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Abstract

od ] Earthworm dung and cassava distiller’ s grains matrix were compounded according to different volume ratios. Four treatments were set up,

(1. Jiangsu Vocational College of Agriculture and Animal Husbandry Science and Technology , Taizhou,

[ Objective ] To solve a series of problems brought by rice seedling with cassava lees matrix in the actual production process. [ Meth-

namely A (Earthworm dung:cassava distiller’ s grains matrix 1:1) ,B ( Earthworm dung:cassava distiller’ s grains matrix 1:2) ,C ( Earthworm
dung; cassava distiller’ s grains matrix 1:4) and CK (cassava distiller’ s grains matrix ). After aerobic fermentation,rice seedling experiment
was carried out. [ Result] The addition of earthworm manure in cassava distiller’ s grains matrix could obviously promote the growth of rice
seedlings, but it was not that the higher the proportion of earthworm manure added,the better the quality of rice seedlings. When the proportion
of earthworm dung :cassava distiller’ s grains matrix was 1:1,the seedling density, seedling rate, root number, root binding capacity and dry
matter accumulation would decrease ;when the proportion of earthworm dung :cassava distiller’ s grains matrix was 1:2,the effect was best.

[ Conclusion ] This study can provide scientific basis for the application of earthworm manure in rice seedling production.
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Table 1 Some main physicochemical properties of test materials
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on rice seedling density and

seedling rate

Qb P P J R
Treatment Seedling density//ff/cm® Seedling rate//%
A 2.15b 88.52 a
B 2.59 a 88.63 a
C 2.52a 86.74 b
CK 2.54 a 83.87 ¢

BB 5 AN EING TR RR AN AN EEAE 0. 05 K- F 25 B
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differ-
ences between different treatments at 0. 05 level
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Table 3 Effects of different treatments on agronomic characters and chlorophyll content of rice seedlings
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Plant height Stem diameter Root cohesion Relative chlor-

Treatment Leaf age Root number

cm em/ 10 £ kg ophyll content
A 12.13 ¢ 2.47 a 5.03b 1.33 a 3.08 c 28.07 a
B 12. 67 be 2.40 a 5.47 a 1.32a 3.50 a 26.83 b
C 13.20 b 2.23b 5.23 ab 1.18 b 3.26 b 25.53 ¢
CK 14.67 a 2.10b 5.07b 1.10 c 2.82d 23.13d
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Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differences between different treatments at 0. 05 level
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on dry matter accumulation

and comprehensive index of rice seedlings
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Above ground Underground Whole plant Root-
Treat- . . .
ment dry weight dry weight dry weight shoot

2/100 ki 2/100 ki 2/100 k& ratio

A 1.09 b 0.72 b 1.80 b 0.661 ab
B 1.23 a 0.85 a 2.08 a 0.691 a
C 1.14 b 0.78 ab 1.92 b 0. 684 ab
CK 0.96 ¢ 0.59 ¢ 1.54 ¢ 0.615b
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Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant differ-
ences between different treatments at 0. 05 level
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