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Effects of Different Tillage Methods on Soil Microbes in Farmland Summer Maize
LIU Shui
Abstract

was conducive to the sustainable development of agricultural production. [ Method ] The effects of different tillage methods ( deep pine tillage,

(Qinghai Productivity Promotion Center Limited Company, Xining, Qinghai 810008 )
[ Objective ] To explore the effects of different farming methods on soil fertility and soil microbial activities in summer maize , which

no-tillage and conventional tillage) on soil microbial activity, soil physical and chemical properties and soil respiration rate in summer maize
field were studied by matrix-induced respiration and CO, emission. [ Result] Deep pine tillage, no-tillage and conventional tillage significantly
increased the soil microbial biomass carbon and microbial activity in 0—10 c¢m soil layer, and the soil showed the phenomenon of “rich and
poor” . The rate of soil respiration increased during seedling and flowering, and the rate of soil respiration decreased during grain filling and har-
vesting. Deep pine tillage and no-tillage significantly reduced soil respiration compared with conventional tillage ; deep pine tillage and no-tillage
methods could increase soil water content and increase soil clay content. [ Conclusion ] The study can provide scientific basis for establishing

efficient summer maize farming in northwest arid area.
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