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Effects of bio-organic fertilizer on zucchini growth and
control of root-knot nematode
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Abstract To study the effect of bio-organic fertilizer(BOF) on the growth of zucchini and control of zucchini disease
caused by root-knot nematode (RKN) in field, experiments were conducted by applying the BOF fermented by different
strains in the fields of healthy zucchini and seriously diseased seriously zucchini by RKN. The results showed that.
Compared with the control, the diameter of plant stem, chlorophyll content, shoot and root weight were obviously
increased after application of BOF; The population of the second-stage juveniles RKN, gall index, number of eggs per
plant and incidence of RKN in field were significantly reduced with the maximum control efficiency of 63. 00% ; The

number of freedom nematodes in soil were tremendously increased. In conclusion, application of BOF promoted the
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growth of zucchini and effectively prevented the damage caused by RKN in field.
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Values followed by the same letters in each column are not significantly different at 0. 05 level from each other according to
y g y g

Tukey Test. The same as in following figures.

Bl 1 BOF2 A B EMEAK Z RS F G
Fig. 1 Effect of BOF2 on plant agronomic traits
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Table 1 Effects of different treatments on plant biomass
b B Shoot T HB Root
Ak 3 ) )

fif H T fif F THE

Treatment
Fresh wt. Dry wt. Fresh wt. Dry wt.

BOF2 1518.67+289.66 b 169.41+12.31 b 14.79+0.74 b 1.8740.07 b
CK 692.67+139. 26 a 103.9742.42 a 8.8440.26 a 0.90740.10 a
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Fig. 2 Changes in the number of J2
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giRME 2 Pron, WK 2 ha] LIF L OF &%

Rmghr T CK, H G W 35 1k 25 5, A 0 B & R
8.60%. BOF1 fl BOF2, 5 CK ¥f7 B #E M2 7.
Hr BOF2 s i %, 5 CK A L iR 45 4k &
JoB B FHT 9l 4%, Hfh &k i & E I+ T
102. 62 %0 ARLEHEEC TR T 63. 0020, R R HL 5P
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Table 2 Effects of BOF on the number of nematode and control efficiency
L m ]2 $t/g ! HAth gt % /g ) ) .
b 7 ) . S HREE I FBRRLR B MBI
Treatment Gall index Eggs per root Control effect
RKN J2 numbers Other nematode numbers

OF 13.06%1.17a 22.984+0.68 b 4,5740.20 a 177.42+9.16 a 8.60%
BOF1 2.284£0.09 b 25.4640.31 a 3.14+0.34 b 54,42+3.24 b 37.20%
BOF2 1.234£0.19 b 24.7240.52 ab 1.85£0. 26 ¢ 17.71£1.59 ¢ 63.00%
CK 14.9040.90 a 12.20£0.15 ¢ 5.00£0.12 a 201.71£7.70 a —

TE - R ARGE Z U S A 2 O A B 150 d i i 4 2R

Note: The dates in table were the quantity of root knot and other nematodes 150 d after treatment.
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fluorescens) & FR [E & W (A. chroococcum) | B Py [H
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AR WA HLAE BT A HR 45 2 Ha, Al R A AR T - 3 v
MREEL 3 J2 1 B 8 e KT AR 79,596, Zaki
gl 2 Fh 9% G R BA M R P. fluorescens, viz.
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AR 252 e ANEBERS AT LA B IR AR S5 28 L L B RE W
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HR 252 e T2 cdet M 45 48 BRI B bk dU R AT 5 CK
FHZETCIL. BIN T 9B MR 9 BOF1 A #5471
Bi G RCH T B R0 37. 20 % MR A5 £k L T2 B .
HR 25 6 FIOR BB DR BCRR 22 B (K T CK Jz OF, fii
oAt 2 do 0 5 2 & T CKL B & T OF . 3 in 77 %¢
AR P B 7 R TR SRR TR Y BOF2 345 f - A
XtBE ALk £ 63. 002, FH L AT UL, K 22 FhAR 45 2k
Az By 240 B TR A A By T 8 R B A AT R R B A B
TR By A R — 1k, 15 & B OF Fis it OF fy
LA b 3134 i o 35 R R 4 v O A 2 ol B O
T BOF1 $5 i Uk B OF BEAE F H o 4F 27 2R dE 2k iy
4 5B L R 2 ' AR R B TR PT R AE — e R I
AT A 2R A B B KL i BOF2 4 B A4 H:
£k s RO AE 60~ 120 d B AT %5 KR BB 86 KL D BE 2
i A o P TR A — 2 BT L Al 2 e R A A R AR
YEH. MHMEREFEPHE T EEEM,
F F 2k HUB0R B9 38 R (B BB 9% 23 i A HLYD 38 BE ff
FROEER I AR Ty, B R R
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