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Effect of Mechanical Improved Planosol on Soil
Microorganism and Soybean Yield

MENG Qing-ying,JIA Hui-bin,ZHANG Chun-feng, YU Zhong-he,ZHU Bao-guo, WANG Nan-nan

(Jiamusi Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Jiamusi, Heilongjiang
154007)

Abstract ; For the purpose of exploring planosol and its improvement, Four-stage Plough was used to subsoil pl-
anosol to study change of soil microorganisms and soybean yield. The results showed that compared with the
control, with Four-stage Plough could increase the number of bacteria by 311. 03% , the number of fungi by
289. 31% ,the number of actinomycetes by 356. 39 %. The microbial amount was increased by 320. 55%. More-
over,it could increase plant height, pot number per plant, grains number per plant and soybean yield by
6.71%.
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Potato Virus-free Plantlets under Different Matrix Management to

Produce Breeder Seeds and Its Economic Benefit Analysis

YANG Fan' ,HUANG Xian-shun’,LI Yong’ ,ZHANG Rui'
(1. Heilongjiang Sino-Russia Agricultural Scientific and Technological Cooperation Center of
Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin, Heilongjiang 150086; 2. Seed Man-
agement Station in Fujin City, Fujin, Heilongjiang 156100; 3. Virus-Free Seedlings Institute
of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin, Heilongjiang 150086)

Abstract; In order to discuss the issue of suitable matrix management for potato virus-free plantlets in green-
hourse condition, early maturing variety Holland 15 was taken as experimental material to produce breeder
seeds. Variance analysis on differences of yield characters(commodity potato yield.total yield)and economic pa-
rameters(profits, economic benefits) were conducted by single factors random design. The results showed: Un-
der the matrix management “Before seedling,upper subsoil 8 cmjseedling stage, subsoil 2 cmjtillering stage,
perlite 2 em”, Holland 15 could obtain best commodity potato yield, total yield, profits and economic benefits;
Through comprehensive evaluation on yield and economic parameters, it was suitable management for
Holland 15.

Key words: potato; virus-free plantlets;matrix management;yield characters;economic parameters
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