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Effect of Compound Microbial Fertilizer on the Production of Brassica chinensis

YAN De-yi,HE Xiao-yan,LI Yu-guang ( Extension Station of Agricultural Technologies in Wujin Region of Changzhou,Changzhou, Jiang-
su 213022 )

Abstract [ Objective ] The yield-increasing effect of applying compound microbial fertilizer on Brassica chinensis was studied to provide evi-
dence for reducing fertilizer application rate. [ Method ] Taking Liixiu 91-1 as test material, field experiment was carried out to analyze effect of
compound microbial fertilizer a and inactivation matrix of compound microbial fertilizer a on plant height and yield of Brassica chinensis. [ Re-
sult] The results showed that increasing application of microbial fertilizer couldn’ t improve Brassica chinensis’ s plant height obviously ;increas-
ing application of microbial fertilizer could significantly increase the yield of Brassica chinensis, compared with the control treatment, yield in-
creased by 74.6% —133.0% , and than inactivation treatment increased by 66. 8% , microbial fertilizer had better effect of yield increasing
than inactivation for Brassica chinensis. [ Conclusion ] Yield-increasing effect of microbial fertilizer was significant. It could be applied in produ-

cing.
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Table 1  Effect of different treatments on plant height of Brassica 18 528.6 kg/ hm’ ,AbFH 2 -/ , CK, rERi. 5%
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Table 2 Effect of different treatments on yield of Brassica chinensis
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