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Use Effects of Microbial Fertilizer in Tobacco

ZUO Ye-hua, LEI Ting, WU Feng et al (Weng’ an County Branch of Qiannan Tobacco Company,Weng'an,Guizhou 550400)

Abstract [ Objective |To study the effects of microbial fertilizer on tobacco growth. [ Method ] Taking Yunyan 116 as the research object, the
effect of microorganism fungus fertilizer on agricultural symptoms, disease resistance, economy and other indicators were studied. [ Result ] Micro-
bial fertilizer could significantly shorten the growth period, increase leaf area, enhance plant disease resistance, and improve tobacco yield and
benefit. [ Conclusion ]It is recommended to promote the application of microbial fertilizer in high quality and high efficiency production of tobacco.
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Table 1 Experimental scheme of microorganism bacterial fertilizer in tobacco

Ab B IR IR il UKL BT

Treatment Test reagents Using dose// kg/hm’ Using times Using method

@ BIEHA I+ IIRE R B 1 800.0+30.0 1 AR R AR & ¥ 51 5 /it
@ IEs B 30.0 1 AR R AR A 3550 Ja 7t
® figr# B 60.0 1 TR ARURACIR 53951 f5 73
@ 200 1¢/g A #RNEH 7.5 1 WA AR R LR A5 35 51 5 73
® 200 1¢/g A 4 IE TR 75.0 1 WA R AR & ¥ 51 )5 /it
© 25 X IR (CK) — —

14 MERESFH* Sy S B E A T 42 F bR

141 RZVER, TEME A KA /N X AT A 2k
Vel SR PR 30 Bk, 20 BT bk i 2505 25
RO MK ST SRR bR TR T RS I AR N RS A
HAREA AV ARIE(YC/T 142 —2010) '

142 ZUTEIR. BT BT 20N X BT RS L |
IR SR B AN /N (AL A B T A ]

EEBN ALE(1968—), B, FMFLEA,REM, AFBEL ZH
RFF R

s HHE  2018-03-09

15 BEAbEE A EURI R Excel 2013 B3

2 GR5HH

2.1 FAFEREMER 2 0, ERRIE AR R
FORFAEI TR+ I BER B IIRETA B.200 12/ A 45 1T
B, IAER B 60.0 kg/hm® Kb A B Bk w7 25w 2R 2 4
SRR B T H AL B, A5 Ab B A AR A 2R
HIIGEE B 60.0 ke/hm’ > 7% Kok A= M %1 1 800.0 kg/hm’ +
IRERE B 30.0 kg/hm’ > FEEE B 30.0 kg/hm’ > % 4 25 I
75.0 kg/hm’ >4 A 25 AR 7.5 keg/hm® X B 2%
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Table 2 Agronomic characters at resettling stage
b 7 1 RS la ot

Qb3 Plant Stem Stem circu- Effective Maximum Maximum
Treatment height height mference leaf number leaf length blade width

cm cm cm )J]-‘ cm cm
@ 33.0 16.2 6.5 13.0 42.0 222
@) 30.7 15.8 6.1 12.8 41.0 20.4
® 33.6 18.0 6.7 13.4 4.5 22.4
@ 29.3 14.6 5.8 12.4 39.4 18.3
® 30.5 15.7 6.1 12.6 41.0 20.5
©®(CK) 24.2 11.7 4.8 11.4 34.3 16.1

22 EERKEIREMR 33 A, R AR R A
TR B WA R + T RE T B L DIRETA B 200 10/ S5 4
HETE , DIRETE B 60.0 ke/hm® AbFIKA ik 5 25 1o 25 FR 6k
ERE BT HABAL B, 4540 BHIE R AR Z MR B

JITIRET B 60.0 kg/hm” > 5 B B 1 800.0 ke/hm’+
YrBE T B 30.0 kg/hm’ >IN AE T B 30.0 kg/hm® >4 4 £ IE 14
75.0 kg/hm’>5 A 25 I 7.5 kg/hm’ | X HE 9%
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Table 3 Agronomic characters at vigorous growing stage
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Kb FR Plant Stem Stem circu- Effective Maximum Maximum
Treatment height height mference leaf number leaf length blade width
cm cm cm H cm cm
@ 88.52 76.52 9.12 20.4 61.94 32.28
@ 87.86 74.46 8.92 20.3 61.16 31.78
® 89.76 77.82 9.46 20.8 63.34 32.8
@ 85.70 71.22 8.44 19.5 59.98 30.72
® 87.40 73.86 8.66 20.2 60.88 31.46
©(CK) 82.00 69.06 8.28 19.2 59.48 29.74

23 HEHRZMER 4 v, B I AR =
HIEAE DR+ DI RER B THBER B.20010/g HA#MEH,
IIfETE B 60.0 kg/hm’® b FRUH SRR 5 25085 25144k 21k
Y0 THA AL R 4540 R EEE WA 25 MR 2 B oA D AE

B B 60.0 kg/hm” >3 LA W57 1 800.0 kg/hm’ +IHER B
30.0 kg/hm’>>IBERE B 30.0 ke/hm’ > 2 25 EH 75.0 kg/hm’
SEAATRNER 7.5 kg/hm® 6 iR
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Table 4 Agronomic characters at budding stage

Mrim B NG| AR IGUNURIS IEoNUNY
ozt Plant Stem Stem circu- Effective Maximum Maximum
Treatment height height mference leaf number leaf length blade width

cm cm cm )3 cm cm
@ 153.22 155.18 9.14 20.40 78.80 34.06
®) 152.74 153.40 9.12 20.20 78.12 33.44
(©) 156.94 158.04 9.44 20.60 79.64 34.46
@ 150.04 141.36 8.82 20.20 76.94 32.36
® 152.28 152.70 9.10 20.00 78.02 33.45
©(CK) 149.46 144.70 8.64 19.40 75.14 31.92

24 FITHEARZMER W3R 5 WA, B AR R S
IREAE AR+ DIRER B DIREA B 20010/ g 4 4 NETAT
IREH B 60.0 kg/hm’ Kb FRAR Fbk R 2505 25 S5 2o Mok
B BT A AL E 454 BRI AR 2 MR R BA Dy g
B B 60.0 kg/hm’> = I A 95657 1 800.0 kg/hm” +IhHEE B
30.0 kg/hm’>TIHEET B 30.0 kg/hm’>% & 2511 75.0 kg/hm’

SE AL 7.5 kg/hm® X R

2.5 fREER  RER 6 WM, FEE AN F AR AIE N,
A AL X MR A IR e 1 0 R 3R O T Be
B 60.0 kg/hm®> 5 518 24E 99 % 77 1 800.0 kg/hm’” + 3 B8
B 30.0 ke/hm’ > Ij € 1 B 30.0 keg/hm’ > & & 25 10
75.0 kg/hm’ >S5 25 B 7.5 kg/hm’ il FIDIRERE B &5
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Table 5 Agronomic characters after 10 days of topping period

i e £ O ok O
b P Plant Stem Stem circu- Effective Maximum Maximum
Treatment height height mference leaf number leaf length blade width

cm cm cm I3 cm cm
@ 113.40 9.84 20.2 82.54 35.80 34.06
®) 112.76 9.78 19.8 81.74 34.82 33.74
® 114.72 9.96 20.8 83.12 36.90 34.46
@ 110.62 9.73 18.8 80.60 33.52 32.36
® 112.44 9.77 19.6 81.48 34.38 33.56
©®(CK) 109.92 9.72 18.2 79.42 32.12 31.92

25 Ak B R BT AR w g B it ] AR 3K B S T e T
B 60.0 kg/hm’> 3L A= My 7 1 800.0 kg/hm’ + I fE R B
30.0 kg/hm’>I e B 30.0 kg/hm’ > 4 25 B F 75.0 kg/hm’
> A IE 7.5 kg/hm® . DI AEE B &R % AU
2.72% W B 2%, R R 11.96%
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Table 6 Disease rate of different treatments %
e LAY R
P PR denbg e Y ARG
; Potato Y
Treatment Anthracnose Mosaic . .
virus disease
@ 14.13 3.26 1.63
® 14.67 4.35 2.17
® 13.04 2.72 1.09
@ 18.48 7.61 3.26
® 15.22 542 2.17
©®(CK) 33.70 11.96 4.89

FARFENT DALY g A RO R BN DI RE R B
60.0 kg/hm” > 5 LA W B 5 1 800.0 kg/hm’ + IJBEH B
30.0 kg/hm’>TEER B 30.0 kg/hm’>%& A 25 LB 75.0 kg/hm’

SEAICE 7.5 kg/hm®, i FHIIRE B &R 5, (N
1.09% , %} ffe 25, RIREH 4.89%

2.6 ZFFMER R T AIH AR S I 2 MR A A
BK 25, kW B 60.0 kg/hm” 4b H iy ;= i 5k
1 782.0 kg/hm’ , 334y 24.1 5/kg, P> {H1k 42 946.2 6/hm’, |-
SR ELAA R 68.30% , b H A4 LU 451 oA 98.00% , T~ 454 EL il
5 2.00%, B¢ 3L W B 1 800.0 keg/hm’ + T BE T B
30.0 kg/hm® &b 3 (Y 7= B 1 735.5 keg/hm®, 3 4 K
23.8 0/kg, FE{E R 41 304.9 50/hm’ | |- 25008 L 5 R 67.90% ,
LA A 97.80% , T R LB Ry 2.20% ; T BE T B
30.0 kg/hm® SEFRAG=HEHg 1 7115 ke/hm’ 4 22.6 T/kg,
F1H 38 679.9 J0/hm* 2R LBl 64.80% , b 254 L £
}97.30% , T AR AR 2.70% 5 545 25 IE T 75.0 kg/hm® 4b
PR = R 1 680.0 kg/hm®, 5 4y 22.3 Ji/kg, 7= {H K
37 464.0 Jo/hm’, 25 40 b 4]l 64.40% , |- v 25 4 L 451
96.60% , I 4EHH HL A5l g 3.40% ; 52 4y 25 I 7.5 kg/hm® b B
7 4 1 626.0 keg/hm’, 25 fr S 20.3 Ji/kg, 7 {H H
33 007.8 Jt/hm”, | % 4 HE i) 4 59.50% , - v %5 40 L 4]y
94.90% , 25 HR Ly 5.10% , 4% TR ARIG 25 T % B
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Table 7 Economic characters of tobacco leaf after roasting

" i st - R A
AbEE OutE;lt The output The average #:Tr{: Hﬁfﬂ Upper and medcco Lower
Treatment K }}: 2 value price “T(:. 0/7:;00 tobacco ratio tobacco ratio

g/hm 5/ hm? i/ ke ratio//'% % %

@ 17355 41 304.9 23.8 67.90 97.80 2.20
@ 17115 38 679.9 22.6 64.80 97.30 2.70
® 1782.0 42 946.2 24.1 68.30 98.00 2.00
@ 1 626.0 33 007.8 20.3 59.50 94.90 5.10
® 1 680.0 37 464.0 2.3 64.40 96.60 3.40
©®(CK) 1 566.0 29 754.0 19.0 47.20 94.60 5.40
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Table 2 Relation analysis between different growth and physiology indexes of C.oleifera unider different P levels

AR A B bR R (H) A2 (D) K5 ey i 4 i 4 I 4
Growth and Plant AH Ground AD R Jrosea e AEH i
physiology indexes height diameter P, Pcontent N content K content
#4155 (H) Plant height 1

AH 0.986" " 1

H14% (D) Ground diameter ~ 0.958* * 0.939" " 1

AD 0.927"" 0.888" " 0.961" " 1

FOLEHE P, 0.930"" 0.904" 0.916" " 0.900" " 1

M Fr 45+ P content 0913"" 0.890" " 0.887" " 0.858" " 0.977" " 1

M 2% &1 N content 0.903" " 0.874" " 0.874" " 0.878" " 0.969" " 0.977"" 1

H H 44085 K content 0.943" " 0.920" " 0.914" " 0.897" " 0.951"" 0.953" " 0.945" " 1

TE: =« FoRBUE A (P<0.01)
Note: # # stand for significant correction at 0.01 level
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