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Study on the Effect of the Plantation on Soil Physical Properties

WANG Wei
(Heilongjiang Agricultural Engineering Vocational , Harbin, Heilongjiang 150088)

Abstract:In 30 years ago after clear-cutting with retention zone on the cutting strip planting pure forest of Pinus

koraiensis Sied. et Zucc. ,and Larix olgensis Henry,and Fraxinus mandschurica Rupr. ,and Pices koraiensis Nakai as

material ,through the soil analysis of the middle and edge of clear-cutting strips and the middle of retained strips the its

soil physical properties were studied. The results showed the soil bulk density of the middle of F. mandschurica was

higher than that of the natural forest,the rest of the soil bulk density decreased, maximum reduction was P. koraiensis,

minimum reduction was P. koraiensis. For the improvement of the situation of P. koraiensis plantation soil pore was the

best, P. koraiensis was the worst.
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Eihitfr. TEAERL AR E R 30.2 g/ke, 2R
T’ 2.76 g/kg, WA AT & 352.1 mg/keg, BB & &
363 mg/kg, BAE &8 1 000 mg/kg, pH 7. 86,44
& 4.49 g/kg, EHOKBELF, LB TIE . BIEEY
R ATENEY) AR Tl
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PRSP TF R B B ERACR T 2 AN
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BERAERL N IR R (& N 46%), M T E A LA Fl 4
P IS BEIRES (F P,O; 46%0) M aE =W L TR A
PR R AP s IR AR (7 K, O 50%0) , R B Witk O,
1.3 RAEHEE

TE N B IR 1R B (5 000 kg/667m?) \AAE (N
75 kg/667m?) B AL (P, O, 30 kg/667m®) 1) 414 F #E4T
R, BN HEAE K.O & 20.40.60.80 kg/667m’ K]
4 ANAEERL Ay BIFRIC R ALB.C.D, IR H %7 B8 (CK) ,
3SWHEE FENHEY] . /INXTHR 18 m’ , /NX B[ FEFIEE
[ BEA 50 em, B/NXAMELEY) 2 28, AL B0 AL LB
A B ETRAE . MR RILE 1.2,

7H 14 HEM, RARZERE 2 TEE8 H10H
FURBIAR AR E,7 A 15 HIFGRTHEHEREK,9 A 2 HFG
THEREAL ;8 A 6 HAIAEHI,8 A 29 HRH% ki,
2 BR5HW
2.1 RSP AT Bt A R A R

3 AT A, IS5 & 4028 667 m” PR E A
6 280. 9.6 238. 3.6 516. 2.6 966. 5.6 508. 8 kg,667 m’ Jifi
afigf 20,40,60,80 kg Ab 3 43 7 Lo X R BE 7= — 42. 6,
235. 3.685. 6.227. 9 kg, ¥ ;= #4351 —0. 68%6.3. 75% .
10. 92%.3. 63%.,

FEAANE R, XHE F{ER 1225702, F, 0 H
4.45897, L E £ F , R XA FE R, B E.
AbFE[E] F (B R 670. 006, Fy o5 24 3. 837853, 25 5 8 2, i)
HFEARR R & X F - BIRR A E R M., &4
55X Ro.os /K F FFEREZR HTE R LR
EXF, MIEE 667 m® {48 60 kg WA BEER,
H5HEAEERARE, XRAHIEXNREFMHA —E
FYE =R A (B8 2l 2, 8= E R R M ANER &2 .

*1 667 m* HERR4IE
Table 1 The application amount of fertilizer per 667 m?
e N/kg K20/kg
Treatment P2 05/ ke BE B 20% BAE 80% B it 37.5% BB 62.5%
Total amount Basic fertilizer 20% Topdressing 80% Total amount Basic fertilizer 37.5% Topdressing 62.5%
CK 30 75 15 60 0 0 0
A 30 75 15 60 20 7.5 12.5
B 30 75 15 60 40 15.0 25.0
C 30 75 15 60 60 22.5 37.5
D 30 75 15 60 80 30.0 50. 0
*2 667 m* HEAR AR
Table 2 Fertilization scheme per 667 m?
it Hjiti PR % BHERE EBERRES AR BT ER AT
Treatment Basic urea/kg Topdressing urea/kg Superphosphate/ kg Basic potassium sulfate/ kg Topdressing potassium sulfate/kg
CK 32.6 130. 4 65.2 0 0
A 32.6 130. 4 65.2 15 25
B 32.6 130. 4 65.2 30 50
C 32.6 130.4 65.2 45 75
D 32.6 130. 4 65.2 60 100

2.2 IRy EREHESATTRE

Xof 45 b PR B A5 R AT A A B T R R 5 e
B (Al EH R . Y=6 171. 4+15. 32X —0. 12X* 3k
S v =15.32—0.24X, 4 y' =0, T 4 X=
63. 8 kg, Fx & /= & Ymax=6 171. 4415. 32X —0. 12X°,

Y=6 171. 4-+15. 32X 63.8—0. 12X 63. 8 X 63. 8=6 660. 3 kg,
fifp 1B 9y ARG B B B A W G o, P G N
W 667 m® MEZEAR 63.8 ke B, Bk 6 660.3 ke,
PUG BEE M8 & AW hn, - B 2 TR

ML = ./ 3 =
*3 RS IR IZ HEE M BRI (S~ E)
Table 3 Effect on tomato yield with the application of potassium fertilizer (effective yield)
Ak PRI PRI el T FHE 667 m? =it HeXF B4 Comparison increasing yield
t
Treatment Yieldl/ kg Yieldll/ kg Yield[ll / kg Mean/ kg Yield of 667 m?/kg +kg +%
CK 169.0 171.5 168.0 508. 5 169.5 6 280. 9bA
A 164.1 176.0 165.0 505. 1 168.4 6 238. 3bA —42.6 —0. 68
B 196.1 157.5 174.0 527.6 175.9 6 516. 2abA 235.3 3.75
C 195.0 186. 0 183.0 564.0 188.0 6 966. 5aA 685. 6 10. 92
D 162.0 193.5 171.5 527.0 175.7 6 508. 8abA 227.9 3.63
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1E 667 m? sl K, O 0~20 kg YN ,667 m® Jifi 1 ke
4 K, O AT imZ& i 20. 5 kg; 7€ 667 m” Jfi4di K,O 20~
40 kgl 9,667 m® Hil kel K, O Al 3 i & #h 11. 36
kg;7E 667 m® M4l K,O 40~60 kg i N,667 m® }f
1 kel K,O A3 7= & i 12.2 kg; 7E 667 m® Madd K,O
60~80 kg L 9,667 m® jifi 1 kg 2 K, O A] 3k /™ & il
14.9 kg,
2.4 Jifi AR AR R 25 REE b

FBHEFR A 1. 0 7T/ ke 11, &AL H 667 m” 7= {E 535
7 6 280. 9.6 238.3.6 516. 2.6 966.5.6 508. 8 JC;4 ~4b
T4 ) LU Xof B Ak B { — 42. 6,235. 3.685. 6,227. 9 JG;
BB 2B —0. 6896.3. 75%.10. 92 % F1 3. 63 %, #

x4 REEMERFENILERTE

Table 4 Marginal yield of greenhouse tomato with potassium fertilizer

T—AabFE % E—

667 m? =t 1 ke 247 EIE I
at3m S SRR e
667 m? yield : BB GhbRER)
Treatment Difference between two K :
/kg Marginal yield/ kg
treatments/ kg
CK 6 280. 9
A 6 238.3 —42.6 —2.13
B 6 516. 2 277.9 13.9
C 6 966. 5 450. 3 22.5
D 6 508. 8 —457.7 —22.9

W SAFR = CF —Ab B~ B 35 b —MA4RAR = &)/ CF — b 3F e & s
£ E— AL FEED .

PRI 11211 90,12 7.5.1: 6.7 f 1:5.3
(F 5, RUATEIA LA Iy 204 T 1oL & 2 h 7 49 AT
A REPRAS I R R 2 BF A

x5 R HEEE A i A SRR R & BT L 2R S A
Table 5 The analysis form of economic benefit about greenhouse tomato with potassium fertilizer
LbyE 667 m? Pt 667 m2 A 667 m? PA{E He o R B e R B
Treatment 667 m? yield/ kg 667 m? input/JG 667 m2 output value/ JG Comparison/ Jt /% Ration with input and output
CK 6 280. 9 517.5 6 280. 9 1:12.1
A 6 238.3 693. 5 6 238.3 —42.6 —0. 68 1:9.0
B 6 516. 2 869.5 6 516. 2 235.3 3.75 1:7.5
C 6 966.5 1 045.5 6 966.5 685. 6 10. 92 1:6.7
D 6 508. 8 1221.5 6 508. 8 227.9 3.63 1:5.3
4R 5.7 76/ kg, P2 Os 8.7 J6/ke, K20 8.8 7o/ kg, WM FE i 1. 0 7t/ kg .
2
3 &g M 1 kg 2 K,O W] 3™ %0 12. 2 kg; 7E 667 m® Jifi 46

1E 667 m® MEAR AL 5 000 kg.4fi N B 75 kg. 4fi
P,O; 30 kg () H BURLAC LA, 38 i 5 AL A — 2 A 3%
FERUR . 7E4 667 m” i 4l K,O 20~60 kg, A] 34 7=
4%~11%., 24667 m? Masfi K,O 63. 8 kg i, =ik F|
B, 7E 667 m® High K,O 0~20 kg JEFH N ,667 m® jf
1 kg 2l K, O "I 7 A 20.5 kg; 7E 667 m’ ik K, O
20~40 kg JEFE 9,667 m’ jifi 1 kg 2l K, O 7] 34 hn % 7
11. 36 kg; 7E 667 m’ jifizli K,O 40~60 kg 3t 4,667 m’

K, O 60~80 kg T [l 4,667 m’ ifi 1 kg 4 K, O A[J" &
il 14. 9 kg, RUIZEIA LI 7 5504 N & 2t FH 40
JE A IR AR B R U 2 BP MR

SE Lk
(1] w#r R, sk, 36 5%, 4. B0 T AC it % Ak 4h B A K RT3 7=
B R ], £ 45 R ,2005,36(4) :549-255.

(2] EICFE. HUREHEIMEAL IR X PRI R [T]. BB,
2001,29(1) : 86-87.

Study on Potash Fertilizer Application Rate of Tomato in
Solar Greenhouse at Yinchuan Plain

SUN Wen-chun' , YU Rong®
(1. Xingqing District Agricultural Extension Center, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750004 ;2. Biology and Pharmaceutical Technology Department, Ningxia
Polytechnic, Yinchuan, Ningxia 750002)

Abstract: Taking ‘Fenda F;’ tomato as material, the yield and economic benefit of Solanum lycopersicum with different
potash fertilizer application rate were studied. The results showed that there was an increasing production of Solanum
Lycopersicum while applying potash fertilizer on greenhouse. The yield was the highest while 63. 8 kg potash fertilizer
applying in 667 m’ ,marginal yield and input-output ration were optimal with 20 kg potash fertilizer in 667 m?®.

Key words: tomato; solar greenhouse;potash fertilizer
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