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Effect of Raising Chicken on Soil Physical Properties in Jujube Orchard

HUANG Xiao-yang' , LU Xin-yan', WANG Hai-qin’ et al (1. Suzhou Polytechnic Institute of Agriculture, Suzhou, Jiangsu 215008 ;
2. Jiangsu Station of Agro-Ecological Monitoring and Protection, Nanjing, Jiangsu 210036)

Abstract
ting up 5 treatments in jujube orchard, namely O (non-chicken raise plot), 1200, 1 800, 2 400 and 3 000 ind/hm’, effects of raising chicken
on 0 =20 cm soil pH, natural moisture content, bulk density, total porosity, effective porosity and non effective porosity were studied. [ Result ]
The results showed that the pH, soil water, total porosity, the ratio of effective porosity and non-effective porosity of the soil in CRP decreased
obviously than NCRP, the bulk density of the soil in CRP increased obviously than NCRP. [ Conclusion] Long-term raising chickens under or-

[ Objective | The aim was to explore effects of raising chicken on soil physical properties in Changshu jujube orchard. [ Method] Set-

chard can destroy soil physical properties, the density of chicken and the duration should be controlled as 1 800 —2 400 ind/hm’.
Key words Raising chicken under the orchard; Soil physical properties; Jujube garden; Changshu City
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Fig.1 The variation of soil pH in each treatment in jujube
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Fig.3 The variation trend of soil bulk density in jujube garden
2.4 FEMTFBILEABRERSRM HEL 1 AT, %
AbBR S FLBREE A BB AR A BB EE SR T CK, Horh
A BR@ /N, 5 3% CKAK3.6% 2.1% F17.2%

K1 FREMFEENEE T REEERAZE

Table 1 Effects of different stocking density on soil physical properties of jujube garden %
i B FLEREE Total porosity ARALBE Effective porosity ARARLFLBEE Non effective porosity
Bl } A )
Treatment THtH At I At HiH i
Mean Change rate Mean Change rate Mean Change rate

D(CK) 35.03 — 24.87 — 10. 16 —

@ 34.78 -0.7 24.79 -0.3 9.99 -1.7

® 34.40 -1.8 24.69 -0.7 9.71 -4.4

@ 33.77 -3.6 24.35 -2.1 9.43 -7.2

® 34.15 -2.5 24.61 -1.1 9.55 -6.0
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Table 1 Morphological index of Dianthus caryophyllus treated by different fertilizer treatments

Qb M el R K HEHR R T
Plant height Stem diameter Leaf length Bud diameter Root-shoot ratio Dry weight

Treatment

cm cm cm cm g g
@ 79.23 £1.11 ab 0.69 +£0.05 b 13.27£1.07 a 2.24 +0.06 b 0.42+0.02 a 0.34+0.06 b
@ 82.37£2.37 a 0.79 +0.04 a 11.33 £0.61 b 2.41 +0.03 a 0.35+0.04 b 0.56 +0.03 a
® 76.60 £1.51 b 0.66 +0.02 b 12.63 £0.74 ab 2.25+0.06 b 0.33+0.03 b 0.34+0.06 b
@(CK) 34.90 £4.25 ¢ 0.49 +0.36 ¢ 8.90 +0.20 ¢ 1.85+0.05 ¢ 0.31+0.03 b 0.24 +0.04 ¢

T : BN F/NG FREARBREITE 0. 05 /KT 28 5 2

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant difference at 0.05 level among treatments.
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