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Effects of Slaked Lime Application on Soil pH and Growth of Aconitum carmichaeli Debx.

CHEN Xin, HUANG Jing " ,REN Pin-an et al (School of Life Science and Engineering, Southwest University of Science and Technology,
Mianyang, Sichuan 621010)

Abstract
michaeli Debx. . [ Method] A pot experiment was conducted to study the effects of different amounts of slaked lime application on soil pH and
growth and yield of Aconitum carmichaeli Debx. . [ Result ] All slaked lime application dosage ( 1350, 1 800, 2 250 kg/hm’) significantly im-
proved soil pH (P < 0.05) and promoted the seedling emergence and elongation of Aconitum carmichaeli Debx. to different degrees. Slaked
lime addition at moderate and low application dosage (1 350,1 800 kg/hm®) increased plant height of Aconitum carmichaeli Debx. ,whereas
the high application dosage (2 250 kg/hm”) inhibited plant growth. All treatments had no significant impact on leaf numbers during the seed-
ling stage. A slaked lime application dosage of 1 800 kg/hm’ improved the Aconitum carmichaeli Debx. yield per plant, whereas that of 2 250
kg/hm’® improved the survival rate and promoted total yield of Aconitum carmichaeli Debx. . [ Conclusion] A certain amount of slaked lime can

[ Objective | The research aimed to clarify the effects of slaked lime on the improvement of acid soil and the growth of Aconitum car-

effectively regulate the acidic soil pH, and promote the growth and development of aconite and increase the yield.
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Table 1 Slaked lime application dosage of different treatment
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Treatment Application dosage O,f slaked Apphcan(_m dosage of
lime //kg/hm” slaked lime // g/ #%
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Fig.1 Effects of different treatments on soil pH
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on seedling emergence rate %
%{f{mem 01 -21 01 -26 01 -31 02 -05 02 -10 02-15 02 -20
CK 0 0 33.3 33.3 50.0 66.7 100.0
@ 0 0 16.7 16.7 50.0 83.3 100.0
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® 16.7 16.7 33.3 33.3 50.0 66.7 100.0

2.2.2 XMREMEGRNE . b 1A 2 RN, it A A T R
R X B AR — B, ey g 2 5 9 7E 2 1 25 H—
3 A 16 H s K B 5 2 i R8GOSR A B2 6] 22 57
IRANI

O B 43O Treatment® A32Q Treatment@

16p B 43#Q® Treatment®

—_
1S
()

)

Ui

“F

HE S
Number of leaves Il K

s

(=]
T
o

02-25 03-03

T AN F/NG RN A B R) 22 57 1 2 (P <0.05)
Note: Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences be-
tween treatments (P <0.05)
B2 FEAEX 20
Fig.2 Effects of different treatments on leaf numbers
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Table 3 Effects of different treatments on smoking rate of stem %

%ﬁﬁment 03 -10 03 -16 03 -23
CK 83.3 83.3 83.3
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on yield
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Fig.3 Effects of different treatments on plant height
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