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1 #MB5FE
L1 FFERHN

BRI M HER AR+, SO+, R
AR I AV EE 141 g kg BBAS
H102.0mg kg ' EMBESE 79.1 mg » kg™t #
BB A 196.0 mg « kg ', R pH 7.9,
L2 Rtk

BERFA AT, SH A B
HEAE, R, A ST O >1. 042« gt L
FRRAE AR RA R AL,
L3 REHk
L.3.1 REEt R8T 2014 4 3—7 AfER LA
BMTEED BN HSREARTT. R
FHSEARERLIX AT B ALCH HMEAE) . A2 CH
FE S AR EARD ASCEIEAE S8BT 4b
AT CKORHEALAYZS AXTRED . Hoo, B AU E
FITEAE RS 2 5 FAE 4 B 3R 0 A7 A 28, 7EAE P AR
FE(BEEY 10 co) ¥ 10 cm FEI 8 667 m®
30 ke WA, K S E L A 4 KER ., ¥
FU AR A R B .58 667 m” Wi HLAE 2 000 kg JRE
30 kg MR — 530 kg BRERHF 20 kg, HH, REX&
TR, BRER £ 20 kB il , HE MR 2. /D
XA 30.0 m”,
1.3.2 A B HIF MK I 25 554 1A Al A
EFMTFE 2013 4F 12 A 26 HEMBEW.3 H 1L HE
H, EAMEJG B EM K, A5 667 m® BB 2 600 #k,3 A
23 HFFHEH 20~25 mg « mL ' BiiEEREL.3 A 28
HIFtAAH bR 2,4 A 2 H A2 A BEAEEYR R 55
(BZEA 10 cm)3F 10 em BB 667 m® Jifi 30 kg 4
YIBEEIAE , A3 Kb S B 5L T, Al 403 LCK Rt 4
HEg/hsk,4 B 4 HXF A2 A3 4b BT 8B+, 4 A 6
H 1 25% 2 B R AT 400 A% 10 55 K 9% »
4 H 12 HEE 2 BRI URRETE B G2 T OR B A T4, 4
H 26 H A2 bV AR —B (B 2E 4 10 e 2
10 em I, 667 m® i 30 kg AW BEHIAR . A3 Ab3E
MESEE LR, AL A FE CK R4 H e /hk,4 B 28
HXt A2 A3 4bB#F7E . 4 A 30 H, Wi 75%
R R 500 5B IR KBRS H 9 H
55 3BT HRMELE .5 F 18 HEE/K .48 667 m® ik
WA 20 kg,5 A 20 HFF4R3RUK.6 A 5 HEEK,6 A
15 HoRWseEE  hift.
L4 THNE

B FERENLIEE 20 BRFE A W EFF G/ AR
AR R R AR R
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K Excel 2007 K {4 %5 # ¥m 36 47 8 3, R
PLSD,SPSS il Excel 34 # 47481 HIE 25047 .

2 BRSS9
2.1 [EIADRA Y A XT B R s R )

MR 1T LVE B R R, il Ak R R 1E
BFELF(P<0.05), Al A2 A3 LB MRS Y8
FCK, 4 Bl CK ¥ T 1.69%.3.60%.1.91%.
HAr A2 4hIATF AR 91. 9 om, 5 A1, A3 4b3H
A, 2B T 1. 88%.1.66%,A2 5 A1,A3 4bFH
25 B3 (P<0. 05); Al 1 A3 ARHF- ¥k 735
A 90.2.90.4 cm, Z R A B E (P>0.05), H AT
T8, B [ 2 A A e 7 AT AR o e A IR e LR
FHE AT SRR,

&1 EBESREYEFNEHRESHRMD

Table 1 Effects of solid microbial agents on

plant height of tomato

fib 7 Treatment CK Al A2 A3

#RE; Plant height/cm 88. 7¢c 90. 2b 91. 9a 90. 4b

AR RNE R R AP B 2 Rk 0. 05 BEATE. TH.
Note; The different lowercase letters mean difference at 0. 05 significant level.

The same below.

2.2 [EIASHEA W ok 300 0F T 300 7R R L B SR ORI B
R R

H % 2 AT RUE HY , A [ Ah B 6 300 7 5 3R L LR
REFRRFRENZ MBS EEER,ALA2,
A3 PR B E T CK. X &Kl MBS, Al
A2 A3 Ah B LE CK 43 B3N T 2.45%.3.70%,
2.79% A1 A2 A3 4b 35 CK 2 5 i 2 (P<0.05);
Hop A2 A5 7 R RIA E) 92. 60%, Hk A1 A3 b
FABIREM T 1.19%.0.88%,A2 5 Al A3 4b3 %
S E(P<<0.05); Al H1 A3 4B FRHG TR 24
HA 91.51%.91. 79% , —EEFRBE(P>0.05),

N AR BUT  , AL A2 A3 Ab BRI CK 43
BUHEANT 3.12%.6.56%.4. 30%%,A1 A2 A3 4B 5
CK 2R 82 (P<0.05); o A2 4h TV sk R
BEAS 9.91 4, b AL A3 AbEE RN T 3.34%.,
2.16%,A2 5 A1, A3 4bBH % 7 I 2 (P<<0.05); Al
A3 b HFE B RECT 3 R4 3R 9.59.9.70
A ZEHELERARBHEP>0.05),

SRR S , Al A2 A3 AbBE LY CK 43511
T 23.60%.27.08%.24.68% , A1, A2, A3 kb B 5
CK 2582 (P<C0.05); i A2 4h3 7 ¥ B R i
53 201. 30 g, Hb AL A3 ZbHA BRI T 2. 81% .
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1.92%,A2 5 A1,A3 4bFE2E 7 1B & (P<C0. 05);3 A1
A3 AL 3B F A B R R 2 4 ) A 195. 79,
197.51 g, " HLRBABEP>0.05),
x2 BESREYEFIEREARE.
Bk RHMARRENTI

Table 2 Effects of solid microbial agents on quality rate,

number and weight of tomato

2.3 [EHA BT e B R

B 3 AT UL, ARl AL B 3 i s R B
Z5(P<0.01), Al A2 A3 ZbH%E 667 m” 733 L
CK 372 1 200. 83.1 454. 34.1 253. 07 ke, 2+ 3 kb CK
WINT 34.05%.,40.94%.35.27%, A1, A2, A3 b3
5 CK 25 544 5.2 (P<0. 01 ; Ho e A2 AbFH4 667 o’
X E Ik E] 5 006. 95 ke, b A1, A3 KbHE 453 i

e o AR ERER T 5.13%0.4.19% . B WS I A A= 4y 1 300 T L 38 o
Number of fruit per Weight of fruit per e .
Tewment Quliyxae/% - 2T " e BT R, BT R A MR NS R
CK 89. 30¢ 9. 30 158. 41c K 4 A1, F=241. 152> F, 0 = 6. 99 (Fy.0s =
Al 91.51b 9.59 195. 79b 3.86), AL R B EZ SR EE. #—H4H
2o e .01 o130 PLSD Ml HILAE, A2 15 ALLA3 A HI% 4L
A3 91. 79b 9. 70b 197.51b %,Al\AZ\AS ALI‘}E—':;]‘ CK %E*&i%,Al l—:j AS ALI‘
HERADE,
x3 B AR EYET X ER =200
Table 3 Effects of solid microbial agents on the yield of tomato
% E & Repetition SEEER 667 m? F= H. CK #m
Treatment 1 )i juid 1\% Average yield/ kg Each 667 m? yield/kg Increased than CK/ %
CK 166. 55 151. 83 159. 22 161. 55 159. 79 3 552. 61c —
Al 213. 80 214. 66 218. 24 210. 11 214. 20 4 762. 44b 34. 05
A2 229. 52 223. 68 221.28 226. 32 225. 20 5 006. 95a 40. 94
A3 218.21 216.09 214.77 215.52 216. 15 4 805. 68b 35.27
x4 FEN X Ri&iTHI A =5
Table 4 Analysis of variance in the design of random block group
TE H R Ll HE Fig I 5
Variable af Sum of squares Variance F value % oo
AbFE[E] Among treatments 3 8 299. 45 2 766. 48 241.15* * 3.86 6.99
B [A] Repetition interval 3 18. 42 6.14 0.54 3.86 6.99
"2 Error 9 108. 25 11.47
B Total variance 15 8 421.12
T RRERWBE.
Note: * * means significant difference.
x5 ZHEILBRER M INE R LA A B B3, FAikeE Al
Table 5 Multiple comparison results A2,A3 ﬂ Iﬂf}:f % ¥ CK, 5 CK # th ﬁi}’ %IJ i% le] T
e T o o 1.69%6.3.60%6.1. 9156, Ho A2 4b PRI 3 bR
Treatment Average yield/kg :‘iiu 91. 9 cm, %‘ﬁﬁ E"Jﬁ‘]‘&l% Al ‘AZ ‘Ag ALI\IE t[: CK
A 3 a A
- o : . SYBIEINT 2.45%.3.70% 2. 79%, AL A2, A3 AbJH
Al 214.20 b B 5 CK 2R B (P<0.05), FEAMEKRIE,ALA2,
CK 159. 79 c ¢ A3 4bFE L CK 23 BI36 0 T 3.12%5.6. 56%6.,4. 305,

HAAKEFERERAEIDME 2Rk 0.01 8F/KF, PLSDo.os =6.27,
PLSDy.01=7.78.,
Note: The capital letters indicate the difference between different treatments at

0. 01 significant level. PLSDyo. o5 =6. 27 ,PLSDy. 01 =7. 78.
3 g5 %L

TR R BT, TR 2 KM el v e R 1 256
A YT, BEAT HE R A AR B A, TR I 2 50 B 7 o
R PR R ARBU R E AT ' S AL

Fana R R, ALLA2 A3 4b Bt CK 435138 im T
23.60%0.27.08%.24. 68% ., FHAhir~&E Al.A2,A3 4b
HA 667 m® 45t CK 38 5= 1 209. 83,1 454. 34,
1253.07 kg, 4331 kb CK B n T 34.05%.40. 94% .
35. 27 % A7 7EMR .35 22 F (P<<0. 0D).,
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Effects of Solid Microbial Agents on Growth and Yield of Tomato

FANG Xuedan™? ,GENG Liping'? , XIE Jianzhi"? ,MA Li* ,LIU Wenju'?,LI Bowen"’
(1. College of Resources and Environmental Sciences, Agricultural University of Hebei,Baoding, Hebei 071001;2. Key Laboratory for
Farmland Eco-environment , Baoding , Hebei 07100133, Yongqing Vegetable Administration,Langfang, Hebei 065600)

Abstract: Tomato ‘Meiluodi” was used as experimental material , the tomato plant height,single fruit weight,fruit
number per plant,commodity rate and the yield of the tomato of microbial inoculants in greenhouse were studied.
The results showed that adding solid microbial inoculants could promote tomato growth, increase tomato
commodity rate,fruit number per plant and the single fruit weight,raise commodity rate and output of tomato,in
the greenhouse those were more higher than conventional fertilization and added the same amount of matrix. The
tomato height of Al(conventional fertilization) , A2(conventional fertilization plus solid microbial agents) and A3
(conventional fertilization plus equal amount matrix) compared with CK(no fertilizer control) were increased by
1.69%,3.60% and 1. 91%. The average commodity rate A2 reached 92. 60% ,increased by 1.19% and 0. 88%,
compared with Al and A3 were significant difference(PP<C0. 05). Compared with CK,the yield of Al,A2 and A3
increased 1 209. 83 kg, 1 454.34 kg and 1 253.07 kg each 667 m’ and increased by 34.05%, 40.94% and
35. 27 % ,respectively. The difference were extremely significant ( P <C0.01). The vield of A2 was the most
prominent,the average yield in each 667 m® reached 5 006. 95 kg,for Al and A3 increased by 5.13% and 4.19%
and the difference were extremely significant(P<C0. 01),
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