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Abstract Lime application is one of the effective methods to improve soil acidification and increase rice yield.A field experiment was carried
out in the acidified paddy field along the Yangtze plain to determine the relationship between the lime amount (750-3 750 kg/hm®) and soil
pH, rice yields and economic benefits. The results showed that, compared with CK, the soil pH values increased by 0.16—0.33 units with the in-
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creases of lime dosage.Under the lime amount of 750-3 000 kg/hm” , the yield components and actual rice yields were enhanced in varying de-
grees,in which the highest increase of rice yield was observed when the amount of lime was 2 250 kg/hm’; However, higher amount of
3 350 kg/hm’ was not conducive to the growth of rice.The incomes of rice cultivation decreased with the increases of lime dosage,and the
effect of increasing income was the best under the dosage of 750 kg/hm’.
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Note : Different lowercases indicated significant differences at 0.05 level.
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Fig.1 Comparison of soil pH(a) and fitting curve(b) of different treatments

22 AELEBKBFERMAKEZLLE  ARHFERECR
BB KR = ) E BRI A . i 1 A, L3
Qb PHAT RO 5, B CK AR FHAR 5 5.2% , vk J& oy L1 12
LA LbFR BTN BETE 2.7% ~4.0% , L5 4b ¥R A s A0S
CK AFREHET o it FH A R Ak B 1 4 A B R B4 CK 42 55
2.3%~4.6% . LESCRFIH A W& A L3 AbBE, 1M LS 4b
FRIN4E CK ZRFRREAR 3 43 o L1 L3 b FE TR dH 40 R, 40
P CK RbFREE 25 3.5% F1 2.7% . SaAkKE L3 AbPife i &
A RO 45 SR T i A5 7 e A o PR 2 T AR A
FRIV HiL, L3 Ah B A S = i A i, K CK AR B 57 20.1%

L1 12 IA Ab 3R A BRSO B IR HEAE 9.5% ~ 12.7%,
17 LS R BB 50 AR, ihtn] W, 7R R K A
b 3 A DK RERE KR A SR R RO TR TR
MR 5 4875

KA AR AR (18] 2) M T X B CK, L3 AL 4k
HIPHE 11.19% 01 10.5% , LR L2 F1 LA ARBE 3387 i 5
I3 9.0% 0 6.7% , 25 544 3% B K- (P<0.05) 51 LS 4k
KRS R PR P, 82 CK R25980™ 5.8%

PUKR ™y S, 41 ) o g A28 8, AT o]
IH43HT 535 R y=-0.000 35 +1.096 7x+8 103.3, HFEH



24 B

2023 £

PTE FEL R =0.930 7(P<0.01) , M x X y FE7EML i E A G
P Z A7 REBERS S MUK AR A2 A5 A0 T R 22 18] R 5%
Fo WA AT BSE N, KR = iR B RBEH Jelm
ML S 7E L3 A PRSI (E . R] L, i X A1 K

FHHEEAE 750~3 000 kg/hm® FFAESS AN [ B4 g KR = i, 3L
12 250 kg/hm” J 4t B K A 48 7 A0 A de A T v A
3 350 kg/hm’ WUAF] TR FEA: K

®1 FARLEKBFEREAMERNLLE

Table 1 Comparison of rice yield and its component factors of different treatments

PG TR BREEL FERIEL (LR Tk P
Treatment Effective ears Grains per ear Seed-setting 1 000-grain Theoretical yield
code 73 /hm’ Kir/ f rate // % weight // ¢ kg/hm’
CK 287.6 131 85 25.8 8 262
L1 299.2 134 87 26.7 9 313
L2 296.2 136 87 26.0 9112
L3 302.5 136 91 26.5 9921
14 295.3 137 86 26.0 9 046
L5 288.1 136 82 25.6 8 225
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Fig.2 Comparison of rice yield and fitting curves of different treatments
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Table 2 Comparison of rice planting output value and benefits of different treatments

ST =i BEA e sl P
Treatment Ouput value Input Income Increase income Input-output

code 56/hm? I/hm’ I5/hm’ 56/hm? ratio

CK 20 167 7 808 12 359 — 2.6

L1 22 283 8 298 13 986 1627 2.7

L2 21 983 8 788 13 196 837 2.5

L3 22 400 9278 13 123 764 2.4

4 21 517 9 768 11 749 -610 2.2

L5 19 000 10 258 8 743 -3 616 1.9
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