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Table 1

Basic fertility of soil

A% A/ (mgkg™)
Alkali-hydrolyzable nitrogen

FRE/ (mg-kg!)
Available phosphorus

R/ (mgekg )

Available potassium

HHLFR/ (gokg")

Organic matter

2R/ (gekgD)

Total nitrogen

94. 67 15.63

126. 33 7.82 23.3 1.49
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Different lowercase indicate significant difference at 0.05 level,the same below.
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Fig. 1 Rhizosphere bacterial quantity under

different tillage and straw return methods
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Fig. 2 Rhizosphere actinomycetic quantity under

different tillage and straw return methods
2.3 MEESRAZEEHAXNREEEHES
WAL 3 R . 5 4 e A TR — AR PR LT
B i R B ik 22 3, e A R AT S A8 | Ak
FRAH Lb U BHAS FF A8 HORN S B RS AT 7 55 00 I B
T B 43 B 36,5 % F 16, 4%,

60
iI

ui%% i %]

RS AT AN A H
= AT ik
= KBRS AT 8

B W
S O

[\
S

Fungal quantity
w
S

LB/ (x 10“CFU-g'1)
S

[=)

Hi }iw %ﬁ
Growth perlod

&3 ANFHHE S RSFFE [ J7 20 R PR A A
Fig. 3 Rhizosphere fungal quantity under different

tillage and straw return methods
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quantity under different tillage and straw return methods
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Table 3 Rhizosphere enzyme activity under different tillage and straw return methods
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Effects of Tillage and Straw Returning on Microorganism
and Enzyme Activity in Continuous Cropping Corn Field
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Abstract: In order to improve soil structure and improve soil bioactivity,we investigated the effects of different
tillage and straw return methods(conventional rotary tillage without straw return,no tillage with straw mulc-
hing and deep plowing with straw return) on rhizosphere microbial quantity and enzyme activity by position
test . The results showed that each treatment at seedling to silking stage, the rhizosphere microbial quantity and
enzyme activity increased rapidly and reached the maximum value at silking stage, which decreased gradually af-
ter silking stage. Compared with rotary tillage without straw return, no tillage with straw mulching and deep
plowing with straw return increased the microbial number and enzyme activity. And the effects of deep plowing
with straw return was more significant, which suggested that effects of deep plowing with straw return on im-
proving soil structure,increasing soil biological activity and promoting maize yield was better.
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