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Fig 1 Effect

Fig.4 The effect of pig manure on avalabk P insoil

Fig.7 The effect of chicken manure on organic matter

2.3

Content of available N/ mg«kg

Content of available P/ mgskg

HHLBE R

Content of organic malt’er:"%

300

250

200

150

100

50

160

140

120 |

100

80 |

60

C/N

b
b b
—+—CK
——n 6b
T
-
2 200
E
~
1 =
= 150
% ik
23
SRERT
o2z
z
e 50
£
“ o
5.1 5.16 531 6.15 6.31 7.15 7.28

——CK
—— Il
—a—B2

-

L

L

s "

1

KSR

Content of available K /mge kg

4

5.1 5.16 5.31 6.5 6.31 7.15 7.28

p

/A.H

3~6 )
9
s P
ir
3.5
3 -
2.5
2r b
15 —— (X i
R "
Al S‘
LF =
—— A2 T
&8 &+
o P i —
5.1 5.16 5.31 6.5 6.31 7.15 7.28
/H.H
7

7.8

9

2

Content of organic mateer/ %

300

250

200

150

100

——x
—i—B!

of chiken manure on avaikble N in soil Fig.2 The effect of pig manure onavailable N in soil

——CK
—— A

—

5.1 5.16 5.31 6.5 6.31 7.15 7.28

5

4.5

35T

25

1.6 |

0.5 [

/H.H

K

——CK
—=—5
——p2

—53

8

5.1 5.16 531 6.5 6.31 7.15 7.28

/H.H

1 667.2 500 kg/ 1000m” .
1 500.2 250 kg/ 1000m’,

N.P.K

. 750 kg/ 1000m’ .

b °

—— X
- Al
—— A2
- A3

5.1 5.16 5.31 6.15 6.31 7.15 7.28
/H.H

3 p

Hg.3 Theeffed of chicken manure on avaikble P in soil

Fig.5 The effed of diidken manure on avaikble t K in soil

Fig. 8 The effect of pig manure on organic matter
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Study on the Effect of Organic Manure on the Yield and Fertilization in Soil of Phaseolus valgaris L

LI Xin— jiang, ZHANG Shu—hua
(Jilin Agricultural Science and Technology College, Jilin, Jilin 132101)

Abstract: A dopting random district design, taking pig manure and chicken manure as variable factors, the effect of organic
manure on the yield and soil nutrients of Phaseolus valgaris 1. w as researched. The results showed that the highest yield
was 1 018 kg/ 1000m” and 991 kg/1000m*with 1 667 kg/ 1000m” chicken manure and 1500 kg/ 1000m” pig manure. Fertil-
izing organic manure could increase the content of available N, P, K and organic matter in soil, moreover, and the contents
was increased with the application rate increase of organic manure, and the soil fertility was enhanced.
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