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Effects of Exogenous Bacterial Fertilizer on Tobacco Rhizosphere

Microbial Biomass and Respiration Rate under Quinclorac Harm
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Abstract: A pot experiment was conducted to study the effects of different exogenous bacterial
fertilizers on tobacco rhizosphere soil microbial biomass and respiration rate under quinclorac
harm. The results showed that:Compared with normal soil,injured soil microbial biomass carbon
(SMB¢ ), microbial biomass nitrogen (SMBy ), microbial biomass phosphorus (SMB;) and soil
respiration rate (SRR) significantly reduced. After using three kinds of exogenous bacterial
fertilizers,compared with the injured soil, the tobacco rhizosphere SMB., SMBy,SMB; and SRR
elevated,and were higher than the normal soil. In conclusion, the treatment of different exogenous
bacterial fertilizers improves the tobacco rhizosphere soil microbial biomass and respiration rate of
the injured soil,in which the fertilizer 3 is the best.
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