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Abstract
plants of main soybean cultivar in the north of China. [ Method] By adopting the randomized complete block design, five treatments were de-

[ Objective | To test the nodulation ability of rhizobia inoculants produced by Rhizobacter Argentina S. A. to nodulate host legume

signed with Heihe 43 as the tested varieties. Different soybean nitragins ( Rizoliq Top, Rizoliq Top + Premax, Signum + Premax-Signum, LLI
+ Premax-LLI) were used for each treatment. The growth traits and plot yield of soybean plant were investigated. [ Result] Rizoliq Top was
5.2 times of the minimum standards in national standards. The number of rhizobium after coating was 5. 48 x 10* CFU/mL. Rizolip Top + Pre-
max and LLI + Premax-LLI were higher than CK in pod number and seed number per plant and 100-seed weight, but there were no significant
differences. The yields were obviously higher than that in CK, which increased byl4.32% and 22.96% , respectively. [ Conclusion] Rizoliq
Top + Premax and LLI + Premax-LLI have a good mutual compatibility with Heihe 43, showing significant yield increasing effects. The unsatis-
factory performances of Signum + Premax-Signum and Rizoliq Top are possibly due to their poor adaptation to Heihe43 which is the main soy-

bean cultivar, or they are not suited to climatic conditions of Heihe city.
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Table 1 Usage situation of rhizobia inoculants in different treatments

AbH W25 {1
Treatment Name of inoculants Usage of seed //ml/g
@ Rizoliq Top 6.0

©) Rizoliq Top + Premax 6.0+2.0

® Signum + Premax — Signum 6.0+2.0

@ LLI + Premax — LLI 8.0+2.8
®(CK) — —
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Fig.1 Schematic diagram of randomly distribution in different

treatments of each test plot
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Table 2 Effects of different inoculants on root nodule of soybean
. N . MIARAR I AL LISERSY i FARAYETHE MRS TE  ARRTE
Kb Pl Hilﬁj ITEEJE Lateral root Total number Dry weight of Dry weight Total dry weight HbR T I
-~ ant height Axial root . i Plant dry
Treatment . ule // > nodule number of root nodule axial root of lateral root of root nodule ight //
om nedue/7”l A~ A~ nodule //mg nodule // g g werg &
@ 53.33£2.43a 3.00+0.8la 52.40+2.69b  55.40 £2.19b 10.70 £3.30a  0.14+0.03a  0.15+0.03a 53.48 +4.18b
®) 50.27 £4.65a 4.60 +1.29a  48.40 +7.35b  53.00 +8.63b 14.50 £8.30a  0.12 £0.04a 0.14 £0.04a  65.60 +£3.57a
® 55.20 £1.39a 4.53 £1.19a  59.27 £10.65ab 63.80 +10.67ab 12.70 £5.70a  0.20 £0.25a 0.22£0.02a  55.83 £6.07ab
@ 55.40 £0.87a 4.40+1.33a  51.73 £6.18b  56.13 +5.59b 20.30 £10.20a  0.12+0.02a  0.14 £0.02a  62.51 £2.22ab

®B(CK) 53.67+1.03a 3.47 £0.9a 76.00 +13.50a  80.80 +12.44a 13.30 +4.40a  0.16+0.02a  0.18 +0.11a  55.63 +1.56ab
T : [FFAF/NG FRERIRTE 0. 05 K22 57 3
Note ; Different lowercases in the same row indicated significant differences at 0.05 level.
Q) @Ry S CK AL @2 5 W3 b F @, T DA S Sk ISR R R E 2R N A
@k CK 7357 22.96% M1 14.32% . 25 BTk W7 RER WRBE T CK 77 RS CK A2 5 038 1 ROR I .
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Table 3 Effects of rhizobia inoculants on the component factors of soybean yields

sl MR ek LIS 8 BEALE 7o # CK g™
Treatment  Plant height /cm Pod number ///~ Grain number /g  100-grain weight /g Yield //kg/m’> Yield increase compared with CK //%
) 90.68 +0.75a 27.27 +1.71a 62.21 +4.72a 22.21 +£0.62a 0.395 +0.019b -2.47
@ 86.49 +£3.09ab 31.66 +1.94a 72.13 +4.26a 23.65 +1.16a 0.463 +0.009a 14.32
® 92.50 £1.73a 27.81 +£1.63a 65.63 +£3.90a 22.98 £0.38a 0.390 +0.015b -3.70
@ 81.93 £3.49h 31.17 £2.33a 72.07 £6.10a 23.69 +0.88a 0.498 +0.022a 22.96
B(CK) 87.87 £2.51ab 29.02 +1.53a 68.06 +3.6la 22.44 +0.18a 0.405 +0.006b -
T : RIS NG FRFRIRTE 0. 05 K225 25
Note ; Different lowercases in the same row indicated significant differences at 0.05 level.
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