ZHRMFRIEE, ], Anhui Agric. Sci. 2020,48(19) :149-151,156

A 1) 7 i T X 152 e il Bl R ST % ) A R B9 RS i

Woa ok st MR BT Rk

(L BRI R B 5 A SR 2 e, BRIETT G /K 3 1500805

2. MIETTAE AN AR BE b 2200 B, FAE TR /K 150069 ;3. v Rk B AR I8 s BE -5 o b AR 250 5 i 8 b IRl AR 235 0 AT 900 38, TR e VIR R U
150081 ;4. AALAR MY A~ S M 1 RIS PR 4P o SE 00 5, OB TIRG /R B 150030)

WE D% EmT AT IRR AW R R At Z5e 5 T BB R = 5 0% h, i BUF LR E A 22 (WF) % HK e+ £ 4 % (WFB)
VAT B IR AE+ A 5 (80% W80% FB) 4 22, 5 Af A . 4y R 3 T B BOK B A A R AL R e Fvm, LR AW, 5w aKIe 2k, %
FUIK e+ 2y 5 AL 38 28 4 54.88 t/hm” 3 A 4. 28% (P<0. 05) , 4 F B 64 B & 4 13. 99 kg/hm® , 3 m 11. 74% ( P<0.05) , B 44 ol 2L
F R A 2 Falp A 5 5 M3 A 11, 80% (P<0. 05) . 160. 83 kg/kg( P<0.05) F= 4. 28% (P>0. 05) ; B /KB NE+E 4 3 2 58 = F A
52.79 t/hm* 3 A2 0. 30% (P>0. 05) , #-F #69 Bk & 4 13.73 kg/hm® ¥ A0 9. 58% (P>0. 05) , B 64 SBOl 2k F ) A 2k & Faliy &£ = 5 5 5
¥ 9.67%(P>0.05) \11. 66 kg/kg(P>0.05) #= 25.38% ( P<0.05) , % _EFrik | 340 % ) 5% T VAR 30 A #R 3B 68 B R A 38 Ao VR 4
BORY LEF I KRE

ERE AWR TN T HRNGAH R
FESES S64l.1 XERFRISAS A
XERHRE  0517-6611(2020)19-0149-03

i
doi ; 10. 3969/j. issn. 0517-6611. 2020. 19. 040 FrHgRIE ( FIRAR S ) #RIR%5 ( OSID) :
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Abstract
eggplant were explored. Regular irrigation and fertilizer treatment (WF) , regular irrigation and fertilizer + biochar (WFB) , and reducing irri-

(1. College of Modern Agriculture and Eco-Environment, Heilongjiang University, Harbin,
Taking eggplant in facility vegetable field as the research object, effects of biochar addition on phosphorus absorption and yield of

gation and reducing fertilizer + biochar (80% W80%FB) were selected and then effects of biochar addition on phosphorus absorption and utili-
zation efficiency were analyzed. The results showed that in the regular irrigation and fertilizer + biochar treatment, yield was 54. 88 t/hm”,
which increased by 4.28% (P<0.05) compared to that in the regular irrigation and fertilizer treatment;the absorption of phosphorus in egg-
plant was 13.99 kg/hm’, which increased by 11.74% compared to the regular irrigation and fertilizer treatment ( P<0.05) ;the absorption ef-
ficiency, utilization efficiency and partial productivity of phosphorus increased by 11. 80% (P<0.05), 160. 83 kg/kg (P<0.05), and
4.28% (P>0.05), respectively. In reducing irrigation and reducing fertilizer + biochar treatment, yield was 52. 79 t/hm*, which increased
by 0.30% (P<0.05) compared to the inregular irrigation and fertilizer treatment ;the phosphorus absorption of eggplant was 13. 73 kg/hm’,
which was an increase of 9. 58% (P>0.05) compared to the regular irrigation and fertilizer treatment ;the absorption efficiency, utilization ef-
ficiency and partial productivity of phosphorus increased by 9.67% (P>0.05), 11.66 kg/kg (P>0.05), and 25.38% (P<0.05), repec-
tively. In summary, the application of biochar in the facility eggplant field could promote the absorption and utilization of phosphorus by
plants, increase vegetable yields and reduce fertilizer residues in soil.
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Table 1 Soil physicochemical properties in a facility vegetable field of
black soil region(2016)
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0~20 26.9 2.5 2.1 6.93 1.07
20~40 18.3 1.7 1.1 6.45 1.28
40~60 14.8 1.3 0.6 6. 80 1.25
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Table 2 Effect of biochar on yield and biomass of eggplant
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Treatment Yield//t/hm® Biomass//t/hm’
WF 52.63+0.97 b 60.67+4.58 a
WFB 54.88+0.85 a 60.90+6. 06 a
80%W80%FB 52.79+0.67 b 59.98+6.31 a

I RIS R INE PRk AN TR b B ) 22 57 5l 25 (P<0. 05)
Note : Different lowercase letters indicated significant difference between
different treatments( P<0. 05)
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Fig.1 The effect of biochar addition on phosphorus absorption
in different parts of eggplant
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Fig.2 The effect of biochar addition on dry matter accumula-

tion in different parts of eggplant
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Table 3 The effect of biochar addition on phosphorus utilization in

different parts of eggplant
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efficiency efficiency Ke/k
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WF 17.38 b — 730.97 b
WFB 19.43 a 160. 83 a 762.22 ab
80% W80%F'B 19. 06 ab 11.66 b 916.49 a

TE : [FFANE]/ING SRR AN [ Ak B ) 22 5 i 3 (P<0. 05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters indicated significant difference between
different treatments ( P<0. 05)
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