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Abstract: A field pot experiment was conducted to study the effects of biochar on the properties of karst limestone soil
and crop growth with the plants of maize and soybean planted respectively,five mass percentage levels of biochar from
sugarcane bagasse were divided and added into limestone soil, which were no biochar (CK) ,0.5% (T1),1%(T2),2%
(T3) and 5% (T4). The results showed that biochar did not have significant effects on soil pH and available N, How-
ever, the soil bulk density was reduced significantly,and the SOC,total N, available P and available K were increased
because of the biochar. As compared to the control, the contents of TOC after the treatments of T2, T3 and T4 in
maize and soybean group increased by 53.01%,96.77%,237.03% and 32.66%,107.84% ,256.46% , respectively, a-
vailable P significantly increased by 32.26%, 34. 78%, 85.37% and 34.85%, 35. 60%, 81, 71%, available K

Wil B M 2014-05-18 EEIHKE: 2014-08-16
EemMB: BERAKBEESHFFELS (11302289 ;7 E H FFZ T B (12120113005300) ; B + ¥ F R4 25 B 4T b BHHF £ 1 (201211086-05) ; /75 &
REBHFHRRTE (13-051-05) ;7T A KBRS (FEES) (2013GXNSFBA019217) ;- THRHE T & 5 H AR T & HRIT B GERLS 14125008-2-1) ,
EEMI: FIEL (1989, B LA EEN T+, EEFRH A AKLH B IS REEEL SH AR, (E-mail fpjic0906@163.com,

CEREE: g@fﬁ’ﬁﬁv‘ﬁﬂiiﬁ‘mvi‘ig})k;mi%iﬁﬁ;‘kfggﬂiﬁsﬁﬁﬁﬁ»(E—mail)jhcao@karst.edu.cna



318 i R - G

35 %

significantly increased by 41.93% ,82.49%,155.15% and 69.77 % ,116.58 % ,206.91 % , respectively. The soil total N
after treatments of T3 and T4 in maize and soybean group significantly increased by 5.68%,25.57% and 9.04%,

19.77% ,respectively. The dry weight of maize cob after treatments of T3 and T4 significantly increased by 11.51%,
16.41% ,respectively. However, soybean significantly increased 11.07%,11.24%,35.14% ,24.89% in T1,T2, T3 and

T4 treatments, respectively, Therefore, biochar from bagasse as soil amendment, improved soil properties and

nutrients to some extent,accelerate maize and soybean growth,
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Table 1 Characters of soil used in this study

H Total Total Total Available Available Available Ca Mg B llf:i .
P N P K N P K (kgD Cgrkgh Y
(g kg (g - kg") (g kg') (mg-kg') (mg-kg') (mg-kg") g om
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Fig. 1 Effects of biochar on soil pH Different small
letters meant significant differences among treatments in the

same crop at 0,05 level. The same below.
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Table 2 Effects of biochar on the biomass and yield of maize and soybean

A Y He Ak P EXRITFTHE (2 ERETE (2 RERFTE () THETE (9
Treatment Dry weight of maize straw Dry weight of maize cob Dry weight of soybean straw Dry weight of soybean
CK 181.57%£4.95¢ 139.60+1.13b 76.08+2.67d 48.58+4.17d
T1 189.52%2.12bc 137.75+7.00b 86.9610.45¢ 53.96+1.55¢
T2 196.04+9.90bc 152.35+7.85ab 89.54+1.48¢ 54,01+1.12¢
T3 205.02+5.66b 155.67+1.63a 101.6541.27b 65.65+2.27a
T4 241.50410.61a 162.51+6.36a 124,60£8.57a 60.67+2.57b

H: RAANEFRRRARLERESRB(P<0.05),

Note: Different small letters mcant significant differences among treaments at 0.05 level.
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