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Table 1 Basic property of Huantu soil conditioner

F)& Dosage form 184y Composition

FEZEIhHRE Major function

HYURFY (& KRB ERRR AR & R F YD

Bl Bobekt B B LT SR AR BRI
ok
1.2 ®BHE (ZR) .\~ A FEKkE(DHZR) . FEZ (GA,,GAy) .,

T 2016 49 A 10 A E 2016 4£ 10 A 18 A
R EL K2ETER X HOBIRE N k. &
5AAEE, ALIBALH(C), N+ PO, ¢ K,O=
0.21:0.16 = 0.21 g » kg™'; M F L (M),
15 g« kg ! ; 382+ CaCO; #hH(M+CaCOs), 38
#10g kg ' +CaCO; 3 g« kg 'smet 1 4b3
(H1), 15 g - kg ', M + 2 (H2) & #,
25 g « kg™, LIRGSIAEA] BEAL A % BR (CKD . %
JEkl S H RS A, B 1.5 ke TIERA
Y, LA 5 B33 7K, 24 h S5 36, B4k 5 kL
NEERMF.TdERE.BEE 2 k. BANE
25K,

1.3 WmENZE
1.3.1 #RElE

b 38 d )5, ¥/ N E 3R R R M 4 i
AT B, 2B B Skeok gt SRR R B Tk
YT T RE K3 FR b AR T
L.3.2 HRNE

T 1 MR AR R RE T MR, 5
R Z R (TAA) (BB R (TPA) , EOR B

HRIEIR (ABA) . UK 5 A vk E RS BT
H, FREXC0.50.01) g BT & /N A SEHES, D
2 mL 80% 4R B (427 40 mg —RUT Xt
H IR B AP EALTD IR BTEE , RBORE 4 C4& M4
T4REC 48 hy4 CF 4 000 r « min "ZJ» 15 min
(BLHLS LDZ5-2), BiEWE C18 A E
¥, A 10 mL 10020 FF BE 6 4%, 28 J5 A 10 mL
100 % Z BkBEHE , 20 C 44T A AUSIG PR
T —40 CEHAMT AN, IF bk
FRRAXIL R ERA (P ERI KR FRF
Be)t,
1.4 HESH

FRAERYEE 3 K, R Excel KIFIHTHE
FY{E, R SPSS 19 A4 #AT R R Oy £
(ANOVA) Z3# . 2 R i Duncan's 354387 5 s
B EMAL (P<0.05),

2 HBRESH

2.1 FAELEX/NEFREKRERENZN
A 1 RS, HT LV H2 AR/ NE SRR 3 B
T 3 PGSR 38, H2 A 3R K 3ug gL F H1
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AREEAHH, A BN T 78.8%.70. 7%.79. 5%
78.9%, HI kbR H2 ZbER/N 38 HE b3 &% R
BT 24.2%. LN FEIERE ] RLAE HE /)N
3R, e+ A4 S AR B e SEAE B A ., B

EHINAR AR, 5 CK A, C 43 H
/NS S T S fF T & R ] AR 4k, ML M-
CaCOs \H2 AbFR /N S b T FR i i S 2 45
(P<0.05), 435k CK 38/ T 64.4%.71.9%.
75. 7%, H1 b3 /I [ SRAR TR BT 6 o 2= 48 o B
WBE W CKEIT 107. 9%, X FEEH T M
TAESEEA B R R4 KRS A Y I
FUH I H R 1138 op TS ) o 4 Ak BAE 4 mT
DAMR SR P B S 3547

Bl AEERLETMERHERER

Fig. 1 Condition of Chinese cabbage grown in different fertilizer treatments
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Fig. 2 Fresh weight of Chinese cabbage

grown in different fertilizer treatments
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27.4%. M AL TPA & BB A FRAL, H1
H2 4h## TPA & &8 B EF 8, 458 7.4,
7.2 ng - g 'FW.5 CK ML 5B T 18. 0%
14. 8%, CH1 M+CaCO; 4bH/NA e ML T340 i
FHERYTE ZR M GA; F 2L F CK, M. H1
1 H2 43 ZR.GA; &8, HI A FE GA,
R M BE (P<<0.05), 8 6.63 ng » g
FW,5 CK.M.H2 A #HH . GAs &84 380
T 27.4%.19.4%.15. 6%, % R4S R E
Yt DHZR f1 GA, & &5 CK fH L, C. M.,
M~+CaCO; LB &AL, H o C.M+CaCO; 4b
# DHZR & 2K 0.3, e+ 4b 38 DHZR 1 GA,
SR EF I (P<0.05), H] 4b 3 DHZR & &2
7.5ng g 'FW, L CKi295 7 11.1%; H2 4+
DHZR B2 9.7ng» g 'FTW, W CK BT
42.5%,JFEETF H1 &b, H1.H2 &3 GA, &
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Fig. 3 Phytohormone contents in peanut shoot treatment with different fertilizer

Eo9ES8. 3ng g ' FWH S8 6ng g 'FW, 5
CK B LA 23 T 30. 4% 0 35. 9%, C FIM+
CaCOs AbFRIS N ABA & £, M. H1 1 H2 438
(% ABA & &, Hl 4 BBERAREE (P
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Table 2 Investigation on fertilizer market price and farmers’ fertilization practice
5 No. K4bFE Treatment TG H 4% Market price/(JT « t—1) 667 m? A& 667 m? dosage/kg
1 2EH 2 000 300
2 M 80 6 000
3 1 - A= AT 2 000/1 200 400

B ST 2 000 7T « ¢ L ARG RO, ERAE ST WA MRS 1 200 7T+ ¢ L,

Note; The market price of Huantu soil conditioner is 2 000 RMB + t—1,if the amount large, you can join the production factory,and the cost can be re-

duced to 1 200 RMB» t—1,

1080 JG., Mat+ AN, 4 667 m® JEJE 300 kg,
JBAE 100 kg, 3% MR 2 000 76 « t “HHESITHERA L
800 JC, 4% 8 1 200 JG » t ' HHE AL A2 480 TG,
AT DA FH A 7 A g R B e A AR AT DL
i . I H 3 e 1 AR AR I B 38 ] UGk
B E g M, PRGN LA AT —2
REERFE .,

3 WitE4iR

RIS F O, e+ 2L A AR BN T /NE 3
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3 A K F (JAALTPA) , 41 g 4y 34 2 (ZR,
DHZR) . FREE (GA; .GA) W& &, W4 K
Wl ABA & e+ AbHE B E I JAALTPA,
ZR.DHZR.GA; .GA, & &, [k ABA §&.
AR AR IF ST R B, e+ A AR 545 G AR H
R A KA S R I AR AR R I 3R
BRI A, ] RSN A K R
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2015 ARV FRER H “ O HE R 35 A Y T/
27, BRiRER AL S R RAL, FERHR T4
FERA M AR WIR R . A¥E 57 3h R R AR i 4
. SUENEDS ST R I A HLICHLAIE RS A i R

AR LR ER T G378, (AR XY RIE T
W BT TTSAS . X A SRR A 12 25 A
L YRAR I LUBR A SRR I, o e AR ZS AR A 2
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TAGHNLRE, SEB T Rk A=, Mt RSN SEE
T DA S B A AL LN 5 ] et AR AT
A, R WR BE e R R R A BTG s I HL AT Lk
R as Sl B2 L RA SRS Rl
PV ATHFEE R e . FLIR R R BIGH AT UK 5 1 0
HERE T4 HEMRBREMTIEREGEY
JB o DT B2 05 7 i il o IS B R AR PR H Y . %
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Effects of a New Soil Conditioner Ecological Fertilizer on Yield and
Economic Benefit of Chinese Cabbage

RUI Mengmeng'? , AN Wenbin® ,ZHAO Yu*,RUI Yukui’ , TANG Xinlian'
(1. College of Agriculture, Guangxi University, Nanning, Guangxi 530005; 2. College of Resources and Environmental
Sciences, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100193; 3. Shandong Fengmai Biological Technology Co. Ltd. , Jinan,
Shandong 250000)

Abstract; Chinese cabbage was used as the testing plant and was grown in pots. Different treatment
combinations were set,i. e. chemical fertilizer (C),chicken manure (M), chicken manure+CaCO; (C+
M),a new soil conditioner ecological fertilizer 1 (Huantu 1, H1), a new soil conditioner ecological
fertilizer 2(Huantu 2, H2), and control (CK, without adding any fertilizer). The effects of new soil
conditioner ecological fertilizer-Huantu on yield, the hormone of Chinese cabbage as well as economic
benefit were studied. The results suggested that Huantu ecological fertilizer increased the yield, the
hormone content of growth promoters, and decreased the hormone content of growth inhibitors of
Chinese cabbage as compared with the CK,C,M,M—+CaCQO; treatment. On the other hand,it reduced
the costs and increase the economic benefit. Comprehensive economic, ecological, and social benefits
were also compared with the traditional fertilizer. The research showed the effect of Huantu ecological
fertilize on increasing the yield of Chinese cabbage was found highly significant, Huantu ecological
fertilizer was more efficient as compared with traditional fertilizer in regards to high manufacture cost,
increasing heavy metal pollution and other issues thus could replace traditional fertilizers use.

Keywords: new soil conditioner ecological fertilizer; organic and inorganic fertilizer; Chinese cabbage;

yield; hormone; economic benefit



