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ABSTRACT

In this study, Blue water and Sky Microbial Fertilizer were used as test materials, and
the effects of different dosages and application methods on tomato growth were studied.
The result shows:

1. Two kinds of microbial fertilizer application can make tomato plant height, stem
diameter, leaf number increased, the performance of a certain role in promoting.

2. Promote hole processing is more obvious than broadcast treatment effect.

3.200 kg/667 m* microbial fertilizer with hole on the plant height, stem diameter, leaf
number and maximum effect, 100 kg/667 m* microbial fertilizer with hole on the yield the

most obvious influence.

KEYWORDS: Microbial fertilizer; Tomato; Growth
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I RIBEHLX 235, AR AR RIS E 7 408 (1) T1: 100 kg/667 m* A=
YIeG REFAESE R, JEARHOE; (2D T2: 200 kg/667 m*  AWEk REFAEIERT, AR
Ji;  (3) T3: 300 kg/667 m* AW REFACET, FACHUE: (4) T4: 100 kg/667
m YIS, e (5) Th: 200 kg/667 m* A KB AR,
SERESUE; (6D T6: 300 kg/667 m* AN RIFALILN, wE/Ut; (7D T7: (F
TS AP AEAE X IR CK) o BEANALEE 3 IRES, AN XMEN 6. 6m's HoAh i 2E
FE R AR P T VR T
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1.3. 1 £ K52 ERANE

SEMZENG, 9 H 2 HFts, B/NXBENE b Mhaah, HEMUELIE, & 10
RMGE—RBFE RIS 22 R (KX9E) - MR8, FER A pAs R . e
1-3 B B R S SRR e s AR SRR 2R B A K R e LR 25
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1.3.2 HIEEBSKITHh

MM Microsoft Excel. SPSS17. 0 AT B AL B it #r, >KH] Duncan
WA ZEMRE (P0.05) AT EBEWH.
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MESERHIE, T5 F1 T2 AbEE, B2 T HALAHE,
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Table 1 Effect of different treatments on plant height of tomato in different periods

e H i
H-H Date (M-d)

9-2 9-12 9-22 10-2
T1 13. 14a 30. 39b 62. 18bc 86. 19cd
T2 13. 83a 32. 54a 65. 86a 91. 25b
T3 13.19a 31. 44ab 64. 46ab 91. 1b
T4 13. 74a 30. 94b 63. 23b 88. 16¢
T5 14. 16a 32.98a 66. 57a 92. 28a
T6 13.57a 31. 58ab 64. 97ab 91.67ab
T7 13. 89a 29. 2b 60. 74c 80. 25d

e FSIAF/NGFRERIRTE 0. 05 KPP EREE . TRF.

Note: Different lowercase letters in the same column represent significant difference at 0.05 level. The
same as below.

2.2 NEACIRIFAEE BB & i = R R
R 2RY], HXSHOMEL, PIR ARk R R A B 7 2O 2R A S R
10 H2H, TLAH, BAKXBIREKFE. 9 B4, KT 5 #0720 1
WEZEFAEE; 10 42 H, TUMT4 A3, HHABACERZ L% ) 7 A
R 2 vy T HACE ) 5 K
2 2 RIFALTL B R TR R M B A 20 Com) (300

Table 2 Effect of different treatments on stem diameter of tomato in different periods

e H 3
H-H Date (M-d)
9-2 9-12 9-22 10-2
T1 0. 542a 0. 75a 1. 213ab 1. 386bc
T2 0.519a 0. 756a 1. 248a 1.423a
T3 0. 53ba 0.767a 1. 253a 1. 425a
T4 0. b5a 0. 738a 1. 216ab 1.379b
T5 0. 526a 0.722a 1. 256a 1. 430a
T6 0.522a 0.719a 1. 249a 1.411a
T7 0.533a 0.71b 1. 163c¢ 1. 331c
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2.3 FEILIEFAEE BB E AR A # a9 =2
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Table 3 Effect of different treatments on leaf number of tomato in different periods

>

e 5
H-H Date (M-d)

9-2 9-12 9-22 10-2
T1 5a 7. 2a 12. 3a 16. ba
T2 5. 2a 7.5a 12. 6a 16. 7a
T3 5. 1a 7.4a 12. 6a 16. 6a
T4 ba 7.2a 12. 4a 16. 6a
T5 5. 2a 7. 6a 12.9a 16. 9a
T6 5. 2a 7.5a 12. 8a 16. 8a
T7 ba 7. la 12.1b 16. 2b

2.4 FEIACIBIEADE BN E AL RE AR
T AR, SXPRALEL, PR 5 O S — R AL SRR R R
Tl it P 05 RIS R v o —AAR SRR, (R T3 ARFECE AR R K (p>0.05) , Hith
AEFEITE R R FE KT (p<0.05) o X5 =L REHAE LY BEE I &1 BT
HAERHL ETE, SRIE TR, WRMELEALTE T5, T5 AbFH KA FE 5% v T R (p<0. 05)
FARALFEIG AL SR = T 3R 4 FaR, 7tk AL S R 4% T A
4 AFIACHES P O A AL R () REE

Table 4 Effect of different treatments on fruit—setting number of tomato

Bl i o
T1 5.29a 6.57a 6. 7lbcd
T2 5.43a 6.7la 7. 86ab
T3 5.29a 7. 14a 6.57cd
T4 5.43a 6. 43ab 7. 00bcd
T5 6. 14a 6.57a 8. 29%a
T6 5.57a 7.71a 7. 43abc
T7 5. 14a 5.29b 6. 00d

£ 8 F 4R
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2.5 ANEIIBIZABE XA E R RENZM

#* 5 RW], SXTREAHLE, PRl A O S ] R e A B8 RS =R R
Ho 7 AAERE A 200 kg/667 m* K (T2) b 88— AR AL SRBOHOR e i, 11X
Tt 77 AR 100 kg/667 m* /K- (T1D b 55—l A4 AR S i, il it FH &
(O, 48 SO AE R . P P O 3O B AN £ = A A R R (i RACR S 1R
F (p<0.05) , {H AR B A 2R [a] 5047 Sl 2 PR 57

25 AFCEEXS PR AR E (g) [
Table 5 Effect of different treatments on single fruit weight of tomato

5 iy o
T1 22.72 ¢ 2455 a 24.48 a
T2 25.63bc 24,95 a 24.17 a
T3 22.96 ¢ 24.29 a 26.02 a
T4 31.92a 24.78 a 25.43 a
T5 29.01 ab 26.86 a 26.15a
T6 28.06 b 27.70a 24.89 a
T7 17.49d 20.38 b 19.09 b

2.6 NEIAIEIEABE FRXMENEE = 2 1520
6 RH], EXTEAHEL, PR 75 s B SR S A 5 AR A =R
B, R CGRR7 R R E R =R D) R BT it U7E 100,

200, 300 kg/m’ Jb K L, S5—FE &5 0 X REBE N 34%. 55% 35%, . fH
FEE oy I EE XS BRI I 50% 55% 61%, Z = AP &4 XS R 43%. 66% 49%, ELFE

2= A EEXT R BE I 43% 59% 49%. 7T AL 1004 200, 300 kg/ it H /KL,
R P LE X BRI 98%. 98%. 69%, i AT R4 P LT HREE N 7%, 64%-
65%, 5 = FHEPE A B EL AT HE 84%. 70%< 52%, A B4 Hi) G RE I 86% 74% 66%.

6 AFECFEXS P E AR (g/R) BRI
Table 6 Effect of different treatments on yield of tomato

— il Eip 5 =H G R
T1 120.20 ¢ 161.30 b 164.26 d 44577 e
T2 139.19 be 167.39b 189.95 abc 496.54cd
T3 121.47c 173.43 ab 170.92cd 465.82 de
T4 177.79 a 191.02 a 210.84 a 579.65 a
T5 178.09 a 176.49 ab 194.28 ab 542.30 ab
T6 152.37b 178.11 ab 174.23 bcd 517.88 bc

£8W &SR
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T7 89.90 d 107.79 ¢ 114.56 e 312.24 f

3 INESITIE

RN TR PN i O e S 7 N WU R A DM D R B 5 TN 7 NI AN W
A TGN, I — 58 RHEAE FH o 75t A 2 P a3k 'R FH LAt A 35 1) (i 2 4 FH B B
Forfr 200 kg/667 m* AW ek R EEREEE G AL BN B bk . FERL R B A
K, 0100 kg/667 m*  A=W)ek B 45 B it ot A BT 7 B R M e I ik

Al R B IEIE 55 AN F T A HUIE RS & 60, e & RO 3 — P 3R
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