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i OE: [ B9 ] DR R M AL U8 HRCE Y R B RS AR . [ 7 ] DIV N TRl
1EY, SRR —IARAL Bt S AR 22 HE 86 DA . A THEARAR 120 028 4 PR NICAVE BRI BRI — A Ak 15 it i v
MR Z I 86 P MY %, A JE A A8 N PG P /N EE AR 7= RS B, DB T e S i 21 1 v B i AR
ZHE 86 P FIARAR 120 fa A= 4 1A MU X AIAR PU /N AR 2tk . e etk A g . [ 4551 ] AETR MR 5
& LT e BOREBG  1 AIE PR PR /N I, 52 10 kg/667m? Y 4t 38 i K AR — A A b 15 25 i T AR 22 HE 86 B 7 2 1K,
SFHIEFEIR 1 802.30 kg/667m?,  FUXSHRIE™ 239 kg, HEFPAR 15.29%; LM B AL LR TPAL - A PG/
B, BRI AR 120 fHZEM AL, F59% 10 kg/667m?> Ay i3 1o 7K A — R Ak 15 4 T TEE B85 i AR 22 NE 86 T 7] 2
K, B 10 kg/667m? (LI T /K I — A fb 15 28 T HE G JE AR 22 BE 86 TAIFFI 2 W, T4 5057 43 Jillik 1026.80.,
1022.30 kg/667m?, b XF R 43534 77 140.73 . 136.23 kg, HE7=FN 15.88% Hl 15.37%; AR JTECRIICER 4 1 550
AR . (458 ] TN B i £ A ) DR U P A /N IR 8 R T ek, (A R -

KB WUAEWREIL; REL0E; PUVENRR; T SRR,
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Effect of Microbial Fertilizer on the Yield
Increase of Pumpkin in Latosol

LI Guojun', LIU Huawei?, CHEN Li3, LIU Yanghui!
(1. Leizhou Plant Protection and Plant Inspection Management Station, Leizhou 524200, China;
2. Leizhou Soil and Fertilizer Station, Leizhou 524200, China;
3. Leizhou Agricultural Materials Distribution Center Co., Ltd., Leizhou 524200, China )

Abstract: [ Objective ] The effect of microbial fertilizer on the yield increase of pumpkin in latosol of Leizhou
Peninsula was studied. [ Methods ] The western small pumpkins were used as test crops. With artificial application
of Baogen 120 microbial fertilizer as base fertilizer, the fertigation facilities were used to increase the application of
Genduowang 86 microbial agents by drip irrigation, and other base fertilizers and top dressings were routinely managed
according to the production of western small pumpkins. The effects of the application of Genduowang 86 microbial agents and
Baogen 120 microbial fertilizer on the agronomic traits and economic traits of western small pumpkins planted in latosol of
Leizhou Peninsula were determined. [ Results ] When planting western small pumpkins on the sticky brick soil in Leizhou
Peninsula, the Genduowang 86 microbial agents were applied twice by fertigation drip irrigation facilities according to the
amount of 10 kg/667m?, and the average yield was 1 802.30 kg/667m?, which was 239 kg higher than that of the control,
with a yield increase rate of 15.29%. When planting western small pumpkins on the sand brick soil in Leizhou Peninsula, the

base fertilizer was applied with Baogen 120 microbial fertilizer and then the Genduowang 86 microbial agents were applied
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twice by fertigation drip irrigation facilities according to the amount of 10 kg/667m?2, or only the Genduowang 86 microbial

agents were applied twice by fertigation drip irrigation facilities based on the amount of 10 kg/667m?, the average yields were

1 026.80 kg/667m? and 1 022.30 kg/667m2, with increased yields of 140.73 kg and 136.23 kg compared with those of the

control, and yield increase rates of 15.88% and 15.37%, respectively. The number of pumpkins per plant and the increase

in pumpkin weight lead to the yield increase per unit area. [ Conclusion ] The application of microbial fertilizer in latosol of

Leizhou Peninsula has obvious effect on the yield increase of western small pumpkin. The technology is worth being promoted

in the production of western small pumpkin in Leizhou Peninsula.

Key words: microbial fertilizer; latosol; pumpkin; drip irrigation; economic traits; yield
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R1 REAE 86 HHlIRIEALIE

Table1 Treatments of Genduowang 86 microbial agents

it ARt 1] Vi SWRES AbF 1 AbH 2 (CK)
Fertilization date Fertilization method Treatment 1 Treatment 2

2018-10-01 FENE 16% S BERRES 19.73kg + 51% K AHE 14.09kg +  16% 1 BEFRES 19.73kg + 51% H AL 14.09kg +
46% R 4.23kg 46% JR% 4.23kg

2018-10-26 THE 51% AN 1.41kg + 46% JRFE 1.13kg+ REZIE  519% AN 1.41kg + 46% JRZ 1.13kg+ 17K
86 17 1.41kg

2018-11-02 THE 51% A 1.41kg + 46% JRFE 1.41kg+ REZIE  51% EAHE 1.41kg + 46% JRZ 1.41kg+ 1K
86 Tl 1.41kg

2018-11-08 T 51% ZAAE 1.41kg 51% ZAAE 1.41kg

2018-11-17 T 51% ZANE 2.82kg 51% EA M 2.82kg

2018-12-03 THYE 51% ZANE 2.11kg 51% ZAME 2.11kg

2018-12-15 THYE 51% AN 2.11kg 51% AN 2.11kg

2018-12-20 THVE 51% AL 1.41kg 51% Z AN 1.41kg

86 AN, 45587k 50 kg Be i BFBUS F-FH K IR —
R B AT FE AT o PO /)N i JTCRP A 2% 15 K
950 B /667m2, RIGVE 2 MALER | Hor b B 2 i
THAKMHR, 3 ES, /NXTH 188 m2,

1.2.2  f=ALPiXEE S 2018 4F 10 A 11 H#EFR,
P ATI B/ NX, AT 16% W BERRE5 A1 51%
S NEARERE, ForpAbBE 1 EAE PR AR 120 134
AP, mEK S5 MG 1 GBS, KiRZ

At 86 B A5 51% E A, 46% bR &% — ik i,
7d JE R 1R AR R A BaBatfe e, Ak
B3 (F2) o B AR I K AR — A Ak 15 A5 0t
TIHHE, B Z0E 86 HRIAT, JEii/K 50 kg it
B A — AR e A5 A T E A AT . v
E/INEE JTRP AT 25 BE b 840 # /667m2, RIS 3 4>
AbER oAb 3 R KRR, 3 IREE, /DX
N 176.4 m2,

F2 RIR 120 EMEBFIR % I 86 EFIXI AR

Table 2 Treatments of Baogen 120 microbial fertilizer and Genduowang 86 microbial agents

Jita JIES et i) Jit Ik Ab B Vi3] AhEE3 (CK)
Fertilization date  Fertilization method Treatment 1 Treatment 2 Treatment 3
2018-10-10 e 16% 1L HEMRAS 13.22kg+51% AN 16% 1L BERRES 13.22kg+51% AN 16% i BERRES 13.22ke+51% A0
13.22kg+46% JRR 3.97kg + /AR 13.22kg+46% R 3.97kg 13.22kg+46% K% 3.97kg
120 SUAEPIRL 10.58kg
2018-10-24 T 51% Z A0 1.32kg+46% JRE 51% B4 1.32kg+46% JRE  51% E A 1.32kg+46% IR E
0.66kg+ HRZ LI 1.32kg 0.66kg+ HRZHE ] 2.64kg 0.66kg+ T 7K
2018-10-31 THE 51% B4 1.98kg+46% R % 51% EAM 1.98kg+46% R % 51% E4N 1.98kg+46% R %
0.66kg+ MR ZHE R ] 1.32kg 0.66kg+ HRZIEF ] 2.64kg 0.66kg+ Ji5 7K
2018-11-10 T 51% HANE 1.98kg 51% 240 1.98kg 51% 240 1.98kg
2018-11-20 THYE 51% G4 NE 1.98kg 51% A48 1.98kg 51% A4 1.98kg
2018-12-15 THE 51% AN 1.32kg 51% AR 1.32kg 51% Z AN 1.32kg
1.3 WFEAE XA Ab PR IX 7 B A T )5 22504
TR T 1 H 15 HRIK, 2487 103 v FH DPS %df b B 2 48 (1) X B s 2 7

Wé¢E%Wﬁ%ﬁ T, A
%@?T%&%ﬁT SUMEETRA . T ALBA RS
RO 26 HRW, 247105 d, 7E&/hXrh
FhECrR ] 1 AT AT S A PR A
T SEA SR, 2 MR AR, TR
Fa R -3 H RS & e W H Duncan 22 38 H 3

2SR EMWEM (Duncan %)
2 ZERESHR

2.1 AREAEREYEEXEF/NER~E0
=AU

Mr=ghif (F£3) R, =hetd il A, il
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Table 3 Production measurement result of different
treatments at two test sites

X IR R FE HlyE R
RV hbg - . e
Plot yield Yield Rate of yield
Test site Treatment )
(kg) (kg/667m?)  increase (%)
FEARA 1 609.90 A 1802.30 A 15.29
Binglu 2 529.02 B 1563.30 B
A= AliBA 1 99.62 A 1026.80 A 15.88
Renxian 2 99.18 A 1022.30 A 15.37
3 85.97B 886.07 B

i BRI AR Z2HE 86 B 2 WK, PHVE/NRE T
7235 1 802.30 kg/667m?2, [ X} B 4 7= 239k,
BN 15.29%, SXFRZE R E . Al
PRI AT, JE A AR AR AR 120 B P e
18 BB AR 2 0E 86 BRI 2 Ik, FIH N1
026.80 kg/667m?, LN HEIE = 140.73 kg, B /=3
S 15.88%; AN X4 Jiti i 22 AE 86 B 7, SFXJH
P2 1022.30 kg/667m?2, X IR 136.23 kg,

83

B R 15.37%, WA P 2R A B3,
{EG 2 550 HR A 22 S BT ik 3%
22 HMAEYEEXMEFNEIRK=EMKEFH
A

PR FHALR (£4) TR, R
RIS, FAAIERREL, MEFARZHT 86 BIFRIALHRIX
X HRIX D 9 bk, ELEARR RS i AN IORN B TR 351
HEIN 12.98% . 2.38%, ~FH4I857 ) 1836.27 kg/66Tm?,
A} B X 4 7= 239.02 ke/667m2, 3 7= %K 15.29%;
{=ANBRIRES o, B TR ARAREL, PRAR 120 fED
PRIEELAE AR Z2 0T 86 T4 771 iRk 98 5 5 Ak 2 L xof Bt
A2 Bk, H BRRR S AN ERORT TR 4300 35
8.03%. 8.18%, .7~ 1026.76 kg/66Tm?, %
X B X 18 77 140.69 kg/667m2, M7= % 15.88%;
T At FH AR 22 HE 86 T4 71 1Y) 77 2 A 24 L 6 iR 22 1
PR, BRI BOR B ICER 43 038 0 7.14%
7.27%, A1 022.3ke/667Tm2, K %f MR X 4
136.23 kg/667m?, HEF=H 15.37%,

x4 BAETEHNETFHEER

Table 4 Survey results of yield components of different treatments

7 LA R i 7 52
. . S s e
TR Kb H Yield component ) o Rate of yield
Test si T BT UL (c pram Actual yield Yield increase )
esl site realment L \ NINEER increase
(ke) (ke/667m?) (ke/667m?)
Number of pumpkin per plant ~ Weight /pumpkin ~ Plant number/667m? (%)
TR 1 1.49 1.29 955 1802.31 239.02 1529
Binglu 2 1.31 1.26 964 1563.29
=AliBA 1 1.21 1.19 730 1026.76 140.69 15.88
Renxian 2 1.20 1.18 733 1022.30 136.23 15.37
3 1.12 1.10 732 886.07
A A ‘\4—" — . \' 3 L‘
3 hie TERRZIE 86 WM, HHIHHE ™ RO BB . K,

T2 5 R PR R 2T I R + RN %
T IX, Hpime, #HERS, B3R5 5 RIR,
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EAREAESERE, (H 8 REA R AR R L AR R S B 3 7=
Far=. KEKEEHIE, —Jrmsk - %Emie
JJEL . ERBRAL T V5 Y N OK SR N A
— 5 T SR AR AR 7 i T it R . A SR 4
R, A6 TN 2 S AL 2T e R /N I L 3%
10 kg/667m?2 A1t 43 2 R HHAKHE— A AL 3 25 TV AR
ZAE 86 B, HIRE RO B MLARAR 120
TR M AR 40 ke/66Tm2 JINAE A AEVESEAE, I
P 10 kg/667m? H 4y 2 K AE—ARAL 5 453

TERG £183 + b AAE PE PR /N I it AR AR 120
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TEAVFRE I, PR 120 G4 Y e AR & Ay
4.25 JC /kg FIMR Z 1T 86 W FEM 15 IT /kg, HLF]
TR 5 A W A A B A R 150 IT /66Tm2, {7
ARG 5 A W R AL B 1 A3 2 AR
320 JC /667m? il 150 JC /667m?2, 2018 ST/ Ve
JICH (]SO 440 1 TG kg, SR REAA L,
FpF e A PR XS 7 (1 239.02 TG /667m?2,
W22 553 25 89.02 JC /66Tm2; il BAIR 6 5 Ak B
1 i Ab B 2 i 18 7 (E 53 3 R 140.69 JG /66Tm? Fil
136.23 JG /667Tm?, FIGLTFR 45 -179.31 ., -13.77
JG /667m2, 5 AR R R N A M AH L, 2018 4F
BN B M i R AR, B0 e Y e /i
R LT s T E w2, IR, X
fall A = e, (H AR SRLes . A ARRE
sk g RMEE, T WA R IE 2 (ER K
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