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Table 1 The fertilization of each community
AE Rk A FE Treatments

Fertilizer RN N REE+P AP EEE4AK e K AEIE A B R R
JRZ (N 46.4%) /g 775.58 775.58 0 0 0 0 0 775.58 775.58
TAE (P05 12%) /g 0 0 1499.25  1499. 25 0 0 0 1499. 25 1499. 25
WA (K20 50%) /g 0 0 0 0 899.55 899. 55 0 899. 55 899. 55

PRIEE /g 4.65 0 9. 00 0 5. 40 0.0 0 19. 04 0

1.2.2 MERAAF & LR NEHT 5 Lwhhiﬁﬁwﬁﬂ¢%%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁ%ﬁm

T P A BR A R 0~20 em £+
SRR AT A LT A R AT AR | AR
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2 AL BRI P OIE XS L A B A B A A A

(E 25 A B 301 38 8 1 R it A AR E S 4k 3
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Table 2 The effect of BIOSOFT on the soil organic matter

b 3 HHUFE &/ % Organic matter
Treatments i T JEE 1) 45 BRI Paie ]
AR+ N AR 1.02 aAB 0.95 aA 1.00 abA 0. 81 becABCD
Hijiti N AR 0. 94 abcAB 0.91 abAB 0.79 beAB 0.68 deDE
FAE 4P AR 0.96 abcAB 0. 78 abcABC 0.92 abAB 0. 82 abcABC
i P AR 0. 96 abcAB 0.67 bcABC 0.90 abcAB 0. 78 bedBCD
{RAE R+ K A 0.99 abAB 0. 69 abcABC 0.96 abAB 0. 87 abAB
P KR 0.76 becAB 0.59 ¢BC 0. 85 abcAB 0. 63 efEF
AN i (CKD 0.75 cB 0.58 cC 0.69 cB 0.53 [F
A FIE B 4 0 it 1.05 aA 0.94 aA 1.02 aA 0.93 aA
BRI 1.01 aAB 0.87 abABC 0.96 abAB 0.71 cdeCDE

ARKR NG FREFRRALE 0.01 K 0.05 KF2REHE, FH.

Different capital letters and lowercases mean significant difference at 0. 01 and 0. 05 level. The same below.
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Table 3 The effect of BIOSOFT on the soil alkali hydrolyzable nitrogen

ik # 0 f A % &/ (mgekg!) Alkali hydrolyzable nitrogen
Treatments i T 3 40 5 BRI Edlel]
A0 R+ NI 19. 13 aA 22.87 abAB 14. 35 abAB 17. 62 aA
Hjifi N AR 18.90 aA 23.80 aA 13. 65 abcAB 15.75 bA
FR I8 4P IR 17.50 aA 18. 90 bedABCD 11. 20 cdeBC 9.22 dC
it PR 20. 30 aA 17. 27 cdeCD 12. 13 bedeABC 8.28 dC
fAE B8+ K A 19. 60 aA 17.50 cdeBCD 15.05 aA 9.45 dC
it K AR 18.55 aA 13.53 eD 9. 80 deC 8.75 dC
it I (CKD 19. 60 aA 14.70 deD 9.33 eC 5.95 eD
LR I8 ST 4 B it A 20. 65 aA 22. 40 abABC 12. 60 abed ABC 16. 45 abA
BRIt A 20.30 aA 21. 35 abcABC 12. 37 abedABC 12.25 cB
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Table 4 The effect of BIOSOFT on the available phosphorus of soil

Qb 1 A3 B/ (mgekg!) Available phosphorus
Treatments LE] SHE JE 38 EEe & SR
F A0 N AR 17.56 bedBCD 16.79 bCD 19.59 beC 23.43 abAB
Bt N AR 16.16 dCD 14.87 ¢D 23.08 aA 23.95 abAB
A +P AR 20.71 aA 17.10 bBCD 23.52 aA 27.71 aA
it PR 20.78 aA 18. 98 aABC 22.95 aAB 26.70 aA
FAR I K AR 19. 14 abcABC 16. 88 bBCD 18.93 bedCD 19. 24 beBC
Pt K AR 17.17 ¢dBCD 19.15 aAB 19. 06 beCD 18.45 ¢BC
it HE (CKD 16.08 dD 16.13 beD 17.93 ¢dCD 15. 96 cC
4 A SR+ It 20. 84 aA 20. 24 aA 16. 84 dD 26. 44 aA
B Rt A 19.79 abAB 19.76 aA 20. 42 bBC 25.31 aA

x5 HAREBEXTEFRZLFZMN
Table 5 The effect of BIOSOFT on the available potassium of soil

b 3 RS A/ (mgekg!) Available potassium

Treatments Hi S JE 1Y L5 ER 1Y R
AR+ N 42.63 aA 53.92 ¢dDE 49. 40 dC 38.12 cB
i N 38.12 B 53.16 dDE 48.65 dCD 38.12 B
TRIE B +P e 40. 37 abcAB 53.16 dDE 44. 89 eDE 33.60 dC
it PR 41.13 abAB 51. 66 dE 47.15 deCD 32.10 dC
AR +K A 42.63 aA 57.68 bABC 60.69 aA 44,89 aA
Hjifs K B 39.19 beB 60. 69 aA 58.43 abAB 42.63 abA
AN it A 33.60 dC 54.53 ¢dCDE 41.13 {E 33.60 dC
A NE S8+ it e 42.63 aA 58.67 abAB 54.46 cB 43.43 abA
“H F it AT 42,67 aA 56. 17 beBCD 56.50 beAB 42.10 bA
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Fig.1 The effect of BIOSOFT on the SPAD P2 i R AR IE SR G S 7 Y 5 )
content of Chinese cabbage leaf Fig. 2 The effect of BIOSOFT on Chinese cabbage yield
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Effect of Applying Poly Glutamic Acid Fertilizer Synergist
BIOSOFT on Chinese Cabbage

ZHANG Xiao-song, WANG Wei, MENG Chun-ling, LIU Zhi-qiang,QIAN Lang
(Dalian Academy of Agriculture Sciences,Dalian, LLiaoning 116036)

Abstract: In order to verify the application effect of BIOSOFT on Chinese cabbage, the growth of Chinese cab-
bage using the poly glutamic acid fertilizer synergist BIOSOFT was studied systematically. The results showed
that the soil organic matter content of treatments applying BIOSOFT were greater than or equal to the corre-
sponding treatments without applying BIOSOFT, the harvest time was the most significant; Contrast test of N
fertilizer and conventional fertilizer in harvesting period, the soil alkali hydrolyzable nitrogen content had signif-
icant difference, BIOSOFT + conventional fertilizer and conventional fertilizer treatments were significantly dif-
ferent, the former than the latter 34. 3% ; The effect of the effective phosphorus fertilizer was not obvious,only
BIOSOFT+N fertilizer and N fertilizer treatments were significant different in the rosette stage ,the former
than the later by 12. 9% ; Soil available potassium content in N and K fertilization experiment showed the most
obvious, especially at the seedling stage,the treatments applying BIOSOFT and the treatments without applying
BIOSOFT reached extremely significant difference; The leaf SPAD content in the treatments applying BIO-
SOFT were higher than the treatments without applying BIOSOFT, in addition to individual treatment; The
yield applying BIOSOFT were higher than the treatments without applying BIOSOFT,and BIOSOFT+ N fer-
tilizer and BIOSOFT + conventional fertilization treatments were the most significant.

Keywords: Chinese cabbage; poly glutamic acid; fertilizer synergist; BIOSOFT
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