143

2024 Juwlf Slewi 155-143 :(2) 11 duef il Epaull 4y gudl) daall = (g fy sard
Goaslshgall saill sulaag L) digpuad et B Lgall Baacl) il
AN Ll Llally
Db gling Db Weu5 D7 jand) sana

‘1:',15“'“ ((3duad ¢(Bdiad daals ‘5\.:;\))}\ N cdxall (’Jk’ ('MAE (1)
-(m.alomar@damascusuniversity.edu.sy : Js SN all . jeall deas .o :dllyll*)

2023/02/14 :Jsall )l 2023/01/20 :2Daud) )

tpadlad)

cel)3l) LIS ) il (Bies Aadlaa (gpel) Adlaiay (WL Canl) (8 Al i
Azotobacter ) sl slawdl il dal Gaags 20212020 ansall DA (3 daala
"J.e 8 ¢4 <0) 3815 (EML) seall sleadls (17d.Je 10 <5 <0) 3155 (Chroococcum
Sl il ibeslly Lanslshysall saill uleag Ll Dgead sulee b Legin dalally (!
(Azotobacter Chroococcum) (gssal) sbecdl (s Jalall Alilas culac] .Festival ciia
Ligad yubed Lol pdl) Juail 170.Je 8 350 (EM1) gondl slaaadls 70 Je 10 35
O suilly Aagand) Al gl e TaS 30 442.22 (35/50 16 <% 0.28 ¢7.18) ail
Alaslls Tamglsiysdl sall uless (s o Salal ppalislly Salal ghussilly I
% 0.49 % 2.42 daefsynaal) bl sxe 4.27 caw 117.93 ccily/slas 2.73) 0l
aaad Gy (s g 107 by 035 Eae 1,29 cibay ()9 §/ae 3.56 <% 1.83
asalislly obeugilly Cigi¥ls Jae S e AnsSial) anall bl axcg lelghy il
cilaef ) Ll @bl e &5laall @l o gl e LIS sy Wy by a Jis i<y
claaall sdgl aill il

sl slecd ((Azotobacter Chroococcum) cssead) slacdl ¢ 3l il s dualidal) cilalst)
-(Em1)

:4aa84l)
oaall <Rosaideae 4bilal) cas <Rosaceae 4lilall <Rosales s, «Plant Kingdom dslall aSleddl ol ai
sl desana yere e @la Sl (Pua and Davey, 2007) Fragaria x ananassa Duch g5l <Fragaria
Ol o gils I auasi 2y 4Bl cilagiiae 4udd Bpad dilu Al e Ll ARkl G iy G ab
4313800 ey 33U Lgdliay ol jaam L (Schaffer and Andersen, 2018) dxasie o)l ¢ uinll samy of s a3y
prany Dy Sy Ay By Es C cliselll pwdy jrae 48 dalgll lSially clinaliadll (o adipall Wginag 35S1)
Husaini ¢Giampieri et al., 2012) (gyall yalially il il 1y il IS 50081 claliagy Adgidl) LSl

-(Torronen and Maatta, 2002) ¢Uajydly lal) bl (e Al 8BS duh IV RVIRIRS «(and Zaki, 2016
LS e Dt Ll Augeady Ola) daal Tl Tangd s lly LLel) 5301 e T Talaie) 50dl) sy
Lyad o ol a1 o (S 3) iyl samy dl) ) 4 o(Bayoumi and Hafez, 2006) el 4aalaiy!
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oe A3l liad) e 058 ) srall bl e Lolas HIS Ly o(@laad) cativgual) il Janll (Jilusdl)
Jalgall 2al g8 clalaall s3a (e 435Sl saaall llall sac s oY) Ll gt S caladd) sae Gl La e Y1 clblal)
Azotobacter LS ays .(Sayed et al., 2011) 5ol cibls LB vie jlae¥) cpe AT iy A daed)l
Slidyall (gAY GliwSsYy (IAA) cllal) jadla Jeai) 1 e dabiaa) saill ciligen Wl e L)a Chroococcum
ool Gang il disan e gayaal dalmyU L (Chennappa et al., 2018 <Abbass et al., 1993) cluwiSsill
Cmnd 3 laygn (e Db (Agliall pualiall Ajals e 205 Ll WS Ligally il clal) (8 (e salinadl A6 JISa]
cAagaasl) Balall BaL)s Glam ae Ausill (Y med DA o Ll dnalse (s DA e dlaaslly 4L gill pailiad
-(Demir, 2020 <Prajapati et al., 2008 ¢Rashid et al., 2016) 4l cluwall 1ia clall oo g lall iLayl
S5 Azospirillum spps Ieli.de 1 585 Azotobacter spp LSy Jalul) dlles ¢f Rueda et al (2016) s
Dsaall Gilally Calayll Gglly Jidg oISy clall @ i) 52y (& s pPM 100 S5 Comg sail) e L el da
535 ) ppm 150 55 cpag lly el e 15555 Azotobacter spp o Jalal) dlelas ool Laiy sl Jshag
Jain and o -salall pay cOaled) AL e 43)Rall Al )y (gpeadll gsanall Cilally Cidajll (islls Ayl dalusall
(PH) Ll Lcages dajn (midg ol bl b)) cpeas 4 Azotobacter (ssall slawdl 50 Kumar (2021)
Okl @il dlalea of Demir (2020) s - Salall asaalisdly Salall oeedlls S i) (e Lol (geima Cpamenls
Glalaal aeas Jlas ) ol (Azotobacter vinelandii s Azotobacter chroococum) dssall saed) (e Cnesis
psxalisdly Hstusdlly (Bs Zns Mns Fe) rally (Mg Cas Ky Py N) (Sl diaeall jualiall 8335 dguanll
Gyaad) (oSl b Balsyy Caliall bl (iayes Jilisg sha il Lalia¥) o 80alls Laluaal) gpent ) ol LS halal)
Azotobacter LSy dlaled)l 356 Chandler ciia 5udl)l <bils e dujas 3 Tripathi et al (2017) .y .45l
Clalaal saey 3l axe dacigiag clull ¢ iyl salsy & polyethlene elaxs Lubaxill aa (171,48 7) adipall S5l

-2 Ll dlelea Luls lganas Lgiygs Wyky SLEN sl dasiag aalgll ) daalisly L) sae s olaill 2y
il el ¢ Effective microorganism i€l jlaial s digal) saend) glsd aal (EML) (gondl slacdl aay
LA ¢ Aswall Jall L) il 43800 doad) S o legi 80 (gsing ruds yinations o Blac say Alladll 4380
sla¥) Jas Gaa (Javaid, 2010) (3¥) lidiay staadll cluday GaselesioSyls byl ¢ iladll (olaU) e
Caala Jsail S paill ciladiia Gans 58 L LS i) yeabiall cilall abiaial Jagasiy s e gasing ) 42l
Guls ol Hassan and Emam (2015) s -(Talaat, 2019) «iblall s e i Ally cliualls (IAA) clisl)
S (s e 170848240 5 95 5200 Jaea NLP.K) disadll 520u¥) ae 170128, 20 Jaes (EM) (gl slandl
Laluyly (BheY! aae byl (laall aae cclal) Jola (dygl) daluall) (grmdd) saill julas 52l ) ol 3ol bl
Ghazal asg . al cbils Ll A8leslly 43050 sasal) juleay o(N.P.K) (SU diaeall jualiall e (3h5Y) (s5inas
Salall stasally <ig 3V e Al (ggine Gaeend ) 63l el il up ) (EML) ggend) alecd) dilia) o et al (2011)
Uggusall Loy e it (EML) gpeall sbaadls dlledll o Sharma et al (2017) o 28 Lal) ae 43)2alls 4 saalisdls
ol Ngilangil and Vilar (2020) 1aY .dedaall dujll bl Sals J<e Adaall jealiall Jilgis il Ligead Guesd oo
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Dstuasdlly cAaguand) dgall o lalginag (Aijll  SLseSll duagilly (PH) dcasend) 40 Gus (EM) (gsoad) alacd) alasid
25 1) (EM) (gonll sleadl (e 3S15 O Alalaal) il d8jaad curel dal)s & Shokouhian (2018) o - asaubisalls
<3l Jshag < psaally BhO Glall gl 83k (B % 2 55 (EM) o) slacdly Alalaal) ujdl) il 35 (% 35
CUi 2ns -8l mag cOleall 3l ao A5laallo £l Aalesalls by 3hs¥) sacs bg @ g sy cclalaall sxe
Fdide 4 385 (EM) sl slaadls (Al &g [03s) % 3 3850 el andll o Jalall 2Ll (o et al (2021)
al) s Ay g et G ool psatiall il Ll Y ((aas fpns cola :EM) 200 11 caisa) Jlaal) )
psemlisdlly obeusilly AL Cmg ully oSl 83k A (s LS gingle (o cauiailly Al dugead cpuat ) ol LS
latial e 5 Jaadl (Cansgasll) (ggemnl) slandly (EM) goenll slecd) G Jalsil) of Hu and Qi (2013) o - ohalall
IR psaslisdlly Hstusdll ¢ AU Gang il e Wisinay Al (3 Digaanll Bl e Qs LS 02j0e (gguanll Slad)

A(PH) Aol Lcases da s

Sl plaall JEYI e Qi Cangs Ailaasll saaudl Cany) HaeanS dgand) 52au) plasiad AlSa) o Cand) 138 Baaal S
el il Ay 8 Gl 138 Cam ela L (g ¢ upill il e 5D sda i duhng ey daag dilly D)
Lagledygall saill julaag Ll digad Cpwad Ao (EM1) goal) 2ledly (Azotobacter Chroococcum) (geal)
<l bl 480l

sl (@ihhg Jga

:dlal salad) (1

Lobg e canall Ahugie HLAN ¢ gaill Jaies ¢ puadl) Hleill lils e sag (Festival caia) ol cls e Zuhall cupal
-(Whitaker et al., 2012) ae¥s o815 yanl Ll ooyl Gslll ¢(Aiguan) J<a

riad) ahga (2

A 5 WS 1202172020 saill puse DA Gald (Saadl Cay 6 Bhed Aide B (goael) Aiaie by 3 Al i
L3 Aaala L Ael ) LT Al i) e Jllaily el el 2l

el iy pal) swass (3

2020/12/26 iy Jsiall ey cadalas (S8 e Lgisatis ol mun Lggiel c2 0.25 sai Gaad Gy (ia)V) &ia
caalgl) Iaall e clblall G s 205 5AY15 Bl (o ane 70 dilsall cuil€y Claladl) (aia Jaglad e

: Sy anilly daail) cililes (4

Sleadly asecdl) W5 MTaingh 1 lake el JE geeand) slead) Chacal Gua asecally Cudailly )l Slilee shal &
alilly cpe gy Jidnll s JY) deddl) tophiahs o () sle aa el Jfg 1 Jarw (20:20:20) N.P.K (Slaas
il e gl 5 any

Al Cawags (5

Cal) A (e Uilida @lse Gag (pm 25 in 0 (0a) Ailiie lael (he Aol il cdal del3ll eadl J8 Al Jdas

:(1 Jsan) A0 L8055 Abll) Jllaill Canjaly cae 2 asland Hlad Jaia (e <) pag giaailaal Tam Canag
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- aggll Azl aladiuly 1 SalSall Jidall —

-PH meter Slea aladiuly cuyad :pH L all Lages dnj0 -

c el daagill Slea alasialy )8 1400 sl 48U -

.Jackson (1985) daiyka 3is cuydd 14 guaal) salll -

(Kjeldahl) JalaS Slea ansnals : JSH a3y -

il jles aladiuls a8, .(Olsen et al., 1954) Olsen 4apha alaasuly Halall jgeudll Galdia) @ jalall seudll —
-(Spectrophotometer) sl

-(Jackson, 1985) (flame photometer) el jles aladials oy o3t jalall o gl —

Aol sl 0 2020 alall Gl shal olSa b Al Auibaaslly Al Gatluadl) :(1) Jsaad
Ay Al S al) Jaladl)

K20 P20s N Balal) EC >
el | Al S| il | 105 et PHE™ (%)
145, 2 % dS.m* (1:2.5) (b ol Jay
3865 | 442 | 012 | 24 0.65 7.8 52.8 18.3 28.9
s D laleall (6

1(2) sl b eamse sa LS G dgall Jladid 5 -
eSlalaal) (b dasiiual) Spall 1(2) Jgand
Auay) Bk S A :

e Jdd5 Vv =de 1 3= Azotobacter Chroococcum L_siSs (s Gl 1
Grm e 10410 v s 910*8
.04 v
| olia T | Cuadall
s N ol e 08 v Eml sl ¢ 2

A sadl) o Al cMalas ciilsy v

Al e wlal el (1

N

170.de 5 35 (Azotobacter Chroococcum) (gsal) sleadls dlalaal

w

(

) (
7J.d» 10 S5 (Azotobacter Chroococcum) gsaall sleadls dlaleall
Jdide 4 5 (EML) gsand) sleadly dlaleall

1700 de 8 55 (EMI) gsond) slacdly dlaleall

) (

(

(

(

o 01 b

s (EM1) sl sleadl+ "0, da 5 555 (Azotobacter Chroococcum) (gsead) sbadls dlaladl)
17000 8 35 (EML) sl sleadt 170.0e 5 3<5 (Azotobacter Chroococcum) (sseall sleadls dlabedl)
270de 4 585 (EML) sl slawd+ 170,06 10 355 (Azotobacter Chroococcum)gseall sbawdls dlalaal
s (EM1) (sl slecd) "0.de 10 S50 (Azotobacter Chroococcum)gsaad) sbawdly dlaladl)

o

9
el 3 A3l e Chualy g da Aol e gl e Il G ggaad a2 slpall (8 cBlalaal) Gk 3 =
< osed EOUy Aehy ) am Aol 3l e Chaaly (ppgd 2 Ae])3ll

thg el cilpdgall (7

Al dugad pulaa .1
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PH meter lea alasiuly < ipH Ayl Lagas daps (1

LSS @Y i b Kjeldahl JalalS Sles aadnud s Al a3 (2

cilihall jlea axiiu) LS. (Olsen et al., 1954) Olsen 4k alaaiul salall jstudll (alisia @ alal) jsdusal) (3
-(Spectrophotometer)  s.all

.(Jackson, 1985) (flame photometer) el Sles alasials o &5 jalad) agauligd) (4
clan) o gaill puge g5 (8 Al Digiad julaa ol & -

 udl) bl aibiasslly daglg)sall gaill splaa .2

cassall Bilgs aalgll il (e 3 gSiall clalaall aae Jansgie b &3 11Tl dae) clalaal) e (1

calaall daalil) dadl) dilgs Jimg godl) Adak (e ol jie aladiuls i(am) el Jgbe

N

Dl U oo A3sSaal) clbilall sae Glea 51 (T 0 ) Sasaad) clibal) sae

A W

Jones et al (1991) &k (385 Sgall Gilibaall Slea aladiuls (%) Lsbusdl) a GLY) Ggina (5
.Tendon (1993) daykh (385 ellly Calladll Slea alasiuls 1(%) asaalissd) (e (LY Sina

Beerh and Siddappa ik (385 aapss & :@hs¥) b AdSl) clifgyslly by a gl sl cliva 55
.(1959)

il acse Bulgs 3 (Baadl UL sae colaall sk eclalaall sae) Aunglghygall saill ules uld o -

‘; Al i gyl b_g a é_}«aﬂ el Glavay (NP K paliall (ha L'éb_;}“ LQ)BA.A) LSl Huleadl o &

(o]

(
(
(
Kijeldahl dayk g Lol Wity b yudadi & ey climl) acan 33k oo (%) @) oa @Y Gsina (
(
(
(

7

el e g 110 3 (3hsY)
il lasy) laily Tl prass (8
5e US55 e 3 Alales S 585 cOlelee 9 e Gl 138 Jod Can asead) Slsdiall apecatll (335 Lpadl) Cronca
s Gues Gllangiall 43)laeg (XI-state, 2016) dslasy!) el malip alasial ml Jdas & ccls 20 gea
% 5 disira gsius 2ic (LSD) (gsie 3% Jil luss Fisher
148Ul ilill)
palaal) sn duil) dugead pulaa B dygaal) Saendll 80 (1
Gsonll slaadl alatiad die Bipll dcagas Ay it ) @l dug pad) clledll paan o (3) Jsaad) 8 @bl mas
Adlae & CDLalaall Qzadl il cLagan Jalailly 03 j2a (Em1) oall slaudls 03 20 (Azotobacter Chroococcum)
"0.de 8 S5 (EMI) goend) slaadls 7J.de 10 35w (Azotobacter Chroococcum) sl sbewdl (p Jalll
LD (ssina (b dugpaall Claall il il i LS (7.64) 2Ll ae 45ladll (7.18) dcasen days S8 cidael Cun
sy (EML) (s3]l slendls 03580 (AzOtobacter Chroococcum) gssadl sbawdls dlabaall ool Cam ASH 15391 (50
(% 0.28) S @13V (ha (s5ine Aol Jangl Lais (% 0.16) 2 Lal) pe d5)laalls Lial) & S a3V (g5 5315 )
"0.0e 8 355 (EML) ssead) alaadls 70,4 10 385 (Azotobacter Chroococcum) gsaadl slead) G Jalall aie
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(&S [an 10.47) 20Lal) pe A3aally Lsiea Do) 8 Salad) jstesdl) 50L5 ) ol Ay ynall cBlalaall goan o 5 !
Seudly 170.de 10 S5 (Azotobacter Chroococcum) gssall slawd) g Jalsill dlalae (& Aalen Juadl cilS
ponaalipnll e Lol Langl . (35/3e 16.00) dusill 3 alad) jsihunsill dad el ol Gun 70, a 8 S5 (EM1) (g5a))
(Em1) el sleudly (Azotobacter Chroococcum) ssaall sbacd) (pn Jalaill cdlales aladiud vie L5l 4 Salal)
Azotobacter ) (gl slawd) G Jalul) dlalae & Alales Juiadl CilSy (Lagal€l dardiadl 55 e Ll i
Lugyaall Elalaall paes al WS ((wlyfg 222.41) adiyall 0385 (EM) (goeal) slaadly iyl 035 51 (Chroococcum

(% 442.22) salall pe 8)Rall Lisine L5l 3 Salall psaalisdl 5L )
Clisd zlw) & (Azotobacter) (geall sleud) o0 M K Py N yualic 33bjs &l Liages dayd (abh juds 38
S dai 53l €0 e lehlas DA Gl LS (- gped) ecliyladl) ccllal) bl «ldLsY) alea¥ly Cpng gl
Lisel ) abigady (gsall g Y1 i 3 . (Revillas et al., 2005) pH (aeal (535 (53 cliglSl Gaala s clall
Glayl dlaiil 30l 8 0yenl ALY il 8 S g il 33by Ml (Jnawali et al., 2015) dil & il
O b sl AiLaYL . (Dehury et al., 2018) Salall JSal ) Lebisats stunsil) ciliSye Bl e Jans ) 4500
L5y dlaladl) 2ie Jain et al (2021) sang ae G853 1385 . (Demir, 2020) (NPK) ualiall 3185 &guanll dlgall Jlasy
Ssall diadll LS oalial e ) @l & Ky Py N 83l 8 (EML) (o) slawd) 90 e 38 .AzOtobacter
& oy (gl G i e Jaa s (Rhodobacter sphaeroides s Rhodopseudomonas palustris)
L1 & (Aspergillus s Penicillium) lele (goladl &yladlly 44,5<) a1 s34 .(Arashida et al., 2019) a5l
phytases s phosphodiesterases s phosphoesterases Jie claVl z) suh oo Glsill Bl e Ll cilawg
(JanS Sl B bl clig &I cebiinll cagiyll) dgamall (aleaSU Lealuy dilayls phospholipases s
Jaxs <X (Kalayu, 2019) dujil b aialily siesdll 4035 Ll dmgan days (mid o Jand S (- lapue s cligllal
s J<a ) (biotite feldspar s illite s muscovite s mica) olisdll Gl e assalisdl isad o (mlaaly) 22
)% S .(Sharma et al., 2016) aswsbisd) o oalealls dlagyall Aly Si e clis) calds DA e @y GLgall
-(Shaheen et al., 2017) dslall cilbdsaadl @) kg dgumal) clisall pupad) Jlailly el (EM) (goaal) sland)
pssalisdl o bl (ggina 83L) A (EM) ggall slecdl dkilaall 2ie Ghazal et al (2011) sasy e e 3850 12ag

- ostmsdlls
psalisly S shasilly A g1 (o Al Coginn il Aiagan iy loagia (8 ugual Baanll il £(3) dsaa
Alaall aes jalaldl

. o da

pomisdl  Jghusdl) | sl Y

Al ey | o

(&/2) (&/%) (%)
406.67 9 | 10.47¢ 0.16¢ | 7.64% AL
420.00¢ | 12.60°% | 0.213c | 7.530bc Azotobacter Chroococcum=5 m.I1
424.44 5| 13530 | 0.23%c | 7344 Azotobacter Chroococcum= 10 m.I2
433.33% | 1480%® | 0.18% | 7.56° Eml=4m.I?!
435562 | 14.733c | (.27 ac 7.48° Eml=8m.lI!
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435562 | 1553 | 0.263 | 7.21¢ | Azotobacter Chroococcum=5 m.I"*+ Em1=4 m.I!

44.002 15.732 0.25% | 7.19¢ | Azotobacter Chroococcum=5 m.I't + Em1= 8 m.I*

437782 | 15.872 0.272 7.19® | Azotobacter Chroococcum= 10 m.I't+ Em1=4 m.I"1

442222 | 16.00° 0.282 7.18 ¢ | Azotobacter Chroococcum= 10 m.I't + Em1=8 m.I"1

9.84 2.13 0.07 0.06 LSDo.05

NCT DAPO ROV P PO PR IRYPRA R X0 U YRR W

: Al il daa (S e digSiall Basal) i) sy lglshy chalsal) s B dugaal) Baand) LiL (2

&= '7d.de 10 355w (Azotobacter Chroococcum) sl slecdl o el alasiad of (4) Jsaall & il cps
1.30) 28l we Llaally Lisina (cls/olae 2.73) clalaall sae 50b5 N ol 70.de 8 385 (EML) ol dlasd)
A)aall daall Jeba 5l ) ol cBlaleall gaen of i LS g paall (8 clebeal) paen pe 355laalliy o/ 2l
(Azotobacter Chroococcum) (ssall sbawd) ¢ Jalall dlalas o8 dlalas Juail i€ (dae/p 59.31) 2Ll aa
g (e - (Se/pw 117.93) clalaall Joka 58T cidael Gia 170 e 8 550 (EML) goenll dbaaddl ae 1700 e 10 5850
sl slacdly 3yiie J<a (EML) sl slecd) alatiad vie cilalad) e &5s<aall saal) cubilal) aae 5als) Jassl ()]
gl (gl dga (e (dae/ls 1.90) 2alal) s Llaally Legin Jalully gl o3jke (Azotobacter Chroococcum)
(Azotobacter Chroococcum) ssaal) slawd) Gy o) dleles aie clalaall e d35Saal) sanadl bl e 2xe e
@saad) slad) el gaen ol WS ((dae/cls 4.27) A de 8 585 (EML) ol slewdls 70 de 10 585
ApSiall saaal) Slilal) aae sl ) Legia Jalaillg 03560 (AzOtobacter Chroococcum) ggall slewdly e300 (EM1)
(/i 1.90) aalall as d3)laalls

@il 2 53l & (Azotobacter Chroococcum) sl sledls (EML) (sl sbawdl (gginal) bl o 8
Ceagill jdgi & Azotobacter Chroococcum LSil algll jeall ) slaall e 236<ial) sanaall bl aseg Lelghag
sl algll slls «(Chennappa et al., 2018 <Rashid et al., 2016) cliwSs¥) Jia Lslall ciligasell gz Lls a5l
& «(Talaat, 2019) cilidyally CilinSs¥) Jie ciladaiall sda s e (EMI) (gonll slend) 5 3agasall d80)
skt ) achll sae 5ol Jullg Z W) s Johag claadl Joba alsy Nl WIAN Aty gt b Ui 1ygo (go5
(2018) s2ng Lo o (3 135 lgle A3Sall sl lilall dae alaj olalaall oda Al daiig saas Gilalae Jaady

slewdls dlalaall 2ie Tripathi et al (2017) sass L aas -(EMIL) goaall sleadls 358 clils dlalaa 2i=Shokouhian

<ol @lils dlales e (Azotobacter Chroococcum) (ssaall

e U Ao ddgsiall Bagaad) clilail) saeg Lglghy cilalaall 2o & dygaal) Baady) il :(4) Jsaad
bl aae Jaal) Jshb Gilafaal) as

(2a/l) ) (sl aa)
1.90°¢ 59.31¢ 1.30°¢ L)
2.87 71.31f 1.33°¢ Azotobacter Chroococcum=5 m.I?
3.07¢ 87.331 1.53 cde Azotobacter Chroococcum= 10 m.I:
2.73¢ 74.77 ¢ 1.4 % Eml=4m.I?!
3.13°¢ 94.38 ¢ 1.60 < Eml=8m.I?!
3.00¢ 85.57 ¢ 1.67 b¢ Azotobacter Chroococcum=5 m.I"*+ Emi1= 4 m.I!
3.13¢ 095.75°¢ 1.73 b¢ Azotobacter Chroococcum=5 m.I"1 + Em1=8 m.I"1
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3530 101.83° 1.87° Azotobacter Chroococcum= 10 m.I't + Em1=4 m.I!
4272 117.932 2.73¢ Azotobacter Chroococcum= 10 m.I"t + Em1=8 m.I"
0.28 2.35 0.25 LSD o0.05

CEBalaall G Ausina (958 dgasl Adi) Y1 s

toabigally L ghagilly g ) o Al il GLl Sgina A L) Bran) 5E (3

1.82) aalall ge A)aally Bho¥) 3 a9 )¥) 385 5l ) ol A paall cebaall maen (o (5) Jsanl) b bl o
& 7d.de 10 55 (Azotobacter Chroococcum) (sl sbasd G Jalail) Alales oo Alebeo Jundl il (%
ol Slaa) dalaall i cps (% 2.42) g3V (e S5 St e Cun 1700 0e 8 55 (EML) (gsend) alend)
@l Cua (3l & ostsdll S5 8 (Azotobacter Chroococcum) (ssaall slecd) 5 (EMI) (ggandl slawdl cDlales
255 8k I (Azotobacter Chroococcum) ggsll slewdl aa Jalailly o ebjiar (EML) (gonll slaadl) alasi)
Azotobacter ) (guall slacdl Gn Jalall Alilen & Alales Juail i€y (% 0.29) il e d5)alls siussdll
Dstasdll e 35 el cilael Gua 170006 8 35 (EML) sl slewdl o 17U de 10 35 (Chroococcum
sleadl ae "0, Je 10 385 (Azotobacter Chroococcum) (gsall slead) ¢ dalsill aladiud of gl (% 0.49)
A laadlss (% 1.30) 2Ll ga 50aalL Usina (% 1.83) assalisdl 55 535 ) ool 70 8 35 (EML) sl
sl dleadly Gamitia) 03K (EML) gonl slaad) cDlalen 55 ol c9af dga (e dusgyaall clebeall poes s
L3hY) b asalinll S5 835 8 Lsiea (mididll 53854 (AzOtobacter Chroococcum)

s2ag Lo aag (EMI) (g5l slecadly dlladll 2 Hassan and Emam (2015) easg b ae Lol Gleags Al il dlgn
& N.P.K aliall 585 8215 4 (Azotobacter) (ssaall slewll dlladl) 2ie Chandramohan Reddy et al (2021)
(EMI) (ssnd) alecdl lguging ) 42 cLaY1s AzOtobacter Chroococcum Wi jss ) 53U sda (gya35 3sY)
89 e ela¥) sda Jasd G o(Javaid, 2010) (Bacillus s Azotobacter) cuas sl cilifiay shussdl) cilude e
Jie saill cilaliie pans 358 el WS o) A sl Pla e Lellauly a8l jealiall clill aliaial sgasts
clall saiy Aguall Jiall ddee 36lS s2ljy @radll saill (e aaiy a5 Ay bl Sl s

-(Chennappa et al., 2018 ¢Javaid, 2010) raliall s3a (4 olsine (3 33a39

asheugilly Guligally g ) Ga Sl @l @hsl Ggine B Ll Branll) 80U (5) Jgaadl

p o g3l) 258 dll O )
(%) (%) (%)
1.30°¢ 0.29f 1.82°¢ KT YIAY
1.37° 0.33 ¢ 2.05° Azotobacter Chroococcum=5 m.I?
1.63 ¢ 0.35 de 2.14° Azotobacter Chroococcum= 10 m.I?
1.33¢ 0.32°¢f 2.03°P Eml=4m.I?!
1.57 be 0.3g8 2.07b Eml=8 m.I!
1.40 de 0.36 cde 2.11° Azotobacter Chroococcum=5 m.I"+ Em1=4 m.I*
1.53 ¢<d 0.40 be 2.16° Azotobacter Chroococcum=5 m.I"t + Em1=8 m.I!
1.70 ® 0.43° 2.18° Azotobacter Chroococcum= 10 m.I"t + Em1=4 m.I!
1.83% 0.49°? 2.42° Azotobacter Chroococcum= 10 m.I't + Em1=8 m.I"
0.16 0.04 0.15 LSDo.os
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: Al bl A<l clisg sty by a Jda sl e @l gina B dugaal) Baell) L8 (4

1"J.ds 10 5S35 (Azotobacter Chroococcum) (sl sbaadl cp Jalaill alasiad of (6) Jsanll b milill maass
alall re A3l (Gabay is §/ae 3.56) @ Jg sl 3855 80l A ool 170.de 8 585 (EMI) o) slecd) as
gyl Blalaal) 5l Alas) ddanl il s WS g jaall cOlaleall aaen ae 45)Rallss (ciday O3 §/ae 1.82)
(Azotobacter Chroococcum) ssaall slaad) i sajeas (EML) o) slacdl alasicl figs ol Cum b (g y5<U &
Mol oy Jalaill dlalas & Alalaa Juail CilSy (b (g § e 0.60) 8Lal pe d3)allo b g 5lSY 8als) 3 03 jka
ool el G 170.0e 8 3555 (EML) (goeal) slead) pe 17d.Je 10 3853 (Azotobacter Chroococcum) (gsasd)
e A3)Rally HSI) g SN Balsy )l A el clabeal) maen o G (G (s £/ 1.29) b g pslSl Ao
(Azotobacter Chroococcum) (sgadl sbecd) (o Jalail) Alalas & dlalas Juadl il ¢(abay G35 ¢ /ae 0.50) 2Ll
£ [in 1.07) LS Slisig )< (g 585 ST cabael im0 da 8 55 (EML) gl slecd) ao 70 da 10 S50
(b Gy

Azotobacter ) (sssll slewdl dlaleall xie Beer and Singh (2015) sass Lo ae gl Llags Al &8kl (5ilgm
by a Jigsl<ll 82l A (Em) (gsenll slewdl dkiladl) vie Taha and Salih (2012) s2a5 L aay (Chroococcum
2539 sl ilelaie # ) & (Azotobacter Chroococcum) (ssaall alewadl s () 825 s38 (ghatg LASH iy ISl
o8 clalaial) o3a o35 saill cilalaia (ps<i & (EMI) (ool slead) & Basagall (Liledlly LpSill) dadall dall i<
LA 8Ly Lgmmsiy WA ol Jane 82L) 3k e Jsaall Jiall dlee 50US 5alyg ()5l lacsall dalise B2L)
& Ala salal aShag 4l 550 sl bl lgalbing ) Lisamall GG (e SIS aiea Whnh oo o s $a52Y)
.(Chennappa et al., 2018 «Javaid, 2010) 3hs¥! I Lellimsly bl

Al @l <) clisig Sl by a Jdguslsl) e @) gina b Lugaal) Brandl) il :(6) Jgaad
aligg sl | b Jddguslsh | addg,sl

IS E /2) GO E /a0 | Qs E /)

050f 0.60°¢ 1.82F AL

0.61¢f 0.67°¢ 2.29 de Azotobacter Chroococcum=5 m.I?

0.68 de 0.77 be 2.38 de Azotobacter Chroococcum= 10 m.I*

0.62 ¢ 0.72b¢ 2.08 ¢f Eml=4m.I?!

0.77 0.75 b¢ 2.63 ¢ Eml=8m.I?

0.88 be 0.88 be 2.89 be Azotobacter Chroococcum=5 m.I"+ Em1=4 m.I*

0.83 k¢ 0.90 be 2.92 be Azotobacter Chroococcum=5 m.I"t + Em1= 8 m.I!
0.93P 0.96° 3.243® | Azotobacter Chroococcum= 10 m.It + Emi1=4 m.I
1.072 1.29¢@ 3.56° Azotobacter Chroococcum= 10 m.I"t + Em1=8 m.I"
0.12 0.29 0.42 LSDo.0s

CEDalaall G Arsina (958 dgasl Al Yl s
tailuagilly claliviuy)

@oal) leudlS Ao srend alasiul il cilal ddbeslly Daslshsall saill ulaas LAl digead cpea oSa (1

ALY Baac) pladiul e Jlil) Jalbg (Em1) (ssesd) slewdls (Azotobacter Chroococcum)
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(Em1) sl dlaudl s °J.Js 10 35 5% (Azotobacter Chroococcum) ¢ sl slandly 3 8l il dlalray ey (3
Alaasl g sl ) sl gl yula s Ay 51 A g Cppeeny il 1 50 Lagillae Y (5 )0 slae e JaaS 1 e 8 35 i
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Abstract:

This experiment was carried out in the green house of Al-Adawi area of the
Damascus Governorate, and labs of Horticulture Department, Faculty of
Agriculture, Damascus University during the period 2020-2021, to study the
effect of bio fertilizer, Azotobacter Chroococcum (0, 5, 10 ml/l) and Em1 (0,
4, 8 ml/l) and their interactions on parameters of soil fertility, morphological
and chemical growth parameters of strawberry plant cv. Festival. The
combination treatment of Azotobacter Chroococcum (10 ml/l) and Em1, (8
ml/I) resulted in the best soil fertility (7.18, 0.28 %, 16 mg/kg, 442.22 mg/kg
for pH, total nitrogen, available phosphorous and available potassium
respectively), and morphological, chemical growth parameters (2.73 runners,
117.93 cm, 4.27, 2.42 %, 0.49 %, 1.83 %, 3.56 mg/g wet weight, 1.29 mg/g
wet weight, 1.07 mg/g wet weight for runners/plant, runners height, number
of new plants/runners, nitrogen, phosphorous, potassium, chlorophyll a and
b, and carotenoids respectively), The lowest values, however, were obtained
in control non-treated plants.

Keywords: Strawberry Plant, Biofertilizer (Azotobacter Chroococcum),
Biofertilizer (Em1).
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