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Fig. 1 The effect of EM on fungi in soil
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Fig. 2 The effect of EM on bacteria in soil
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Table 1 The effect of EM on agronomic traits of potatoes
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Effect of EM on the Soil of Net Shed of
Continuous Potato Cultivation and Yield

MAO Yan-zhi, LIU Ling-ling, MENG Zhao-hua, WANG Zhi-kun, ZHANG Qing,
FU Chun-jiang,. HONG Lin

(Keshan Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciencs, Keshan, Heilongjiang
161606)

Abstract: In order to study the effective method which could improve the yield of potato and the soil.effect of
EM on the soil of net shed of continuous cultivation potato and yield of potato were discussed through two
kinds of EM treatment, the conventional manure fermentation was as the control in Keshan branch of Hei-
longjiang academy of agricultural sciencs from 2011 to 2012 . The results showed that the number of fungi and
bacteria was less than that in autumn of 2011, treatment 3(conventional manure fermentation-control) > treat-
ment 2(mixture of straw and manure fermentation in EM) > treatment 1 (manure fermentation in EM). The
number of actinomyces in soil was that treatment 3(control) >>treatment 2>>treatment 1,the number of actino-
myces was more than that in autumn of 2011. Treatment 2 was the maximum. The change of soil bulk densitiy
was that the soil buik density of treatment 1 and treatment 3 were reduced than the soil undisposal, decreased
by 6.1%. The effect on yield of potato was that the yield of plot and plant height were increased than that in
2011, the number of tuber per plant treatmentl and 2 were increased.
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