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Effects of Applying Humic Acids and Bio—fertilizer on the Qualities and Yields of Strawberry and Soil
Agrochemical Characters

LIU Ji—pei', LIU Wei-yi', ZHOU Jie', LI Tong?, ZHAO Yue?, ZHANG Meng?

(1.S0il and Fertilizer Workstation in Daxing Region of Beijing City, Beijing 102600, China; 2.Agrotechnical Promotion Station in Daxing
Region of Beijing City, Beijing 102600, China)

Abstract: A greenhouse experiment was conducted to study the effect of humic acids and bio—fertilizer on the qualities, yields of strawberry
and soil agrochemical characters. Humic acids and bio—fertilizer were applied based on the requirement of the normal growth of strawberry.
Four treatments were plotted: control (conventional treatment ), dressing humic acid, topdressing bio—fertilizer, dressing humic acid+bio—fer—
tilizer. Each treatment was repeated three times and randomly arranged. Results showed that application of bio—fertilization, humic acid, hu—
mic acid+bio—fertilization could significantly improve the growing of the strawberry, average weight of strawberry during full burning period
increased by 8.85%, 14.12% and 16.23%, respectively; Incidence of powdery mildew, gray mold and rot disease of strawberry was signifi—
cantly reduced. Yield of strawberry was also improved by 7.70%, 10.80% and 14.7% respectively, compared with the control treatment. The
results also showed that application of humic acid+bio—fertilization could significantly increase the protein, vitamin C and soluble sugar con—
tent while reduce free acid of strawberry. Soil organic matter content was significantly improved by 0.13, 1.51 g+kg™ and 1.69 g-kg™ respec—
tively than control when bio—fertilization, humic acid, humic acid+bio—fertilizer were applied. In summary, humic acid and bio—fertilization
had a positive impact on the growth of strawberry. Combined application of those two kinds of fertilizer would show the best agricultural effect.
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Table 1 Basic nutrient status of humic acid
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Table 2 Effects of humic acid and
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bio—fertilizer on the growth of strawberry
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Treatments Height/cm Leaf area/cm Weight of full burning period/g ~ Weight of end burning period/g Number per plant/ 4
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Note: Values followed by different letters in a column are significant differences at 5% level among treatments. The same below.
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Figure 1 Effects of humic acid and bio—fertilizer on the incidence of disease on strawberry
UATE S CS NS P 22 s NS VY e st S0 il )
7.3% .6.8% 1 5.4% , 433 FL X HEAIR 3.6% (4.1% Fl
a P
5.59%. 3t 2 MBI G 45 B0 DB 278 30 e B ||
I 5 2506 T 540006 T 36 6B 2 B 2
IREEH S A, LR B K A R 1 5 R 7.1% .5.9%
Fl 5.0% , 53 SR BRIEAR T 4.1% .5.3%F01 6.2%; [F) ¥
Jit P JE AL TR A A= P HE e I 3 AR T SR R SR LB | B L B | B
payiist AW JEHHRR SRR +A I

2.3 MERAREBREEYEN ES~ENHN

Jit P B AR X A P HE R B2 77y A T B
My, 2 T AR H e AR R S 2 e vy 1
REE R R, 2 RS R i R, )
T 1687.44 kg-667 m™, [H-55 HUM it FH FE5 A R o
FAE T RIC R F 25 R (R B TR AR
I e o G, JFG e it P A O S e DV R i LV A
R+ LR WL 3 A Ab PR A 7 5 43 S G X BRAR o T
7.70% .10.80%F1 14.70%
2.4 (ERABEBREEYIEX RS mRA R

Tt DT LR 1 A A S X e i SO ) S L33
H1ZR 3 W LU Y it F B R A A= I AE RES 2 4R
BRRHEE BT, 2 FACRHE Bt/ X B AR SR

B2 EREEEREYENESE 2N
Figure 2 Effects of humic acid and bio—fertilizer on the yield of

strawberry
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Table 3 Effects of humic acid and bio—fertilizer on the qualities of

strawberry
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Table 4 Effects of humic acid and bio—fertilizer on soil agrochemical characters

Qb3 HHLR /g-kg! AR /mg-kg! A /mg-kg!  HAA /mg-kg!  THAE /mgrkg pH {4 EC/pS-cm™
it R 10.22b 203.03b 70.74b 3.08a 9.35h 8.20a 134.00b
P 10.35b 207.45b 71.67b 3.64a 10.32b 8.13a 130.57b
JEEHE R 11.73a 233.00a 73.26h 3.28a 29.43a 8.08a 168.60a
JEAHRR + A iE 11.91a 231.00a 90.73a 3.32a 38.10a 8.07a 176.77a
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