2 R R A 2017(5):50~54

Heilongjiang Agricultural Sciences

e - ZRFE - AR

B A MR AE XS 4%

i JoE 1) 52

X‘H’éﬁk %’E{ﬁq$9azxﬁﬁ {,%#’L\Ef-_’, E FE'?»I%'E.‘[H-
(BTWHEFR AHF.AEE 5254 012000)

WE. AT Hik
ZARKRFREPEAER

AL K 52 020 #hehm” iF T4 R4
KR B ZAE &R

AESNEFLALEGRAAATETHREDAIRREFRHAEENRELS . AA_BE
REBEWASRT R TRARREFRFHEEEAN LA ESR RGO A
#9.6X10" cfueml’ ,F¥ 4L % B 4 52 020 Ak +hm? B, i€ 4

c BRERN A KR

FEF R EHAH 15.44%, BRERE 9.5X10" cfuemL’, #
FZEHA21.43%.

FESEE.S532.062 XEAFRIBAD.A LEHE.1002-2767(2017)05-0050-05 DOI.10. 11942/]. issnl002-2767. 2017. 05. 0050

DABERUENZFE N EERESIEY . £
AR BN 2 — o Pl BURLE ™ i S HEAE
SEF =L F A EEREA 0% BT HAT,
PR 5 ot |l DX g AT (1) D g S A TR T E RN W
K.IEC &R ETE 66. 7 77 hm? D) b, i HL e 2
ByEERGEE 1000 7, BT RE A SR
AT KM AN R A5 & DE@K%J‘T&
R, AT I8 R = 1 D S R ARG AR A5 1 A0
ﬁﬁ%i%éﬁ@,ﬁﬁ@aﬁﬁ%%lﬁﬂ@fh%ﬂeﬂo

W Fs HHP.2017-03-21

E£TA - NF Il HIR XS FR A5 % B A (NJZY
12249)

HE—EEE N XL 979, BN @3 X U F
N A P = 2 S A AR A ) A K Y
E-mail:1sc2009jntc@163. com,

A o M Ak S — 8 S 5 AT L= H R LA
PR B RS2 AR o X 44 2 i 7 R TR AR A
ENGE YRR A I EP N 4 il o Bt E AN S
R L A R RS S EEdh Y SR TS
R T it A () IS S %ot E 4 b A LS R
AR [ RE BE A R i o 45 R 3 IO [R) B B o L 7
HAT B AR R AR B R R e
W 3 253k 33. 70 % ~38. 89 %% , I i R 1y % IR 4R
A 13% ., =N AR E N AR gT R
Jiti FF A A4 00 BT M X 5 S A g Ptk L A B
AR BT o ] K A e A AN TR Y AR A
B IS X 5 S 7 B R % 3 1) R M e HL 3 7 R ) 2
M) &35 SR 8 s it FH B IR AU 4% 2 s R
1096 LA b= i X H 03 i 38 2 35 40 1 I ik
AW RARHEAE L SR oria iR S A s 1406

Abstract : To realize water-saving high-yield maize cultivation, taking Xianyu 335 as test material, the use of drip

irrigation under plastic film mode,set up different irrigation treatment schemes,effects of drip irrigation under

membrane water treatment on soil physical properties and the yield of spring maize were studied. The results

showed that (1) in 0 ~ 20 cm soil layer at seedling stage soil moisture content of irrigation water high treat-

ment (W2) was highest,CK was lowest, the difference between treatments reached significant level. The differ-

ent of soil moisture content in 20~40 cm soil layer at seedling stage was not significant, soil moisture content

in jointing stage and tasseling stage had significant difference,irrigation on soil water content had a huge im-

pact. (2) At jointing stage and heading stage, temperature had no significant difference among different treat-

ments, but the temperature in 5 cm of high irrigation water treatment (W2) and low irrigation water

treatment(W1) higher than that of CK treatment. No difference between the temperature of 10 cm and

15 cm. (3) At the jointing stage and heading stage, plant height of high irrigation water treatment(W2) was

higher than other treatments,all was W2>W1>CK. But no obvious difference when filling stage,could be con-

cluded that irrigation had an effect on the early stage of the maize plant height growth,late tend to be same, the

difference was not obvious. (4) Yield reached significant difference among different treatments.yield of high ir-

rigation water treatment (W2) was the highest,low irrigation water treatment (W1) was second,CK treatment

was minimum. And water use efficiency of W1 was the highest, the order was W1>W2>CK.
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Table 1 Level and code value of two factors
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Table 2 The structure matrix of code and
corresponding data of dry matter content and

starch content

ERAR/% FORAR %

No. cl c2 Starch Dry matter
content content
1 1 1 14. 22 20.19
2 1 —1 13.62 19. 58
3 —1 1 14.04 20.01
4 —1 —1 12.85 17.00
5  —1.4142 0 13.06 19. 01
6 1.4142 0 12.50 18.43
7 0 —1.4142 10. 55 16.47
8 0 1.4142 10. 90 16. 84
9 0 0 14. 62 20. 60
10 0 0 14. 79 20. 77
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Fig. 1 Effect of single factor on starch content
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Table 3 Frequency distribution and frequency
of each factor in the 7 programs(the starch

content was greater than 13%)
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Fig. 2 Effect of interaction for microbial fertilizer

concentration and plant density on starch content
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Table 4 Frequency distribution and frequency
of each factor in the 11 programs(dry matter

content was greater than 18%)
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Effect of New Microbial Fertilizer on Quality of Potato

LIU Shuan-cheng, MU Jun-xiang.,CAO Xing-ming,XU Song-he,BAI Xue,GAO Xi-ye
(Department of Biology,Jining Normal University, Ulangab,Inner Mongolia 012000)

Abstract; In order to select the optimum combination of microbial fertilizer concentration and planting density

that suitable for the high quality and unpolluted production of Mongolian potato, the effect of microbial fertiliz-

er concentration and plant density on potato quality were studied through the design of rotating combination

quadratic regression orthogonal of two factors and three levels in Jining district, Inner Mongolia. The results

showed that the optimal starch content was 15. 44 % , with fertilizer concentration of 9. 6 X 107 cfusmL" and

planting density of 52 020 plants=hm®. The optimal content of dry matter was 21. 43 % , with fertilizer concen-

tration of 9.5X 107 cfusmL"' and planting density 52 020 plantsshm?.

Keywords: microbial fertilizer; potato;quality
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