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Table 1 Investigation on soil nutrients resources in wolfberry orchard in Zhongning
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Table 2 Distribution of different soil profile nutrients for differently-aged wolfberry trees
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Si{‘; Age Depth Total salt OM- Total N Total P
(a) (cm) (g/kg) (g/kg) (g/kg) (g/kg)
0~30 0.70 18.6 0.78 0.86
3
30~60 — 11.0 0.78 0.65
5 ; 0~30 0.70 20.5 0.94 1.03
Yuanlin proving ground 30~60 - 15.1 0.50 0.84
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10
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9
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Fig-1 Soil available nutrients with depth for differently —aged wolfberry

trees in Yuanlin proving ground (a) and Zhongning (b)

2.2 MIRRARSH HIHLEE

M 3 ATLAE H s A 7 B i i) M AC AR B 25
ZSARK, FEFERS AT X, MIACHR 5 BE & 1 i
BN AR AR IR B AR ELAR AR 2 5
i 13 a BMIAC R FARKC T8 130 em, fEH T H)
Aelie] X, MR 28 Bl AR % B 38 T AR R B9 3 ATAR
K EMOE EACHR RIS (B, B 3 426y

B FREESNF RS 6 a AR, 1 5 4040
6 a MR K, 9 a MRS 6 a ERAK, W
HELEM S 6 a IR AACHIIR R RAE 0~26 em 1
RIS, M3 8 a k%) 0~35 em, dhF fIig
R 2 AR LRI AR 1 v U8B L 4R 4
FEAE SRS Y A B R KR AR 2T,

"3 AERRAICIKRRS S

Table 3 Root distribution for differently-aged wolfberry trees
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Response of water use efficiency of different summer maize
cultivars to nitrogen fertilizer and precipitation

YI Zhenxie''?, WANG Pu”, CHEN Pingping'» TU Nai'mei'
(1. College of Agronomy, Hunan Agricultural University, Changsha 410128;
2. Key Laboratory of Ministry of Agriculture for Crop Production and Farming System College of
Agronomy and Biotechnology, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100094, China)

Abstract; Zhengdan958 and NongdalO8 were used as plant materials to study the responses of water use ef~
ficiency (WUE) of summer maize to nitrogen fertilizer and precipitation under condition of 3 types of N fertilizer
with 3 application rates in North China Plain in successive two years (2004~2005). The results showed that
(1) WUE of summer maize was increased by N rates from 0~180 kg N/hm” and differences at a certain extent
among types of N fertilizer were observed- (2) Evident genotype differences in WULE existed and there showed
trend of Zhengdan958=ND108 under N application and no N application conditions- (3) Positive correlation at
0. 01 probability level existed between WUE and yield, and evident positive correlations between WUE and pho-
tosynthetic rate, stomatic conductivity and transpiration rate of earleaf in filling stage were respectively ob-
served. (4) Evident annual differences in WUE existed and the WUE of two cultivars in 2005 was bigger than
those in 2004, which was induced by annual difference in precipitation- Decrease of precipitation in the prophase
and whole duration reduced yield and water consumption of summer maize, but decreasing extent of yield was
less than that of precipitation. so WUE was improved- The results showed that WUE of summer maize could be
clearly improved by choosing appropriate cultivars: cultivating under natural drought or limit irrigation at mod-
erate degree and fertilizing N 180 kg/hm2 under conditions in this study -

Key words : summer maize; water use efficiency ; cultivar; nitrogen fertilizer; precipitation
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Investigation on the distribution of wolfberry roots and
soil nutrients in wolfberry orchard of Ningxia

ZHAO Ying, LUO Jian-hang, CHEN Xiao~qun, ZHANG Xuejun N
(Institute of Agricultural Resources and Environment, Academy of Agriculture and

Forestry Sciences of Ningxias Yinchuan, Ningxia 750002, China)

Abstract . In April 2005, two investigation sites were selected in Yuanlin Proving Ground of Academy of
Agriculture and Forestry Sciences of Ningxia and Tiantan of Zhongning County, respectively. A method with
field investigation and chemical analysis in lab was carried out to study the roots distribution of different aged
wolfberry and soil nutrients in wolfberry orchard- The wolfberry species was Ningqi No- 1. and we chose wolf-
berry trees with different age to investigate their root distribution, at the same time, soil sample was collected
for chemical analysis- The results showed that the average soil nutrients content in wolfberry orchard was
greater than cropland in Zhongning and that of soil available nutrients content was 1.6~2.0 times of cropland-
In Yuanlin Proving Ground or Zhongning: the soil organic matter, total N total P and available nutrients for
differently aged wolfberry trees were mainly concentrated in 0~30 c¢m soil depth- The length of taproots or fi-
brous roots and tree-crown diameter for wolfberry increased with tree age increasing in Yuanlin Proving Ground-
The number of taproots or fibrous roots for 3-year-old wolfberry tree was less than that of 6- or 9-year-old tree in
Zhongning- The soil depth of root distribution for differently-aged wolfberry tree was mainly ranged from 0 to
35 em, which was in coincidence with the accumulation depth (0~~30 em) of soil nutrients- That is to say, the
farmer 's unreasonable fertilization method in wolfberry orchard caused unreasonable distribution of root -

Key words . wolfberry orchard; soil nutrient; distribution of roots



