAM SR04 F
FoF NN T3 7 RUBOHE vk Y . 22 R Iy AE B HL ol B 4k
HR AN TR A B » Lo MM AL 2351 347 7. 86 0 Al
2. 27 %% , T 2 Ab B 7 8 S T v ) B R T R SR AT
Hr 300 keg/hm’® FIRFR A 7L NAM B2F T
REAHBC T I 12 2E— 25 I R 3R L o 5 % R Oy A ik A Ak
Hy= R R T i A7 AC AL B, NAM 7 i) 2
T AREIE 2096 s8R » Ge eI AE I T3l AL FHBCR R
UF. B NAM #9 G B AL AT ARG ISR 5L rh /il 40 R &
B ERY S &, s o7 i B O AR LR ML AR B A
EAERY AR BT, SEREIC 7 AT A PRAE AR AL B IR 0 IR
FIACRLF R o g » R G REIC 7 AT 8006 JH AL 2,
7254k AL A A1) FH 2R 34 G 8 T 3 MK, 7T RE R L B

174

BB AP RN T NAM, M i 3 4 48 b i) BB 55 2
A RS 5R AR HE T EYI ISR

S E 30k
(1] XIBek, HAER , MBI, 2 4 R IR0 MR AL 3 &) T Al S AL
o 5 R[] £ HeERE 2001(D) :9-12.
[2] White E M. Surface banding phosphorus to increase movement into soils
[J7. Communication in Soil Science and Plant Analysis,1996,27(9/10) ;:2005-
2016.
(3] aRGEZS, BRAIZE. SR/ RNE R JR 2 5 07 M. b3 B2 R
#t,2003:109-122.
(4] ZEH,AT05, RMEA 55, Db FH R A= 250 23 B 4 R0 R 9 F 53 177
LT BB 5 E A ,2009,29(1) :92-94.
(5] ZePmin, R PCH . (] . B A Aok AR B 51 2 0 B B T % i o &
FeE [T B E B, 2013(17) £ 20-22.
(6] JAREE. W L ReIr ML BoARTE N T30 b A n R A A LT, Bl
felr B, 2013(3) : 21-23.

PDF SCH# ] "pdfFactory Pro™ X RAG)E www. Fineprint.cn


http://www.fineprint.cn

F @D L 201407):175~177 s FEAiglR -

H S E R g MR L IR S 5 I % 0 w5

5 4 %

CHA RBRIMIE 2 Be for S EmPE R R S 7470000

OB R L6 E R R A s B ARYE AT H R R R e R e B LR B
BAAE RV RHAT T REH L — T RET FRFEK AMMRAS RFE LR L A RTRAKS,
FIF T A & 2 R T 5 A, AR B AL VAL, T AR PP A A TR A TR
e KRR K R A A A 2} R L IR R RN Rk B A, K B33 L e AR R

B R & * A KT B 8, AR H M 25
KGR B s AR B ARTEIR; BEUROL S B s % 3R

FESHES:S 625

BEREAR M A A T A Y B » AN PR3 % 2 AR
E IR EEAEF & IR ELBE P EHET R A
FLER—HMAE T EARR, BT R EA R
WL BEE BOR FF B R AR . BERR T AR
FIR Ref BT W BRI s B G RO Z A 2
JiL T E AR TR AT, S m BUR T ARl (R85 % A A
My TR 00 1 2 B 5 SRR A AT AR SR 1Y
FAME, LA i T BT - SR 2T 2

EEGN B AFA975), . HL, 30T, AT @A L RED L
BRE5A A, E-mail:lingfa2008@163. com.,
HEEWH: B K2 KX %8R B (2010GA860031),

TARFRIDAG A CE|LHE:1001—0009(2013)07—0175—03

BRIHEHRFEROA BT E R E—ERMHIX
AR EZE AR, FEE BN TR EHR
AR AL T R IR AR A0 S, RS A5 )| BN A
Pir 5 E R M RIS N B, RIS B R
G I B LA , M BRAR AR T AR 48 100°46' ~104°44", b 26
33°06' ~36°10" 2 [a] , A T A B L J2. L2638 L % ol
B G ikl 7 AN AR 4,02 7 km® . HA I,
fi i 23 e L AE 5 B (D el B (D, %3
G Sl 3 By R sc s . B AT, H e R SR A AL
AR AR S L e Al B DX AR R A AR AR Y T T AR BR
FER R ZBIEFEHE, iR ERE—RFZSH.
BEEJEAE AT H N B AT B IR A BUIR, R s

s HHA:2013—12—11

Influence of Slow-release Formula Fertilizer on Yield,Quality and
Efficiency of Processing Tomato

ZHANG Xiao-hong' , WANG Zhu-long® , LIANG Xia®
(1. Biotechnology Branch, Xinjiang Agricultural and Vocational College,Changji, Xinjiang 83110032, COFCO Tunhe Changji Tomato Products
Co. Ltd. ,Changji, Xinjiang 831100)

Abstract: Taking ‘ Tunhe No. 8’ processing tomato as material, compared with conventional fertilizer objective, the effect
of the formula fertilization and slow-release formula fertilization and its reduction, nitrogen and phosphorus deficiency
treatment on yield, quality and fertilizer efficiency of tomato were studied, in order to clear the scientific and the
application processing tomato fertilizer formula,to provide a reference for application of slow release formula fertilization.
The results showed under the same cultivation conditions, slow-release formula fertilization and its 20% decrement
treatment promoted the growth of the processing tomato plants, the uptake of nitrogen and phosphorus plant were
increased, the yield were increased by 4.12% and 7. 86% than conventional fertilization, net income increased by 4. 67%
and 8. 71% ,while increasing the lycopene content and soluble solids content in fruit,under the condition of adding NAM,
the dosage of nitrogen in the formula fertilization should reduce.

Key words: processing tomato;formula fertilization; conventional fertilization;yield
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