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Effects of Subsoiling and Fewer-tillage on Soil Physical Characters and the Yield

GONG Xiu-jie, QAN Chunrrong, YU Yang, MA Jun-tao, XIAO Jia-lei VANG Jun-he
(Crop Tillage and Cultivation Institute of Heilongjiang A cademy of A gricultural Sciences, Harbin, Hei-
longjiang 150086)

Abstract; According to the mensuration and analysis of soil permit heaviness soil moisture soil maximum moisture and the
yield the effects of subsoiling and fewer-tillage on soil physical characters water use efficiency, soil conservation storage
competence and maize yield were studied. After the subsoiling and fewer-tillage the results indicated: soil permit heaviness
descend 22. 1 percent point than CK in 10 ~40 cm soil depth; soil moisture higher than CK in 10~ 30 am soil depth, the dis-
crepancy attained notable level in 10~30 cm soil depth, the discrepancy attained maximum notable level in 15~ 25 em soil
depth; soil maximum moisture higher than CK in 0~ 50 ¢cm soil depth; the yield higher 1 602 kg “hm 2 than CK, the discrep-
ancy attained notable level.
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