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ABSTRACT

The current work aims to evaluate the effect of
different periods of organic farming on some soils
qualities compared with the traditional system.
Several farms varied in their soil nature and peri-
ods of practicing organic farming system were
chosen. The farms are located in Belbes, El-
Manayef, El-Fayoum and El- Behera areas. More-
over, the study also involved adjacent traditional
managed farms. The evaluation was based on the
weighted values of the physical, chemical and bio-
logical properties of the 0-50 cm and 0-100 cm soil
depths. The considered soil properties were soil
organic matter (SOM); bulk density; porosity; avail-
able water; penetration resistance, mean soil parti-
cles weight diameter (MWD), cation exchange ca-
pacity and total microbial count. The obtained re-
sults indicated that soil biological parameters were
less important than the physical or the chemical
factors. Principle component1, (PC1) scores indi-
cated that 79.97% and 78.05 % of total variance
are attributed to the 0-50 cm soil depth of the or-
ganic and conventional managed soils, respec-

tively. In the meantime, 75.72 and 71.94 % are

related to the 0-100 cm soil depth for the two farm-
ing systems, (Organic and conventionat) in the
same sequence. The only significant factor con-
tributing to PC2 was total count; PC2 indicated that
(10.29 and 10.87% of the total variance are ac-
counted for 0-50 and 0-100 cm soil depth of or-
ganic farming as well as 15.3 and 16.68% of the
total variance for 0-50 and 0-100 cm soil depth of
conventional farming system, respectively.
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INTRODUCTION

It is well know that the inherent soil characteris-
tics are those related to the soil forming factors;
i.e., climate, parent material, ... etc, whereas the
dynamic soil properties are influenced by the man-
agement practices imposed by mankind.

Both are very important to sustainability.
Evaluating inherent soil properties and their effect
on land use and the suitability of each soil for vari-
ous uses are the basic concern of soil surveyors.
On the other hand, dynamic soil quality focuses on
the status of specific soil due to the relatively re-
cent management practices (Karlen et a/ 1997;
Doran and Parkin 1994).

Doran and Parkin (1994) defined soil quality
as “the capacity of a soil to function-. Meanwhile a
more complete definition of soil quality was offered
by a committee appointed by the Soil Science So-
ciety of America (SSSA) as “soil quality is the ca-
pacity of a specific Kind of soil to function, within
natural or managed ecosystem boundaries, to sus-
tain plant and animal productivity, maintain or en-
hance water and air quality and support human
heaith and habitation~.

Doran and Parkin (1994) also stated that soil
quality assessment is conducted by evaluating
indicators. These indicators can be physical,
chemical and biological properties, processes or
characteristics of soils.

Jawson (2001) mentioned that physical prop-
erties include soil structure, aggregate stability,
wind and water erosion. .Chemical properties in-
clude pH, total plant nutrients, and salinity. Biologi-
cal properties include root microbial count and
other organism-driven processes such as respira-
tion, mineralization, immobilization and denitrifica-
tion.
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Since it is impractical to measure every ecosys-
tem or soil property, many researchers proposed a
minimum data set which is the smallest set of sil
properties or indicators needed to measure or
characterize soil quality.

Larson and Pierce (1994), Doran and Parkin
(1996) proposed a minimum data set (MDS) con-
sisting of an array of soil chemical, physical, and
biological characteristics as basic indicators of soil
quality. The soil physical indicators include soil
texture, rooting depth, infiltration, water holding
capacity and bulk density. Soil chemical indicators
embarrasses electrical conductivity, pH and ex-
tractable N, P, K. Soil biological indicators evolve
microbial biomass, C and N, potentially mineraliz-
able; N and soil respiration. However, Seybold et
al (1996) reported that the prqposed indicators
should be retated to soail function and quality.

On the other hand, Vance (2000) and Doran
{(2002) stated that because of its positive influence
on several soil processes, crop productivity and
environmentat quality; therefore soil organic matter
(SOM) is often considered the single most impor-
tant indicator of soil quality and sustainable land
management. Moreover, Van Noordwijk et al
{1997) stated that SOM is a soil property that is
generally most sensitive to crop management.

The current work aims at evaluating the impact
of organic farming system on soil properties, espe-
cially the physical ones that determine soil quality.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Investigation sites

Due to the fact that organic farming in Egypt
still in transition from conditions developed under
the conventional system, this study has focused on
the beneficial impact of organic farming, if any, on
soil properties which enhance soil quality, com-
pared to those obtained under the adjacent con-
ventional farming conditions. The impact of soil
type and time -~ scale on assessing soil quality
under organic farming conditions. The chosen
farms were selected to represent two soil textural
categories, i.e. sandy soils present in Sharkia and
Ismailia governorates and the relatively fine soils
present in EI- Fayoum and El-Behera governorates
and to represent different periods from starting
organic cultivation. The soil samples depths were
0-50 cm and 0-100 cm for both organic and con-
ventional farming systems were statistically ana-
lyzed as well as soil quality index.SQl. was
obtained.

Hoda Elia; Talha; Afifi and Al-Hassana Abu-Gabal

Three main steps were followed to assess soil
quality index (SQI)

(i) Select a minimum data set (MDS) of indicators
that best represent soil function.

{ii) Score the MDS indicators based on perform-
ance of soil functions.

(iii) Integrate the indicator scores into a compara-
tive index of soil quality.

A) To select a representative minimum data set
(MDS) (Doran and Parkin 1994) for the organic
and conventional systems, the first performed stan-
dardized principal component analysis (PCA) of all
untransformed data that showed statistically sig-
nificant differences between management systems
using ANOVA. Principal components (PCs) for a
data set are based on their linear combinations of
the variables that account for maximum variance
within the set by describing vectors of closest fit to
the n observations in p-dimensional space, subject
to being orthogonal to one another. PCs are as-
sumed receiving high values best represent sys-
tem attributes. Therefore, the PCs were examined
only with eigenvalues >or =1 (Brejda et al 2000).

For a particular PC, each variable received
weight or factor loading that represents its contri-
bution to the PC. Only the highly weighted vari-
ables from each PC were retained for the MDS.
Highly weighted is defined as that within 10% of
the highest factor loading using absolute values.
When more than one variable was retained within
a PC, linear correlations were calculated to deter-
mine whether the variables could be considered
redundant and, therefore, eliminated from the MDS
(Andrews 1998). If the highly weighted variables
were not correlated (assumed to have a correfation
coefficient <0.60), then each was considered im-
portant and was retained in the MDS. Among well-
correlated variables within a PC, the variable with
the highest sum of correlation coefficients (abso-
lute values) was chosen for the MDS (Andrews
and Carroll 2001).

B) Scored each of the MDS variables based on
their performance of soil functions using SPSS ver.
10.0 for windows (SPSS 2002). The following clas-
sical statistic parameters were calculated: mini-
mum, maximum, mean, standard deviation and
coefficient of variation (Webster 1977 and Wilding
& Drees 1983).

Once transformed, the MDS variables for each
observation were weighted using the PCA results.
Each PC explained a certain amount (%) of the
variation in the total data set. This percentage,
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divided by the total percentage of variation ex-
plained by all PCs with eigenvectors >1, provided
the weighting factor for variables chosen under a
given PC.

C) The weighted MDS variable scores were
summed for each observation in the following for-
mula: SQI=YWixS

Where Wi is the PC weighting factor and S is
the indicator score. it was compared the calculated
SQlI organic and conventional means for 0-50 cm
and 0-100 cm soil depths. Higher index scores was
assumed to mean better soil quality or greater per-
formance of soil functions.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Soil layers physical, chemical, and biological
characteristics were determined for the chosen
organic and conventional farming sites the ob-
tained data are given in Tables from (1 to 4).

The results in Tables (1 and 2) indicate that
Galvina and El-Adlia (Belbes area) as well as El-
Manayef (Ismailia area) represent varying periods
of organic farming. The soils of the chosen farms
are generally, non saline except for few cases, and
sandy to sandy loam in texture. Organic matter
content, except for the uppermost layers, is less
than 1%. Thereby, CEC, total aggregates and their
MWD is considerably low. Meanwhile, the basic
infiltration rate is appreciably high. The data also
reveal that the OM content, MWD, Total aggre-
gates, CEC and total microbial count in the organi-
cally managed farms, are relatively higher than
their corresponding values in the traditionally man-
aged ones.

On the contrary, data obtained for El- Fayoum
and El- Behera farms, presented in Tables (3 and
4) indicates that their texture are finer than the
previous ones. Their textural classes range from
sandy loam to clay. Also these soils are non- sa-
line, exceptional for Abu Ei Matameer site as it is
considered slightly saline. Due to the fine texture of
such soils, CEC, Total aggregate, and their MWD
as well as the retained soil moisture at 0.1 bar and
the amount of available water for plant growth are
appreciably high for organic farming system espe-
cially in the surface soil layer. Therefore, the soil
bulk density is low. The data delineate in all cho-
sen sites that the values organic matter content,
BD, total aggregates, MWD and total microbial
content are considerably higher in the organic
managed soils compared to that of the conven-
tional managed ones.

Principal Components Analysis (PCA) for soil
properties

To explore the multivariate relationships among
soil properties for organic and conventional farm-
ing systems, a Principal Components Analysis
(PCA) for the physical, chemical, and biological
characters was performed using for the whole pro-
files of the organic system soil variables separately
for each soil depth. The same analysis was also
performed using all of the weighted attributes for 0-
50 cm and 0-100 cm soil depth, under both organic
and conventional farming systems.

Form the PCA of the standardized values of the
determined eleven soil variables for both soil
depths under organic and conventional farming; it
is found that the characteristics of the first two prin-
cipal components are significant. In all cases, it
reached from 86.6 to 93.4 % of the total variation.

Following univariate analysis, it retained pa-
rameters were assessed using PCA. The PCA out-
put for the physical, chemical, and biological char-
acters is given in Tables (5 &6), Only PCs with
eigenvalues >1 explained that at least 5% of the
total variance, were retained for interpretation.
Ninety five and ninety four percent of the variance,
indicated by the first three PCs, are related to 0-50
cm and 0-100 cm soil depth for organic farming
system. Also ninety seven and ninety five percent
of the variance are attributed to 0-50 cm and 0-100
cm soil depth for conventional farming system re-
spectively.

The PC1 explained that 79.97 and 78.05% are
related to the total variance of 0-50 cm organic and
conventional farming systems, and 7572 and
71.94 % are attributed to 0-100 cm soit depth for
organic and conventional farming systems, respec-
tively. There were nine variables that had signifi-
cant response on PC1, eight scores that were >
0.98, positive weighted (OM %, porosity, moist at
0.1 bar, available water, penetration resistance,
MWD, silt+ clay and CEC) and two negatively
weighted (Bulk density, basic infiltration rate).
These finding align with those for Harris et al
(1996) who stated that soil quality decreased with
increasing bulk density and increased with total
stable aggregates (mean weight diameter). It is
diminished by increasing the time required for wa-
ter to infiltrate.

The PC1 had significant positive response on
soil penetration resistance variable. The strong
dependence of penetration resistance suggests
that soils with higher PC1 scores were more con-
solidated. Hussain et al (1999) found penetration

Arab Univ. J. Agric. Sci., 17(2), 2009



6007 (2)LL 198 "ouby " "Alun qely

Table1. Soil physical, chemical, and biological characteristic for organic farming and conventional cultivation site, Belbes area

Total
Pro. | Farmi : E
arming type | Dep. | ;o1 | siitv, [Clay %| Text.  O.M.% | B.D® | Poro. %* 0.1 bar®| Avai. W® | T.Agg’ | MWD® P.RMpa®| CEC™ | =° | bact. |l
No. & Age cm ! dS/m count

Organic farming ( Galvina area)
0: 25| 76.06 3.37 | 20.57 S.C.L.j 2.67 1.44 44.40 33.17 17.50 28.04 0.49 1.50 |16.30 2.40 24*10° | 11.03

Annual crops 25:45 | 80.38 274 | 1688 | SL. | 073 1.53 42.06 24.86 11.05 24.12 0.35 2.1 7.88 2.48 | 12*10°
1 25 year 4568 | 86.01 020 | 1379 | LS. l 0.40 1.59 38.77 20.56 9.51 261 7.34 2.03
68:120| 858 146 | 1274 | LS. ; 0.4 1.63 38.26 25.69 11.16 7.7 1.78
120:150) 56.83 6.42 | 36.75 | S.C. ‘ 0.16 1.32 50.19 42.18 18.09 33.70 2.03

0:15 | 7165 9.87 | 18.48 | S.L. ‘ 2.51 1.41 45.98 27.34 14.79 27.65 0.49 1.989 16.74 8.85 17+10° | 7.48

orchards 15:50 | 78.32 895 | 1273 | SL | 0.61 1.56 40.68 25.24 12.30 27.36 0.43 2.24 8.70 2.81 15%10°
2 25 year 50:110| 85.32 422 | 1046 | LS. ; 0.95 1.59 39.77 17.44 10.17 3.099 8.42 3.79
110:135 88.11 3.25 864 | SILS | 0.94 1.59 39.77 16.82 9.32 16.30 2.41
135:160] 4557 | 1947 | 3496 | SCL ' 098 1.38 48.31 36A58J 15.88 3565 | 2.33

Conventional cuitivation { Galvina area : 4‘
0: 20| 7837 846 | 13.18 | S.L 2.04 1.49 | 4335 24,66 14.19 23.08 | 033 2.44 8.26 382 | 98"10° ‘ 3.91
Annual crops | 20:70 | 81.2 436 | 1444 | LS. | 060 1.58 | 39.69 18.07 10.08 14.16 | 0.26 2.996 9.89 313 | 15710°

25 year 70:135| 782 659 | 1521 | SL. | 029 1.62 38.40 22.70 11.29 2.55 7.47 5.79
135160, 63.38 | 15.61 | 21.00 | SCL | 052 1.46 44.70 28.78 16.45 uJ.87 6.23 B
Organic farming (El-Adliya area)
015 ] 7175 [ 11145 | 17.10 | SL. | 204 | 1.49 | 4335 | 31.88 | 1459 | 2547 | 0.34 mao 250 | 133710° | 6.76
4 Annual crops 7| 15: 42 73.6 11.69 | 14.71 S.L. 1 0.41 1.52 41.31 22.45 10.07 19.11 0.30 3.1 2.61 4.00 | 148*10°
tear 42:80 | 74.14 1189 | 1398 | SL. @ 0.13 1.82 42.64 26.10 12.19 2.71 3.48 3.22
80:130| 87.48 4.76 7.76 | SIL.S 0.06 1.65 36.54 16.89 7.81 2.61 3.08
orchards 0:15 73.4 10.58 | 16.01 S.L ’ 1.22 1.45 44.23 23.52 12.89 22.59 0.32 2.42 9.78 4.65 ‘1‘13'1045 6.898
5 7 years 15:60 | 7365 | 10.47 | 1589 | S.L. : 0.23 1.5 42.08 22.94 12.97 20.73 0.26 2.56 5.22 1.21 8410
60:115 69.4 13.42 | 1717 | S.L. 0.17 1.82 41.98 17.61 9.98 2.996 522 3.08
r 115:140:  75.53 10.40 | 14.07 SL : 0.06 1.65 37.02 21.16 13.34 4.35 2.91
: 0:10 | 76.45 | 10.88 | 12,68 SL 1 1.04 1.58 40.15 2278 12.50 22.30 0.22 2.62 8.26 8.42 | 100"10°
Annual crops 10: 47| 79.71 830 | 11.99 SL i 0.39 1.61 39.25 16.55 8.92 13.31 0.14 3.10 5.87 2.73 64*10°
6 one year 47 :65 74.4 7.49 | 18.11 SL 1 0.09 1.61 39.02 22.35 11.38 2.59 5.87 2.56
65 :90 74.8 7.07 | 18.03 St | 008 1.65 37.50 20.03 10.43 2.84 5.22 3.37
90:135| 74.00 6.67 | 19.33 S.L ' 019 1.54 41.89 21,98 10.24 9.13 3.09
1= total sand 2 = texture 3= bulk density (Mg/m°) 4 = porosity % 5= moisture content at 0.1 bar 6= available water

7 = total aggregate 8 = mean weight diameter 9= penetration resistance 10 = CEC meq/100 gm soil 11 = Basic infiltration rate (cm/hr.)

88¢
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Table 2. Soil physical, chemical, and biological characteristic for organic farming and conventional cultivation site, EI-Manayef area

Pro. |Farming type | 1, o W 8D | Poro. .| Avai. , .| PR Wl Bc | To® “
No. & Age cm T.8 %'| Silt% |Clay% | Tex.” | O.M.% Mgim® | %" 0.1 bar W T.Agg | MWD Mpa® CEC 4sim bact | lpas
count
Organic farming
0:15 |82.88( 3.76 | 13.36 | S.L. 2.82 149 |40.87 | 2623 | 1418 | 36.72 0.29 | 1.37 9.78 | 7.66 |153*10°| 8.44
5 Annual crops | 15:30 | 79.45( 466 | 1589 | S.L 3.03 1.45 14269 ) 2568 | 11.68 | 21.41 022 | 1.09 | 11.30 | 2.99 | 104*10*
12 year 30:67 | 9119 | 434 | 4.47 S 0.57 176 | 33.08| 1593 | 9.70 21.41 0.22 | 2.54 6.30 | 2.16
67:130 | 884 | 291 | 869 | LS. 1.52 1.65 |36.54 | 18.28 | 10.20 211 8.26 | 4.88
0:15 | 79.55| 429 |16.16 | S.L. 3.09 1.45 | 4246 | 2523 | 1277 | 33.63 0.28 | 1.29 9.78 | 0.99 |220*10°| 7.14
orchards 1535 | 8879 | 156 | 965 | LS 1.47 168 |35.88 | 22.05 | 11.13 | 23.08 025 | 1.84 5.87 | 0.69 | 90*10*
8 12 year 35:60 |84.98 | 267 | 1235| L.S. 0.55 164 |37.40| 22.72 | 10.28 | 23.08 0.25 | 1.62 869 | 0.7
60:120 [87.62 | 243 | 995 | L.S. 0.53 1.74 [33.33]| 17.27 | 8.49 2.24 7.83 | 0.60
Conventional cultivation
0:15 |88.52 | 247 | 9.01 L.S 1.79 1.59 |38.37| 2214 | 11.30 | 30.97 0.25 | 1.75 7.98 | 3.84 | 99*10° | 15.89
Annual crops 15:38 | 9596 | 0.52 | 3.52 S 0.52 174 | 3359 1949 | 8.18 21.21 0.23 | 1.93 2.17 | 0.85 | 80*10*
9 38:70 | 8244 | 344 1412 | SL 0.92 1.7 3462 ( 20.15 | 10.48 | 21.21 0.23 | 2.04 6.30 | 2.65
70:85 | 9232 | 1.28 | 6.40 S 1.33 168 |3563| 1520 | 8.07 2.04 522 | 2.68
85:135 | 95.47 | 0.40 | 4.13 S 0.61 1.79 |32.45]| 1512 | 8.38 2.61 2.87
0:15 | 8458 471 (1071 | LS 1.06 1.59 |40.00| 21.14 | 11.02 | 30.62 0.24 | 1.86 3.91 0.79 | 142*10°| 10.51
15:35 | 9496 | 0.35 | 4.69 S 0.59 166 |37.12| 17.38 | 9.21 17.74 020 | 2.24 3.04 | 062 | 31*10*
10 Orchards 35:50 18892 214 | 894 | LS 1.08 166 |[36.64| 16.10 | 9.21 17.74 0.20 24 6.30 | 1.24
50:64 |88.72| 256 | 872 | LS 1.56 1.67 |36.02 | 17.40 | 9.47 2.28 6.74 | 0.74
64:84 190.41 | 0.99 | 8.60 S 1.08 1.71 3423 | 17.97 | 8.25 2.10 587 | 1.24
84:135 {85.78 | 3.98 [10.24| L.S 0.76 1.75 [32.95| 19.68 | 10.64 522 | 0.82
1 = total sand 2 = texture 3 = bulk density (Mg/m®) 4 = porosity % 5 = moisture content at 0.1 bar 6= available water

7 = total aggregate

8 = mean weight diameter

9 = penetration resistance

10 = CEC meg/100 gm soil

11 = Basic infiltration rate (cm/hr.)

sajjenb (10s uo }oedwy swayshs Juswabeuep

68¢



6007 (2)21 “19S *2uby [ "Alun qely

Table 3. Soil physical, chemical, and biological characteristic for organic farming and conventional cultivation site, El-Fayoum area

Total
Pro. Farming | Depth | T.8."| 2 B.0* | Poro ;| Aval 7 .| PR " Ec 1
) Silt% | Clay% | Text® | O.M.% 3 + |01 bar s T.Ag' | MWD s | CEC bact. | !bas
No. | Type& age cm % Mg/m % w. Mpa ds/m
i count
Organic farming
0:30 |46.23]|19.09 | 3468 | SCL.{ 3.12 1.17 53.75 | 41.11 20.08 51.03 0.59 2.43 49.56 0.89 176*10° | 7.28
Annual crops . 5
L 30:60 | 61.13 | 14.51 | 24.36 | S.C.L. | 1.30 1.36 47.29 | 38.61 18.01 31.31 0.34 2.94 35.87 1.73 156*10”
(15year)
60 : 1@ 80.19 [ 7.51 | 12.30 | L.S. 0.30 1.55 | 39.69 | 39.55 | 21.07 b 20.43 1.63_ |
0:21 47.01 | 20.32 | 32.67 | S.C.L.| 4.58 1.19 62,59 | 41.44 20.51 54.33 0.63 2.45 44.35 1.15 197*10° | 3.03
12 orchards 21:50 | 50.68 | 18.92 | 30.40 | S.C.L.| 244 1.23 50.85 | 38.24 16.08 3275 0.48 279 34.78 3.24 175*10°
(15 year) 50:70 | 62.92 { 17.37 | 19.71 S.L. 0.65 1.48 42.41 39.68 20.82 30.13 0.19 3.1 29.56 6.30
L ~ {70:140 | 66.41 | 1531 | 1828 | S.L. 0.50 1.52 | 39.68 | 35.87 | 16.01 o 23.50 6.53
Conventional cultivation
— -
0:25 55.85 | 14.74 | 2941 | S.C.L.| 2.56 1.28 49.61 40.92 20.29 426 0.51 2.71 31.62 1.69 158*10° | 2.16
Annual 25:50 | 76.22 | 1013 | 1365 | S.L. 0.59 1.47 41.90 | 41.06 18.40 14.11 0.27 2.98 21.74 1.814 91+10°
13 crops 50:57 | 59.36 | 15.86 | 24.78 | S.C.L.| 0.65 1.26 48.78 | 40.57 17.70 19.52 0.24 2.68 32.60 177
57:80 | 79.28 ) 8.24 ) 1248 | S.L 0.53 1.28 50.58 30.17 16.12 3.78 19.57 1.68
80:95 | 48.81 [ 21.45 ] 29.74 | S.C.L.| 1.02 1.25 50.00 38.12 16.06 34.78 1.19
~ [95:150| 778 | 8.19 | 14.01 S.L 0.59 1.54 40.54 | 39.97 23.34 20.65 2.38 ]
B :
0:35 55.2 [ 18.86 | 256.94 | S.C.L.| 2.87 1.24 50.40 | 42.09 19.29 40.72 0.43 2.81 38.26 208 162%10° { 1.495
14 orchards 35:67 | 56.15 | 14.77 | 29.08 | S.C.L. | 1.02 1.20 51.61 33.99 16.25 19.35 0.21 2.96 28.26 1.45 110*10°
67:90 [ 72.03 | 847 [ 1950 | S.L. 0.45 1.24 5249 | 32.21 16.73 3.62 23.69 4.51
90:140 | 80.12 | 8.00 | 11.88 S.L. 0.33 1.60 39.62 | 37.18 19.02 20.00 6.29
1 = total sand 2 = texture 3 = bulk density (Mg/m®) 5 = moisture content at 0.1 bar

7 = total aggregate

8 = mean weight diameter

9 = penetration resistance

4 = porosity %

10=CEC meq/100 gm soil

6 = available water
11 = Basic infiltration rate  (cm/hr.)
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Table 4. Soil physical, chemical, and biological characteristic of an organic farming and conventional cultivation profiles of EI-Behera area

safjijenb [jos uo joedw) swajsAs Juawabeuepy

Pro. | Farmin Depth B.D? Ava, P.R Ec | Total bact.
g PR T 8% | sit% | Clay% | Tex? | 0.M% .| Por%* |0.1 bar® T.Agg’ | mwD® s | CEC™ I bas'!
No. | Type & age cm Mg/m we Mpa dS/m count
Organic farm (Abo El-Matameer area
0: 30 26.67 | 27.22 46.11 C. 3.89 1.1 55.78 51.38 23.38 | 55.86 0.76 2.49 45.28 3.15 1707108 2.757
Annual 30:50 211 29.18 4972 C. 1.48 1.14 52.72 50.12 | 24.18 | 57.62 0.64 2.70 55.22 4.29 212*10°
15 crops 50:68 | 42.72 | 35.00 22.28 L. 0.80 1.08 55.93 54.85 | 24.24 | 54.02 0.54 2.59 32.38 4.50 104*10%
(10years) | 68:105 | 30.57 | 36.12 | 3331 [ CL | 090 | 112 | 5363 | 53.10 | 23.68 253 | 3565 | 4.46
105:135] 4241 | 27.61 29.98 CL 0.84 1.24 50.88 48.16 21.62 14.78 4.83
Conventional cultivation{Abo El-Matameer area)
0:10 29.16 | 17.86 52.98 C. 2.64 1.14 54.31 52.02 22.53 | 50.73 0.55 2.62 44,16 6.97 128*10° 1.667
Annual | 10:25 | 3344 | 2524 | 4132 | C. | 148 | 116 | 5224 | 4913 | 2484 | 4778 | 057 | 294 | 3152 | 822 | 180*10°
16 crops 25:65 | 2644 | 2797 | 4559 | C. | 090 ( 111 | 5425 | 5140 | 2514 | 60.06 | 0.50 | 2.59 | 4457 | 9.47
65:95 24.71 | 27.05 48.24 C. 0.58 1.09 56.09 54.46 | 22.52 2.28 46.09 8.81
95:135 | 52.33 | 29.96 17.71 L:S.L| 0.81 1.24 50.93 47.02 21.12 14.13 7.84
Organic farm (Etai Ei- Barood area)
A | 0:30 35.86 | 24.44 39.70 CcL 3.92 1.13 54.78 50.04 21.81 | 50.77 0.71 2.47 49.26 0.80 182.*10° 5.888
nnua
17 crops 30:60 43.3 26.40 30.30 C.L 0.99 1.16 52.40 49.78 19.25 | 60.08 0.55 2.57 67.39 1.08 196*10*
(10 years) 60:80 22.36 | 27.16 50.48 C. 0.96 1.12 52.54 44.45 20.48 2.88 67.39 0.71
80::135] 46.99 | 28.01 25.00 | L:SCL)| 049 1.24 50.25 44,65 | 20.50 75.00 0.76
Conventional cultivation (Etai El- Barood area)
A | 0:35 37.53 | 20.03 42 .44 (o} 2.32 1.20 50.95 48.91 19.19 | 46.21 0.62 2.79 44.57 0.58 139"10° 1.994
nnua
18 35:55 | 61.05 | 13.30 2565 [ S.CLJ| 0986 1.27 50.49 47.81 17.21 | 33.77 0.43 2.96 48,91 0.66 141=10°
crops
P 55:85 | 67.83 | 12.97 19.20 S.L. 0.32 1.48 42.80 40.90 15.07 3.67 19.57 0.93
85:135 | 83.58 5.41 11.01 L.S 0.17 1.61 38.74 30.94 17.30 10.87 0.80
1= total sand 2 =texture 3 = bulk density (Mglm’) 4 = porosity % 5 = moisture content at 0.1 bar 6= available water

7 = total aggregate 8 = mean weight diameter 9 = penetration resistance 10 = CEC meq/100 gm soil 11 = Basic infittration rate (cmvhr.)
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Table 5. The Principal Components (PC) from the principal component analysis (PCA) of the stan-
. dardized values of eleven soil variables and their weights based on eleven simultaneous
correlated variables from all minimum data set of organic farming system (Only princi-
pal components with eigenvalues >1)

Organic farming system,

Organic farming system,

Measurements 0-50 cm 0-100 cm
Principal component

PC1 PC2 PC3 PC1 PC2 PC3
Eigenvalue 8.797 1.132 0.562 8.33 1.195 0.800
Proportion of variance 79.97 10.289 5.112 75.724 10.865 7.273
Cumulative proportion 79.97 90.259 95.371 75.724 86.590 93.863

Rotated scores of two retrained eigenvectors

OM% .897 -.924 .669 -.131 -.948
Bulk Density ( Mg/m®) -.990 .789 -.991 AR
Porosity % .994 -.754 997 -.678
Moisture content at 0.1bar .989 -.138 -734 .982 -.728
Available water .986 - 112 -.724 .965 -.746
Penetration resistance (Mpa) .899 214 -.702 674 .588 -.608
MWD .950 .154 -.641 .948 -.484
Infiftration rate (cm/hr.) -.683 218 .956 -.640 946
CEC (meg/100 gm soil) 974 -.751 931 -.683
Total bacterial count - 114 .992 .209 -0.355 .889 .392
Silt +clay% .983 -.804 .976 -.146 -.767

PC1= the first principal component

PC2 = the second principal component

PC3 = the third principal component

Table 6. The Principal Components (PC) from the PCA of the standardized values of eleven soil
variables and their weights based on eleven simultaneous correlated variables from all
minimum data set of conventional farming system (Only principal components with ei-

genvalues >1)

Conventional farming system

Conventional farming system

Measurements 0-50 cm 0-100 cm
Principal component

PC1 PC2 PC3 PC1 PC2 PC3
Eigenvalue 8.585 1.683 0.419 7.941 1.835 0.72
Proportion of variance 78.049 15.301 3.806 71.941 16.678 6.546
Cumulative proportion 78.049 93.35 97.156 71.941 88.619 95.165

Rotated scores of two retrained eigenvectors

OM% 726 .820 -.140 426 322 .991
Bulk Density ( Mg/m®) -.986 -.354 .281 -.961 -.308 -.527
Porosity % .983 .367 -.318 .959 .336 .535
Moisture content at 0.1 bar .983 .254 -.142 .991 154 423
Available water .959 .203 -274 .983 .165 431
Penetration resistance (Mpa) .706 .662 -.758 .568 .847 475
MWD .947 -174 .892 136
Infiltration rate (cm/hr.) -.817 -.540 .700 -.805 -.668 -.371
CEC (meg/100 gm soil) .981 .368 -.149 .987 226 .499
Total bacterial count .944 -.455 .937 .267
Silt +clay% .986 .166 -214 978 .306

PC1= the first principal component

PC2 = the second principal component

PC3 = the third principal component
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Table 7. Formula of calculated soil quality index {SQI} using weighting factors for each scored of minimum data set (MDS) variable

Soil depth Farming system Equation
0-50 cm Organic cultiva. SQ! = F[0.89( Somx - Sep *+ S poros. % + S PeneResis. + S mwp + S cec + S siteaiay -Sir )+H(0.11 XStotal count)]
0-100 cm Organic cultiva. SQl = $[0.81( Som%n - Sep + S poros. % + S Pene.resis. + S mwp + S cec + S siteciay -Sir )+(0.116 XSotal count)]
0-50 cm Conven. Cultiva SQ! = 3[0.836( Som% - S&D + S poros. % + S peneresis+ S Mwp + S cec + S siteday ~Sir )+(0.16 XSotal count)]
0-100 cm Conven. Cultiva SQl = 710.76( Soms - Sep + S poros. % + S Pene.resis+ S Mwp + S cec + S sinrday ~Sir )+(0.175 XSrotal count)]
0-50 cm Total areas SQl = $]0.833( Somw - S0 + S poros. % + S Peneresist S mwp. + S cec + S sittreiay ~Sir ) +(0.166 XSTotai count)]
0-100 cm Total areas SQI =Y [0.75( Somx - SBo + S poros. % *+ S cec + S mMwp + S sitteciay -Siry + (0.15 XSotal count)+ ( 0.09X S pene. Resis.) ]

S is the score for the subscript variable and the coefficients is the weighting factors derived from the PCA

Table 8. Soil quality and their weights and classes for evaluating studied areas soil qualities

6002 ‘(2)L1 “19S dubY r "Ajun qely

The weights *the marks of the indicator
Weight (organic ) | Weight (conven.) Scores ( S)
Indicators (WixS)
0-50cm | 0-100cm | 0-50 cm | 0-100cm f H 1 v Vv 0-50cm | 0-100cm | 0-50ecm | 0-100 cm
OM% 224 1.47 1.47 1.08 >1.5 1.5-1 1-0.5 .5-0.25| <0.25 [ 11.20 5.90 5.88 433
8.0, (Mgim®) 1.37 1.43 1.40 1.43 <1.3 1.3-1.8 1.8-2.1 >2.1 4.10 4.28 4.21 4.29
Forosity % 46.63 44.32 45.04 4421 50 |[50-60,50-40 |60-80;40-20 93.26 88.64 90.07 88.41
AW 16.48 15.87 16.00 15.35 >18 18-14 14-10 10-6 <6 65.93 63.50 64.00 61.40
7. Aggre 36.71 35.66 3249 29.43 >60 60-45 45-30 <30 73.41 71.32 64.99 29.43
CEC meqg/100g soil | 28.57 25.88 23.82 21.34 >30 30-15 15-10 10-5 <5 114.27 103.53 95.29 85.34
Silt+Clay % 38.78 34.37 34.89 3227 <35 35-50 50-60 60-80 | >80 155.12 137.47 139.57 129.07
Soil quality index 517.27 474.64 464.01 402.27
Relative soil quality index 73.90 67.81 66.29 57.47
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resistance is negatively correlated with the rooting
relation function of soil quality. At the same time,
soils with high PC1 scores had more surface resi-
due and so may be less susceptible to erosion.
Soils in the 0-50 cm soil depth for organic farming
system had significant greater PC1 scores than the
others.

It is concluded that soil physical, chemical and
biological conditions increased with PC1 scores.
Among organical and conventional cultivation sys-
tems, PC1 is represented by the following order:
(0-50 cm) organic > ( 0-50 cm) conventional > (0-
100 cm) organic > ( 0-100 cm) conventional. This
order is due to the increase in the organic matter
content of 0-50 cm soil depth for the conventional
farming system from 0-100 cm of the organic.

The PC2 represented by 10.29, 10.87% the to-
tal variance for farming system for 0-50 and O-
100cm soil depths of the organic farming system
and 15.3 and 16.68% for the 0-50 and 0-100cm
soil depths for conventional farming system re-
spectively. The PC2 had significant positive re-
sults for the total microbial count. The strong de-
pendence of PC2 on the total microbial count sug-
gests that soils with higher PC2 scores are more
consolidated. According to Harris et a/ (1996), total
biomass affects the environmental and production
functions of soil quality.

The PCA of indicators that exhibited significant
differences between management systems for the
four areas, two PCs had eigenvalues >1. Highly
weighted variables under PC1 included OM %,
porosity, soil moisture at 0.1 bar, available water,
penetration resistance, MWD, silt+ clay, IR and
CEC Correlation coefficients among these vari-
ables revealed that IR is not correlated with the
other highly weighted variables. Hence, IR was
retained for the MDS of the remaining eight well-
correlated variables. SOM was the most highly
correlated and was chosen for the MDS as the
most representative for that group.

This result indicates that organic matter; bio-
logical and physical aspects of soil quality were the
most sensitive indicators of soil quality. Farming
systems aspect of soil quality increased with PC1
scores.

The data in Table (7) reveal that, the SQI was
calculated using weighting factors for each scored
MDS variable according to the following formula:
SQI=3Wix$§

Where S is the score for the subscript variable
and the coefficients are the weighting factors de-
rived from the PCA. Weights were determined by
the percent of variation in the data set explained by

Hoda Elia; Talha; Afifi and Al-Hassana Abu-Gabal

the PC that contributed the indicated variable di-
vided by the total percentage of variation explained
by all PCs with eigenvectors > 1.

The data in Table (8) reveal for organic and
conventional farming systems that soil quality in-
dex for 0-50 cm soil depth in organic farming sys-
tem > 0-100 cm soil depth in organic farming
system > or = 0-50 cm soil depth in conventional
farming system > 0-100 cm soil depth in
conventional farming system.
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