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Effects of thiencarbazone-methyl - isoxaflutole on soil microbial biomass C.
N and soil enzyme activities in maize rhizosphere
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Abstract To evaluate the effect of thiencarbazone-methyl ¢ isoxaflutole on the soil microbial biomass C, N and
enzyme activities in maize rhizosphere soil, field experiments were conducted to study the effects of the
recommended dosage, 5-fold and 10-fold of recommended dosage of thiencarbazone-methyl ¢ isoxaflutole on the
soil microbial biomass carbon, nitrogen, soil urease, catalase, sucrase, neutral phosphatase and dehydrogenase
activity in maize rhizosphere soil. The results showed that there was no significant difference in microbial biomass
carbon and nitrogen between the recommended dosage of thiencarbazone-methyl ¢ isoxaflutole and the control.
On the 28th day after the treatment, the microbial biomass carbon and nitrogen in the rhizosphere of maize
treated with 5-fold of the recommended dosage and 10-fold of the recommended dosage were inhibited, which was
significantly different from the control. The activities of urease, catalase, sucrase and dehydrogenase in maize
rhizosphere soil were inhibited by 5-fold and 10-fold recommended dosage of thiencarbazone-methyl-isoxaflutole,
while the activity of neutral phosphatase was significantly inhibited by 5-fold and 10-fold recommended dosage of
thinecarbazone-methyl « isoxaflutole. The inhibition effect could not be restored to the control level. The results

suggested that the recommended dosage of thiencarbazone-methyl « isoxaflutole had little effect on the microbial
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biomass C, N and soil enzyme activity of maize rhizosphere soil, which could be restored to the control level in the

later stage of the experiment.
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maize rhizosphere soil on microbial biomass nitrogen
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