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Effects of regulatory measures on characters of greenhouse saline soil and
tomato yield and quality
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Abstract: Aiming at greenhouse soil salinization in south of China, different regulatory methods were applied to
study the characters of greenhouse saline soils and tomato yield and quality through a 3-year continuous field experiment in
fixed position. Results showed that three regulatory methods including straw mulching, soil structure conditioner and water-
retaining agent decreased the surface soil salinity, and the desalinization effects was the best by straw mulching. All three
regulatory measures elevated surface soil organic matter, straw mulching outperforming other two. Available N content was
improved by three regulatory measures, and soil structure conditioner could not effectively retain soil available P and K. To-

mato yield with straw mulching treatment at all time was the highest. However, CK presented the best tomato quality during

experimental periods, followed by water-retaining agent

Yfs HH#A:2014-12-28 treatment. Tomato quality with straw mulching treatment in
EETAE : [[HR A RBARETH (£090203) VLI E H ARG the first two years was poor and improved dramatically in
T H (BK20130838) the third year. Calculation results of projection pursuit

fEEEM R (1982-) 5B VLA, WL, DRI, M54k i model showed that the straw mulching was the excellent

MR TT I BFE . (E-mail) njzhaiyaming@ 126. com regulatory method for its comprehensive performance with
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Fig.1 Dynamics of soil salinity in topsoil with regulatory methods
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Table 1 Changes of organic matter content in topsoil with different regulatory methods
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Fig.2 Changes of soil nutrient in topsoil with different regulatory methods
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Fig.3 Effect of different regulatory methods on tomato yield

1955, MWITHRZEIR (K 4) il & 1,201 4R
ZEA T DI BRI AL, KA BR 2 R FE
AL PR 2

FHERER T BT 2012 5 2013 4EF Al 45
B AT, KB B T AT AR AT A AT
TEALBH 2011 4EFN 2012 AR ARLE AR 2013 4F4



FW S O [ T SO0 B 15 A L ERe PR3 i 4t 2 it S ) S 875

BORIGE ; LA PR Ab PR il ot B 5 R

£2 2011 EEHEEMFEIER
Table 2 Major quality indexes of tomato in 2011
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