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Abstract: To explore the effects of biological humic acid (BHA) on tomato plant growth characteristics, fruit yield
and quality, and nutrient content of soil, this study used Jinling Ruby tomato as the experimental material, and set up three
treatments: control, root application of BHA at 37.5 mg per plant, root application of BHA at 150. 0 mg per plant. The re-
sults showed that root application of BHA could significantly promote tomato plant growth and improve fruit quality. When
the application level of BHA was 150. 0 mg per plant, the indices of some growth traits, yield and quality indices (except
lycopene content) of tomato were the best. Compared with the control, the plant height, stem diameter and SPAD value at

150. 0 mg per plant application level were significantly improved, the fruit weight per plant and the yield per square meter

were significantly improved, and the contents of vitamin

oS H 5 .2022-12-21 C, soluble sugar and soluble protein in fruits were
EEUWA VLH4 E a2 & eI H (BE2022788 ) 5 VLA significantly increased. The application of BHA had no sig-
A BHE A 1R 4 T H [ CX(20)1011] nificant effect on the content of soil nutrients such as total
YEE BT A5 (1998-) , 2, Wl EE T 3 N - AF 55 A=, 52 5 Tl nitrogen, available phosphorus, available potassium and
HEEFEY RS, (E-mail) 20201248130@ organic matter. Taking all indicators into account, root ap-
nuist.edu.cn plication of 150. 0 mg BHA per plant had the most signifi-

BIREE R T, (E-mail) ning.zhu@ jaas.ac.cn cant effect on promoting the growth of tomato plant and
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fruit development.
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Fig.1 Effects of different levels of biological humic acid (BHA) application on plant height, stem diameter and SPAD value of tomato
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Table 1 Effects of different levels of biological humic acid ( BHA)

application on tomato yield

fb3m R bk ﬁ{ﬁﬁﬂfﬂlfc%
(g,11) (g,11k) (g/m?)
CK 17.48+2.27h 51.74+2.80b 199.82+4.10b
T1 21.12+0.38a 52.16+£5.41b 185.56+23.20b
T2 22.09+0.39a 62.73+4.05a 227.72+8.52a
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BE TR PEE, 5 CK A, T1 ZR A T2 &b

FAY Ve & &t b 2 30, 43 5034 i T 9. 98% i
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Fig.2 Effects of different levels of biological humic acid (BHA) application on tomato quality
F2 ARAEYEEBKEAKENEMETEFS SN
Table 2 Effects of different application levels of biological humic acid (BHA) on soil nutrient content in tomato fields
o AP SES PR AR
P =dinP; hpil
ARHFL] - (&/ke) (%) (mg/ke) (mg/kg)
B3] CK 17.54+1.37a 0.22+0a 165.15+18.12a 77.96+13.59a
T1 17.87+£0.85a 0.23+£0.02a 177.53+6.85a 119.86+39.68a
T2 17.42+0.83a 0.22+0a 166.76+13.96a 85.27+13.80a
A R CK 17.89+1.19a 0.23+0.02a 161.74%17.76a 88.27+4.70a
T1 17.56+1.17a 0.22+0.02a 147.50+41.27a 78.78+10.28a
T2 17.13+£0.83a 0.21+£0.01a 172.17+8.93a 74.54+14.62a
AR CK 18.22+1.31a 0.21+0a 175.50+6.83a 79.50+11.34a
T1 17.27+0.60a 0.20+£0.02a 153.62+24.68a 90.09+18.02a
T2 17.90+0.88a 0.21+£0.02a 175.61+6.92a 87.60+5.45a
Rlid CK 16.88+1.12a 0.19+0a 164.12+14.01a 70.87+7.70a
T1 16.83+1.29a 0.20+£0.01a 159.79+17.96a 71.48+3.35a
T2 16.29+1.24a 0.18+0a 148.71+9.76a 70.46+10.56a

ATl FbE R 48 A Bl 2 ] 22 57 g 2% (P<0.05)

CK.T1.T2 ZbFRULEE 1 4,
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