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Tablel The basic propertiesof selected il and chicken manure
/(g kg 1) /(g kg Y N/(mg- kg 1) P/(mg- kg 1) K/(mg- kg
Itans W ater content O rganic matter A vailableN A vailable P A vailable K
Soil 49 11 3 70 8 9 55 220
Org manure 315 229 2 299 18 067 17 625
Note the il water content is calculated based on air-dry w eight, the chicken manure is based on fresh w eight
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Table 2 The experiment design and medium compositions

(g kg )
Fertl rate TreamentNo M edium comp W ater holding
capacity
No chamicalfertilizer CKo 7 3 008 477
No chicken manure s 0 0s -
Chamical fertilizer CK1
No chanicalfertilizer 1 7 3 15 Q05 450
Snmall anount of
chicken manure
Chemical fertilizer 2 7 3 15 05 450
. No chemicalfertilizer 3 7 3 25 03 509
M iddle anount of
chicken manure
Chemical fertilizer 4 7 3 25 03 509
_ No cham icalfertilizer 5 7 3350 462
High anount of
chicken manure 6 7 3.4/~% 262

Cheanical fertilizer

Note The proportion ratio of medium refers to il
is calculated based on fresh w eight
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sand chickenmanure savdust Thewater holding cgpacity was imitated indoors, it
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Table 3 The freshweight under different treatments
Treat- Y Treat- (I
mentNo Fresh w eight mentNo Fresh w eight
CK 288 5¢ 4 304 0c
1 402 8 a 5 308 Oc
2 328 1 6 248 7
20 47) b d
3 338 1b
F L SD
(o= 5%),
Note The hypothesis test was adopted by F test, and L SD
) method was used to carry out to comparew ith themeans, the differ-
1 ent letter means significant difference at 5% level, it is the sane asin

follow ing tables
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Table4 Thewater content in A loeL. leaves 6 » CKo CK1
under different treatments )
/ 1
T reat- (g- kg b T reat- (g- kg b
mentNao W ater content mentNo W ater content ’ 4,5,6
CKo 958 1a 3 943 4 a
CK1 948 O a 4 946 4 a
1 %1 7a 5 945 8 a 1 2 CKo 4535 ,
2 955 6 a 6 917. 2 b y )
1,23
23 N, P, K
( 6 , CKi1y, CKo
3 1
N, P, K , 5
5 , N,P,K
5 N,P, K
Table5 TheN,P,K contents in theA loeL. leaves under different treatments g kg!
N K P N K P
TreamentNa Total N Total K Total P TreamentNao TotalN Total K Total P
CKo 24 9 31 30 3 18 2 309 57
CK1 22 0 38 2 36 4 24 6 38 4 59
1 20 2 376 68 5 19 7 4 7 56
2 22 0 34 6 64 6 18 3 308 37
6
Table 6 The influence of different treatment to morphology index of A loeL.

TreatmentNo Root length Root number B ranching number Height Net 'Egne%seerd leaf
CKo 20 2 10 7 27 26 7 20
CK1 20 6 10 3 23 28 3 24

1 20 8 15 2 37 350 38
2 20 3 14 2 38 30 5 38
3 19 3 13 7 37 305 38
4 15 4 110 23 24 8 33
5 14 1 12 3 25 302 32
6 13 5 90 15 24 4 17

[4]
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Effect of different fertilization level on the grow th of CandelL abraA loe

ZHENG Xian-feng, GAO Ya-jun,WANGL in-quan, TIAN Xiao-hong, ZHA | Bing-n ian
(College d Resources and Enviroment,N orthw est Sci-T ech U niversity d A griculture and Forestry, Yangling, Shaanx 712100, China)

Abstract: In greenhouse, pot experimentw as conducted to study the effectsof basal dressing of chicken
manure and dressing chemical fertilizers on grow th of Cande L abra A loe before its branching period The
results show ed that for the grow th anounts of CandeL abra A loe, therew as no significant difference be-
tw een the dressing of non-fertilization and the solely dressing of chamical fertilizers U nder low fertilization
condition, the grow th anount of CandelL abraA loew as the largest, root number, height, branching num ber
and the num ber of net increased leavesper plantw ere all higher than that of control treatments, repective-
ly. Comparing the treatment of basal dressing of chicken manure asw ell aspost dressing of chemical fertil-
izersw ith the treatment of slely dressing of chicken manure, the fresh w eight of the former decreased sig-
nificantly, and the height also dropped U nder basal dressing of high anount of chicken manure aswell as
post dressing of chemical fertilizers, the grow th of Cande L abra A loew as seriously inhibited, comparing
w ith control group, the fresh w eight of CandelL abraA loe decreased by 13 8%, thew ater content in leaves
reduced significantly, the average root length low ered, too. U nder different treatments, therew as no obvi-
ous change to the nitrogen and potassium contents in leaves of CandelL abraA loe, except for the treatment
of slely dressing of chamical fertilizers and the treatment of basal dressing of high anount of chickenma-
nure asw ell as dressing of cham ical fertilizers, under other fertilization treatments, the phoghorus contents
in the leaves of CandelL abraA loe increased to a large extent, they were 2- 3 times that of no fertilization
treatment

Key words A loe arborescensM ill (Candel abraA loe); A loeL. ; fertilization level



