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ABSTRACT 

 
An experiment was carried out to assess the economic feasibility of maize-wheat cropping system for five different 

fertility treatments (T1,control; T2, PGPR  + PK (80-60 kg ha-1), T3, (120-80-60 NPK kg ha-1); T4, poultry manure at 

the rate of 15 t ha-1, and T5, half poultry manure (7.5 t ha-1) + half PK (40-30 kg ha-1) + PGPR. According to statistical 

and economic analysis of the data revealed that maize plots treated with half poultry manure + half PK + PGPR gave 

43% maize grain yield higher over control. Maximum wheat yield  was recorded in plots previously treated poultry 

manure. Maize wheat cropping sequence accrued the highest net benefit of Rupees 78419.66 ha-1 than rest of the 

treatments. Likewise, considerable higher marginal rate of return 441.03 % was observed for maize wheat system with 

half poultry manure + half PK + PGPR and resulted in utmost residual value as verified through residual analysis in 

similar treatment. On the basis of agronomic as well as economic performance of maize it was well evident that 

combined use of organic, biofertilizers and chemical fertilizers proved to be more productive, sustainable and 

remunerative and can be recommended for maize growers to improve maize productivity and elevate their income. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Farmers use inorganic fertilizers injudiciously to surmount the problem of nutrient deficiency to boost their crop 

yields. The cost of inorganic fertilizer is very exorbitant for the resource poor farmers. Under such conditions an 

integrated approach is suggested through complementary use of inorganic and organic fertilizers to sustain soil 

fertility and crop productivity (Lampe, 2000). Although sole application of some organic sources to crops was found 

beneficial (Alam and Shah, 2003), however, complementary use of organic and inorganic fertilizers for crop 

production seems more productive and sustainable (Alam et al., 2003, 2005, Khanam et al. 2001).  

Poultry manure is recognized best organic manure, as it contains both macro and other essential nutrients. It 

improves chemical as well as physical properties of the soil (Sharif et al. 2004 and Deksissa et al. 2008). Similarly, 

poultry manure supplies P more readily to plants than other organic manure sources (Garg and Bahla, 2008). Organic 

manures like farmyard manure, poultry manure, sheep manure, and bio-fertilizer may be used for crop production as 

a substitute of chemical fertilizers (Khan et al., 2005 and Ayoola and Makinde, 2007). Organic fertilizers supply all 

the essential elements necessary for growth though not in equal proportion, and are readily decomposed by soil 

microorganisms (Afzal et al., 2005). Positive effects of organic waste on soil were reported in several studies (Odlare 

et al. 2007 and Jedidi et al. 2004). 

Biofertilzers are low cost, environmentally safe and non bulky agricultural inputs as a supplementary and 

complementary factor to mineral nutrition (Sahai, 2004). Plant growth promoting rhizobacteria (PGPR) affect plant 

growth through different mechanisms like their ability to fix atmospheric nitrogen fixation and production of plant 

growth regulators (PGRs). Plant growth regulators (PGRs) are one of the major constituents through which PGPR 

affect the plant growth and development (Arshad and Frankenberger, 1998). In contemporary agriculture use of 

PGPR to improve crop productivity is apprehended to be a rising development in the stores (Pal et al., 2000). 

Rhizobium strains enhance nodulation in the host plant component. It is an attempt to increase nitrogen fixation and 

the yield at all the sites of harsh climate. Therefore, it is possible to increase nodulation causing improvement in 

yield from marginal lands by inoculation with rhizobium (Aslam et al., 2001). 

According to the estimates 9 4% farmers use NPK fertilizers 32.6 % farmers use FYM, 2.3% crop residues, 1.6 

% micronutrient and less than 1% use biofertlizers. Poultry manure is gaining popularity due to expanding poultry 

industry in Pakistan, it is a rich source of plant nutrients may be good alternative source for enhancing soil fertility 

and organic matter. Poultry manure available in the country can contribute101, 58 and 26 thousand tones of N, P and 
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K respectively (Bari, 2003). Poultry manure is low-priced source of both macro nutrients and micronutrient and 

improve soil properties and faunal activity (Ghose et al., 2004). Organic fertilizers has been a valuable source of 

nutrients for crop growth for many years and usually applied based on the N crop requirements (Qian et al., 2004). 

According to Ano and Agwu, (2005), poultry manure is categorized better organic manure compared to rest of 

organic materials.  However, this manure is under utilized across the country and needs to be explored for its impact 

in crop production. 

Maize (Zea mays L.) remains at third position among the cereals after rice and wheat across the globe. Maize is 

widely grown cereal and is categorized the primary staple food in many developing countries. Maize has a high 

yield potential and is suited to various climatic zones. At present in Pakistan maize occupies third position after 

wheat and rice and 98% of the crop is grown in Punjab and KPK with average annual grain production of 4.04 

million tones and average yield of 3.62 tones ha
-1

 (Govt. of Pakistan, 2009). In Pakistan the potential of crop is not 

being exploited satisfactorily due to a number of constraints. Soaring outlay of crop husbandry, diminishing soil 

fertility, appalling environment and public health are important reasons for use of organic manures, bio-fertilizers. 

Therefore, a study was devised to evaluate agronomic implications and economic feasibility of maize under different 

fertility treatments.  

 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

 

The trial outlined below was conducted under rainfed conditions for two years (2007 and 2008-09) in the 

experimental area of National Agriculture Research Center (NARC) Islamabad. The metrological data for 2007 and 

2008 is presented in Fig.1. and Fig.2. The site lies in a subtropical, sub humid continental highland climatic zone 

characterized by long summers and cold winters. Soil of the area was inceptisol and loess in nature, slightly alkaline 

with pH 8.2 having low organic matter (0.5 %). The mean annual rainfall is 1000 mm, 70% of which is received 

during summer monsoons while rest of 30 % is distributed remaining part of the year (Sultani et al., 2007). Different 

soil properties like soil pH, organic matter, nitrate nitrogen, extractable potassium and available P by using standard 

laboratory methods. Salicylic acid method was used for determination of NO3- Nitrogen (Vendrell and Zupancic, 

1990). Available phosphorus was determined by Olsen and Sommers (1982) and soil pH (Mc Lean, 1982) method. 

Organic matter was determined by using Walkely and  Black (1947) method. 

Maize was tested to five fertility treatments (control; inoculation of maize seed with plant growth promoting 

rhizobacteria (PGPR)  + PK (80-60 kg ha
-1

), (120-80-60 NPK kg ha
-1

); poultry manure at the rate of 15 t ha
-1

, and 

half poultry manure (7.5 t ha
-1

) + half PK (40-30 kg ha
-1

) + inoculation with PGPR.. The biozote containing PGPR 

was taken from soil biology laboratory NARC, Islamabad. The trial was laid out in strip block design with three 

replications. The cropping systems were kept in vertical blocks and fertility treatments in horizontal blocks. Wheat 

was planted on November 11, 2007 and November 5, 2008 in winter.  

The data obtained was compared and analyzed for yield, input cost and output costs.  Data were analyzed using 

descriptive and inferential statistics, partial budgeting, Dominance analysis, Marginal Analysis and Analysis using 

Residual Analysis recommended by International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center (CIMMYT 1988, Madan et 

al., 2007, Shah et al., 2009).   

 

Partial budget analysis was done as follows.  

Gross field benefits were calculated as (GBf). 

                             GBf = Pf x Yadj   

Where, 

GBf = gross field benefits 

Pf = field price 

 Yadj = adjusted yield 

Net benefits were calculated as 

   NB = GBf – TCV  

Where, 

NB = net benefit 

TCV = total cost that vary  

 

Dominance analysis was carried out by listing the treatments with higher cost that vary (CIMMYT, 1988). 

The MRR tells what farmers can expect gain from their investment when they decide to change from one 

practice to another. It was calculated by following formula: 
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            ∂ NB 

                      MRR = -------------  x 100 

            ∂ TCV 

Where, 

∂ NB  =  change in net benefit 

∂ TCV = change in total cost that vary 

 

The conclusions of a marginal analysis can be checked by using the concept of "residuals.” Residuals (as the 

term is used here) were calculated by subtracting the return that farmers required (the minimum rate of return 

multiplied by the total costs that vary) from the net benefits. Of course this residual is not the profit, and it is the 

comparison between the residuals, rather than their absolute value, that was of interest. The treatment with highest 

value of residual was recommended in this study. 

Data thus recorded on various aspects were subjected to statistical analysis and treatment means was compared 

using Least Significant Difference (LSD) at 5% level of probability (Gomez and Gomez1984) by employing STAT 

package (Freed and Eisensmith. 1986) 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

The analysis of variance for grain yield of maize varied significantly by different fertility treatments. Year effect 

was significant in response to different fertility treatments. (Table 1). Half poultry manure + half PK + inoculation 

with plant growth promoting rhizobacteria (PGPR) treated plots out yielded (4858 kg ha
-1

) in comparison to control 

(2761 kg ha
-1

) and other treatments. The maize grain yield with sole poultry manure (PM) incorporated was 

statistically at par with treatments where only NPK and PK + PGPR in combination were applied.  

Maximum grain yield of wheat (2913.09 kg ha
-1

) was recorded in plots previously treated with sole poultry 

manure @15 t ha
-1

 followed by half poultry manure + half PK + inoculation. NPK and PK + inoculation showed 

statistically similar yields. Lowest grain yield was observed in control plots (Table 2). The highest grain yield 

obtained after poultry manure was attributed to balance supply of nutrients from poultry manure which improved 

yield components that contributed to final yield.  

 

Table 1. Agronomic yield (kg. ha
-1

) of maize under different fertility treatments. 

 

Fertility protocols 2007 2008 2-Year mean 

      Control 3277 2245 2761 D 

      PGPR + PK 4620 3376 3998 C 

      NPK 5088 3483 4286 B 

      Poultry manure (PM) 4835 3383 4109 BC 

     1/2 PM + 1/2 PK+ PGPR 5628 4087 4858 A 

      LSD   244.00 

Mean over years 
4690 A 3315 B 

 

Means sharing a common letter in a column or a row did not differ significantly at 5 % probability level 

 

Table  2. Agronomic yield (kg. ha
-1

) of wheat under different fertility treatments. 

 

Fertility protocols 2007 2008 2-Year mean 

      Control 2656.42 2629.67 2643.04 B 

      PGPR + PK 2890.08 2870.93 2880.51 A 

      NPK 2779.46 2752.95 2766.21 AB 

      Poultry manure (PM) 2902.22 2923.95 2913.09 A 

     1/2 PM + 1/2 PK+ PGPR 2785.21 2825.00 2805.11 A 

      LSD   151.40 

Mean over years 
2802.678 2800.5 

 

Means sharing a common letter in a column or a row did not differ significantly at 5 % probability level 
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Table 3. Partial budget analysis of sole maize cropping systems under different fertility treatment with wheat in 

succession. 

                                        

Partial Budget Analysis 

 T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 

Dose of Inoculation (kg/ha) - 1 - - 1 

Field Price (Rs.)  100 100 100 100 

Cost of Inoculation(Rs.)  100 - - 100 

Dose of PK (kg/ha)  140   70 

Field Price of PK (Rs.)  56.057   56.057 

Cost of PK (Rs.)  7847.98 - - 3923.99 

Dose of NPK(kg/ha)   260   

Field Price of NPK Rs./kg   42.18   

Cost of NPK (Rs.)   10967.996 - - 

Dose of PM(tones/ha)    15 7.5 

Field Price of PM (Rs.)    666.66 666.66 

Cost of PM (Rs.)    10000 5000 

Application Cost of Nutrients (Rs.) - 96.7 98.8 225 185.85 

Seed Rate of Maize(kg/ha) 25 25 25 25 25 

Price of Seed (Rs.) 35 35 35 35 35 

Cost of Seed Maize (Rs.) 875 875 875 875 875 

Sowing Cost(Rs./ha) 300 301 302 303 304 

Total Cost That Vary (Rs.) 1175.00 9220.68 12243.79 11403.00 10388.84 

Yield Maize (kg/ha) 2761 3998 4286 4109 4858 

Yield Adjusted (kg/ha) 2208.80 3198.40 3428.80 3287.20 3886.40 

Output Price( Rs./kg) 11 11 11 11 11 

Gross Field Benefits from maize ( Rs./kg) 24296.80 35182.40 37716.80 36159.20 42750.40 

Net Benefit from maize( Rs./kg) 2643 2881 2766 2913 2805 

Yield Adjusted 2114.40 2304.80 2212.80 2330.40 2244.00 

Output Price Rs./Kg 20.52 20.52 20.52 20.52 20.52 

Benefit fromWheat' 43398.06 47306.02 45417.72 47831.46 46058.1 

Gross Field Benefits 67694.86 82488.42 83134.52 83990.66 88808.5 

Net benefits 66519.86 73267.74 70890.724 72587.66 78419.66 

Dominance analysis T1 T2 T5 T4 T3 

TCV 1175 9220.68 10388.8 11403 12243.8 

Net benefits 66519.86 73267.74 78419.66 72587.66 70890.72 

Dominated treatments   6747.88 5151.92 -5832 D -1696 D 

Marginal Analysis T1 T2 T5 T4 T3 

Marginal Cost  8045.68 1168.16   

Marginal Net Benefits  6747.88 5151.92   

MRR (%)  83.87 441.03   

Analysis using Residuals  65344.86 64047.06 68030.82   
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Generally, combined use of chemical fertilizers, poultry manure and biofertilizers displayed an increasing trend 

for grain yield of maize followed by NPK application. Since animal manures have the dual role of improving soil 

structure and enhancing soil nutrient status. Poultry manure application reduced the bulk density, enhanced porosity 

and moisture content. Secondly, manure enhanced soil organic matter and soil nutrients which were released slowly 

and steadily and efficiently utilized during latter growing stages of maize as evidenced post harvest analysis of soil. 

The highest grain yield obtained was partly attributable to increase in moisture regime in root zone and partly due to 

inorganic fertilizer because nutrients were released from chemical fertilizers and maize was able to utilize it for its 

growth, supplemented by essential nutrients released from decomposition of added manure.  PGPR facilitate directly 

or indirectly rooting and growth of plants Mayak et al. (1999).  Results are in conformation with findings of Shata et 

al. 2007; Sial et al. 2007; Rehman et al. 2008;  Adeniyan and Ojeniyi, 2005) who reported that application of 

biofertilizers and organic manure improved maize grain yield. Busari et al. (2008) concluded that the combined 

application of PM, lime and NPK fertilizer was the most efficient in raising the soil total N, available P and 

exchangeable cation concentrations. Kumar et al. (2008) reported that growth parameters, yield attributes, grain 

yield, maize grain equivalent yield and total N uptake by maize increased significantly with increasing N rate in 

combination with PGPR + organic manure. Likewise, Ayoola, and Adeniyan. (2006) reported that application of 

NPK and poultry manure in combination significantly increased grain yield of maize gave the highest values for 

other parameters investigated. Likwise, Ayoola and Makinde (2007) investigated that complementary application of 

reduced rates of 2.5 tons ha of manure with 400 kg of NPK 15-15-15 fertilizer ha
-1

, gave comparable yields as sole 

inorganic fertilizer application.  The results also were also in consistent with the findings of Ibeauchi, et al.,(2007) 

who elucidated that combined application of NPK and PM gave significantly higher maize grain yield, dry matter 

and leaf area. On an average, the maize gave 27.00 % more yield in 2007 than 2008. Higher  grain yield in 2007 is 

attributed to favorable climatic conditions prevailed during growing season as 39.77% more rainfall received  in 

2007 than 2008 as given in Figures 1and 2. 

 

Table 4. Post harvest soil analysis 2007. 

Fertility treatment pH NO3N ppm P ppm K ppm O.M % 

Control 8.25  (0.0) 3.49   (-9.35) 5.85   (-13.33) 58.31  (-21.53) 0.58  (-7.94) 

PGPR + PK 8.25  (0.0) 3.62   (-5.97) 6.27  (-7.11) 62.24  (-16.24) 0.61  (-3.17) 

NPK 8.25  (0.0) 3.61   (-6.23) 6.23  (-7.70) 62.24  (-16.24) 0.61  (-3.17) 

PM 8.26(+0.1) 3.52   (-8.57) 7.21  (+6.81) 67.58(-9.06) 0.66  (+4.76) 

½ PM + ½ PK+ PGPR 8.25  (0.0) 3.53   (-8.31) 7.15  (+5.92) 66.15(-10.98) 0.66  (+3.17) 

Original values  8.25 3.85 6.75 74.31 0.63 

 

Table 5. Post harvest soil analysis 2008. 

Fertility treatments pH NO3N ppm P ppm K ppm O.M % 

Control 8.26  (0.0) 3.42  (-9.76) 5.64  (-15.95) 57.32  (-20.98) 0.61  (-6.15) 

PGPR + PK 8.26  (0.0) 3.48  (-8.18) 6.12  (-8.79) 65.16  (-10.17) 0.63  (-3.08) 

NPK 8.26  (0.0) 3.54  (-6.60) 6.01  (-10.43) 63.76  (-12.10) 0.62  (-4.62) 

PM 8.27(+0.1) 3.94 (+3.96) 7.20 (+7.60) 71.58  (-1.13) 0.71  (+9.23) 

½ PM + ½ PK +PGPR 8.26  (0.0) 3.86 (+1.85) 7.13  (+6.25) 71.43  (-4.17) 0.69  (+6.15) 

Original values 8.26 3.79 6.71 72.54 0.65 

 

Bodruzzaman, et al. (2002) reported significant increase in yields of wheat after residual effect of poultry 

manure. Secondly, poultry manure application not only supplied residual nutrients for the following crop but also 

reduced the bulk density of soil. Mbah and Onweremadu (2009) concluded that on the average, poultry droppings 

gave the highest grain yield by improving aggregate stability and reducing bulk density indicating that these 

parameters contributed to final grain yield. The minimum wheat yield after non legume maize was due to the fact 

that maize being an aggressive feeder depleted the nutrients from soil and reduced supply of plant nutrients in the 

control plots which were already deficient in nutrients. It seems logical, that subsequent wheat would give minimum 

yield.  The result of the partial budget analysis indicated maize with half poultry manure + half PK + PGPR with 

wheat in sequence accrued  the highest net benefit of Rs. 78419.66 ha
-1

 .This was followed by maize treated with PK 

+ PGPR with wheat in succession  gave the net benefit of Rs. 73267.74 (Table 3).  
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Better understanding of how farmers’ objectives change over time with higher returns and increased market 

surplus appears to be a necessary input into more economic evaluation of new technology 

A treatment was dominated, denoted by “D” if its variable cost was higher but net benefit was lower than the 

preceding treatment. Therefore, dominance analysis was carried out to proceed further for marginal analysis and to 

find out the most economical treatment. Therefore, all the treatments were arranged in their ascending order of total 

variable cost.  According to dominance analysis sole poultry manure and NPK were eliminated against the backdrop 

that no rational farmer will choose a farming practice, which has a comparatively lower benefit at higher cost. 

Therefore, these treatments were eliminated for further consideration in calculating Marginal Rate of Return (MRR) 

(Table 3).   

Perusal of data from Table 3 revealed that highest MRR value of 441.03 % was observed for maize  treated with 

half poultry manure + half PK + PGPR with wheat in sequence resulted in followed by PK + PGPR treatment with 

83.87 % of MRR value (Table 3). This implied that for every 100 rupees invested in maize production, the farmers 

can expect to recover an additional amount of Rs. 441.03  with half poultry manure + half PK + PGPR treatment 

while Rs. 83.87  in PK + PGPR. The results as presented gives indication that farmers stand to gain in return for their 

investment when they decided to change from one practice to other having MRR higher than minimum rate of return 

(100%) in two years. Results were in conformation to the findings made by Arif and Malik (2009).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig.1. Metrological data during growing season 2007. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig.2. Metrological data during growing season 2008. 

 

The results of the marginal analysis were supported with the Analysis Using Residual as the farmers are mostly 

interested in the treatment with highest residual value. The results of the analysis using residuals exhibited  similar 

picture, as the maximum  residual value was recorded with half poultry manure + half PK + inoculation with PGPR 
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amended plots. Hence, this treatment can be recommended for the farmers, to maximize financial returns of their 

investment for maize production (Table 3). 

Taking into account soil analysis at the end of experiment it was found that there was an increasing trend of soil 

pH, nitrate nitrogen, phosphorus, potassium and organic matter in poultry manure amended plots either sole 

application or in combination with other fertility sources in both years. This might be due to higher calcium content 

of poultry manure. Maximum depletion of nutrients was observed in control plots (Table 4-5). The favorable 

increases in soil fertility and improved soil physical condition adduced to PM is consistent with findings of earlier 

findings that amendment of soil using poultry manure improved soil OM, N, P, K, Ca and Mg ( Adeniyan and 

Ojeniyi, 2005; Adenawoola and Adejoro, 2005). Wenhui et al., (2010) reported that the application of organic 

manure (OM) and OM + NPK   increased soil fertility, soil carbon and modified soil reaction. The higher Ca content 

of the PM used was probably responsible for increase in the pH of soils with organic manure incorporation have also 

been related to the addition of basic cations (Melero et al., 2007 and Busari et al., 2008). 

 

CONCLUSION 

Although in economic terms application of both the chemical fertilizers and poultry manure were not supported, 

yet complementary application of chemical fertilizers and poultry manure exceeded maize grain yield and achieved 

the sustainability by improving soil fertility. The combined application of poultry manure with chemical fertilizers 

and biofertilizers proved to be most promising treatment in terms of profitability and sustainability of the soil. 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

Thanks are extended to Dr. Tariq Sultan, SSO at Soil Biology and Biochemistry, Land Resources Research 

Program (LRRI), INRES, NARC, National Agricultural Research Centre, Park Road, Islamabad here for his 

assistance during entire course of study. 

 

REFERENCES 

 

Adenawoola, A. R. and S. A. Adejoro (2005). Residual effects of poultry manure and NPK Fertilizer residues on 

soil nutrient and performance of Jute (Corchorus olitorius L.). Nig. J.   Soil  Sci., 15: 133-135. 

Adeniyan, O. N. and S. O. Ojeniyi. (2005). Effect of poultry manure, NPK 15-15-15 and combination of their 

reduced levels on maize growth and soil chemical properties. Nig. J.   Soil  Sci. 15: 34-41. 

Afzal, A., M. Ashraf, S.A. and M. A. Farooq (2005). Effect of phosphate solubilizing micro-organisms on 

phosphorus uptake, yield and yield traits of wheat in rain fed area. Int. J. Agri. Biol., 7(20): 207-209. 

Agbede, T. M., S. O. Ojeniyi and A.  J. Adeyemo. (2008). Effect of poultry manure on soil physical and chemical 

properties, growth and grain yield of sorghum in Southwest, Nigeria, Am.-Eurasian J. Sustain. Agric. 2(1): 72-

77.  

Alam, S. M and S. A. Shah (2003). Effect of individual versus integrated use of phosphatic fertilizer on P-uptake 

andyield of maize and wheat. Pak. J. Soil Sci., 22: 74-80. 

Alam, S. M., S. A. Shah., S. Ali and M. M., Iqbal (2003). Effect of integrated use of industrial wastes and chemical 

fertilizer on phosphorus uptake and crop yields. Pak. J. Soil Sci., 22: 81-86. 

Alam, S. M., S. A. Shah., S. Ali and M. M., Iqbal. (2005). Yield and phosphorus uptake by crops as influenced by 

chemical fertilizer and integrated use of industrial by-products. Songkla. J. Sci. Tech.27: 9-16. 

Ano, A. O. and J. A .Agwu (2005). Effect of animal manures on selected soil chemical properties. Nig. J. Soil 

Sci.,15: 14-19. 

Arif, M. and M. A. Malik (2009). Economic feasibility of proposed cropping patterns under different soil moisture 

regimes of Pothwar plateau. Int. J. Agric. Biol., 11: 27–32 

Arshad,  M and W. T.  Frankenberger (1998). Plant growth regulating substances in the rhizosphere: Microbial 

production and functions. Advan. Agron., 62: 145-151. 

Aslam, M., S. Ahmad, I. A. Mahmood and T. Sultan (2001). Efficacy of various rhizobium strains to different 

varieties of groundnut (Arachis hypogea L.) Pak. J. Biol. Sci., 2 (3): 609-611. 

Ayoola, O. T. and O. N. Adeniyan (2006). Influence of poultry manure and NPK fertilizer on yield and yield 

components of crops under different cropping systems in south west Nigeria. Afric. J. Biotech., 5 (15): 1386-

1392. 

Ayoola, O. T., and E. A  Makinde (2007). Complementary organic and inorganic fertilizer application: influence on 

growth and yield of cassava/maize/melon intercrop with a relayed cowpea. Aus. J.  Bas.  Appl. Sci., 1(3): 187-

192. 



76  RASHID SALEEM ET AL., 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF BIOLOGY AND BIOTECHNOLOGY 13 (1): 69-77, 2016. 

Bari, A. (2003). Organic and inorganic nitrogen management for wheat and its residual effect on subsequent maize 

crop. Ph.D Thesis. Deptt. Of Agronomy Agri. University Peshawer.2-3. 

Bodruzzaman, M; M. A. Sadat; C. A. Meisner; A. B. S. Hossain and M. H. H.    Khan. (2002). Direct and Residual 

Effects of Applied Organic and Inorganic Fertilizers on Yields in a Wheat-Rice Cropping Pattern.17
th

 WCSS, 

14-21 August 2002,Thailand 

Busari, M. A., F.  K. Salako and M. T. Adetunji (2008). Soil chemical properties and maize yield after application of 

organic and inorganic amendments to an acidic soil in southwestern Nigeria. Span.  J.  Agric.  Res., 6(4): 691-

699 

CIMMYT.(1988). From Agronomic Data to Farmer Recommendations. An Economic Training Manual. Completely 

Revised Edition, Mexico D.F. 

Dekisissa T., I. Short. and J. Allen (2008). Effect of soil amendment with compost on growth and water use 

efficiency of Amarnnath. In: Proc. of the UCOWR/NIWR Annual Conf.: Int Water Res.: Challenges for the 21
st 

Century and Water Resources Education, July 22-24, 2008, Durham,NC. 

Freed, R.D. and S.P. Eisensmith (1986). MSTATC micro-computer statistical programme. Michigan State Univ. 

Agric., Michigan, Lansing, USA. 

Garg, S. and G. S. Bahla (2008). Phsophorus availbility to maize as influenced by organic manure and fertilizer P 

activity in soils. Bio-sources Techn., 99 (13):5773-5777 

Ghosh, P.K; P. Ramesh, K. K. Banyopadhyay, A.K. Tripathy, K.M. Hati, A. K. Mishra, C.l. Acharya (2004). 

Comparative effectivenessof cattle manure, poultry manure, phosphocompost and fertilizer- NPK on three 

cropping systems invertisols of semi-arid tropics. Crop yields and system performance. Bio-sources Techn., 

95:77-83 

Gomez, K. A. and A. A. Gomez (1984). Statistical procedure for Agricultural Research. An international Rice 

Research Institute Book. John Wiley and sons, 2nd edition. 329. 

Govt. of Pakistan (2009). Pakistan Economic Survey 2008-09. Ministry of Finance, Islamabad, Pakistan. 22. 

Gregory, P. J. (1991). Concept of water use efficiency. In: soil and crop management for improved water use 

efficiency in rainfed areas (H.C. Harris; P.J.M.Cooper and M.Pala, Eds ICARDA.pp 9-20.  

Ibeauchi, I. I, A.O; Faith, T. T.  Christian and C.O. Julius (2007). Graded replacement of inorganic fertilizer with 

organic manure for sustaiale maize production in Owerri Imo State Nigeria. L. Sci. J., 4(2): 82-87 

Jedidi, N., A. Hassen, O. Van Cleemput and A. M’Hiri (2004). Microbial biomass in a soil amended with different 

types of organic wastes. Waste Manag. Res., 22: 93–99. 

Khan, M. A., M. Abid, N. Hussain and M. U. Masood (2005). Effect of phosphorous levels on growth and yield of 

maize cultivars under saline conditions. Int. J. Agric. Biol., 3: 511-514. 

Khanam, M., M. M. Rahman and M. R. Islam (2001). Effect of manures and fertilizers on the growth and yield of 

BRRI Dhan 30. Pak. J. Bio. Sci., 4: 172-174. 

Kumar, R.B.P; S. Ravi and J. S. Balyan (2008). Effect of maize (Zea mays) + black gram intercropping and 

integrated nitrogen management on productivity and economics of maize. Int. J .Plant Sci. Muzaffarnagar.,  

3(1): 53-57.  

Lampe, S. (2000). Principle of integrated plant nutrition management system. In: Proc. of Symp. Integrated Plant 

Nutrition Management (Nov. 8-10), NFDC, Islamabad, 1999.  

Madan M S, V Srinivasan, C K Thankamanp and S Hamzn (2007). Economic analysis of low input technology for 

increased black pepper (Piper nigrum) production. Ind, J. Agric. Sci., 77 (7): 445-7. 

Mayak, S., T. Tivosh and B.R. Glick (1999). Effect of wild type and mutant plant growth promoting rhizobacteria 

on the rooting of mung bean cuttings. J. Plant Grow. Regul., 8: 49-53.  

Mbah, C. N. and E. U. Onweremadu (2009). Effect of Organic and Mineral Fertilizer Inputs on Soil and Maize 

GrainYield in an Acid Ultisol in Abakaliki-South Eastern Nigeria Amer.-Euras.  J. Agron. 2(1): 07-12 

Mc Lean. E. O. (1982). Soil pH and Lime requirement. In: Page, A. L., R. H. Miller and D. R. Keey. (Eds). Methods 

of Soil Analysis Part 2. Amer. Soc. Agron., No.9. Madison, Wisconsin, USA. 199-209. 

Melero, S., E. Madejon., J. C., Ruiz and J. F. Herencia (2007). Chemical and biological properties of a clay soil 

under dryland agriculture system as affected by organic fertilization. Eur. J. Agron., 26: 327-334. 

Odlare M., M. Pell and K. Svensson (2007). Changes in soil chemical and microbiological properties during 4 years 

of application of various organic residues. Waste Manag., doi:10.1016/j.wasman.(2007)(06.005) 

Olsen, S. R. and L. E. Sommers (1982). Phosphorus. P. 403-430. In A. L. Page (ed), Methods of soil analysis, 

Agron. No.9, Part 2: Chemical and microbiological properties, 2
nd

 ed., Am. Soc. Agron., Madison, WI, USA. 

Pal, K. K, R. Dey, D. M. Bhatt and S. M. Chauhan (2000). Plant growth promoting Fluorescen Pseudomonads 

enhanced peanut growth, yield and nutrient uptake. Auburn University. Available:http://www. 

ag.auburn.edu/pdfmanuscripts/pal.pdf  



EVALUATION OF DIFFERENT FERTILITY SOURCES FOR MAIZE- WHEAT CROPPING SYSTEM  77 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF BIOLOGY AND BIOTECHNOLOGY 13 (1): 69-77, 2016. 

Qian, P., J. J. Schoenau and P. Mooleki (2004). Phosphorus Amount and Distribution in a Saskatchewan Soil after 

Five Years of  Swine and Cattle Manure Application. Can. J. Soil Sci., 84: 275 - 281. 

Rehman, S; M. A, Alias Haji A. Bukhsh and M. Ishaqu (2008). Comparative performance and profitability of two 

corn hybrids with organic and inorganic fertilizers. Pak. J. Agric. Sci., 45(3): 8-12 

Sahai, V. N. (2004). Fundamentals of Soil 3
rd

 edition. Kalyani publishers, New Delhi, India. 245. 

Shah, H., M. Sharif, A.Majid, U. Hayat and A. Munawar (2009). From experimental data to farmer 

recommendation: an economic analysis of on-farm trial of UMMB feed for milking animals in rain-fed 

Pothwar, Pakistan. Livestock Research for Rural Development. Volume 21, Article #117. Retrieved March 24, 

2010, from http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd21/8/shah21117.htm 

Sharif, M., M. Ahmed, M. S. Sharir and R. A. Khattak (2004). Effect of organic and inorganic fertilizers onthe yield 

and yield components of maize. Pak. J. Agri. Engg., Vet. Sci. 20(1): 11-15. 

Shata, S. M. A. M. Safaa and S. S. Hanan (2007). Improving calcareous soil productivity by integrated effect of 

intercropping and fertilizer. Res. J. Agric. Biol. Sci., 3(6): 733-739 

Sial, R. A; E. H. Chaudhary; S. Hussain and M. Naveed  (2007). Effect of organic manures and chemical fertilizers 

on grain yield of maize in rainfed area. Soil & Env., 26(2):130-133 

Sultani, M. I; M. A. Gill; M. M. Anwar and M. Athar (2007). Evaluation of soil physical properties as influenced by 

various greenmanuring legumes and phosphorus fertilization under rain fed conditions. Int. J. Env. Sci. Tech., 4 

(1): 109-118 

Vendrell, P. F., and J. Zupanic (1990). Determination of Soil nitrate by trans-nitration of salicylic acid. Comm. Soil 

Sci. Plant Analysis., 21: 1705 – 1713. 

Walkely, A., and C.A. Black (1947). A critical examination of a rapid method for determination of organic carbon in 

soil: Effect of variation in digestion conditions and of organic soil constituents. Soil Sci., 63:251-263. 

Wenhui, Z, Ting Gu, W. Wang, B. Zhang, X. Lin, Q. Huang and W. Shen (2010). The effects of mineral fertilizer 

and organic manure on soil microbial   community and diversity. Plant and Soil, 326 (1-2): 511-522. 

 

(Accepted for publication November 2015) 

 

 

http://www.lrrd.org/lrrd21/8/shah21117.htm
http://www.springerlink.com/content/100326/?p=a3209e23d60a47628894ed56e4d4158f&pi=0
http://www.springerlink.com/content/100326/?p=a3209e23d60a47628894ed56e4d4158f&pi=0

