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Effects of Different Application Doses of Lime on Acidification Paddy Soil and Rice Yield

YANG Jing', TAN Yong-feng’, XIAO Zhi-qiang’, LIU Yi-ren’* (1. Soil and Fertilizer Station of Ji'an City in Jiangxi Province,
Ji’ an, Jiangxi 343000; 2. Taihe County Agricultural Technology Promotion Center, Taihe, Jiangxi 343700; 3. Institute of Soil Fertilizer and
Resource Environment, Jiangxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Nanchang, Jiangxi 330200 )

Abstract [ Method ] We
carried out field experiments to study the effects of lime application on acidification paddy soil and rice growth, and selected the lime applica-
[ Result] The application of 600 —750 kg/hm’ agricultural lime
could significantly improve soil pH, and soil pH increased with the increase of the lime amount. Application of agricultural lime could signifi-

[ Objective ] The research aimed to provide theoretical basis for acidic soil improvement in agricultural production.
tion dose for acid paddy soil under local soil conditions and farming systems.

cantly increase soil alkaline hydrolytic nitrogen content. The application of 600 — 750 kg/hm” agricultural lime could significantly promote rice
tillering, and increase rice panicles, filled grains per panicle and seed setting rate. Therefore, rice yield was increased. The application of 600

—750 kg/hm® agricultural lime could significantly increase economic benefits.

[ Conclusion ] The application of 600 —750 kg/hm* agricultural

lime has the best effects on soil improvement and crop growth in pH 5.0 acidification paddy soil.
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