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Table 1 Chang of Fusarium quantity in rootzone of

apple tree on horizontal direction

KAF-J7 18] HE BT BT B BT H A
Horizontal direction Fungi Fu§arium Rate of Fusarium
(cm) (10%fu/q)  (10%fu/q) (%)
0~50 2.76 0.67 25.11
50~100 3.67 0.87 32.61
100~150 2.16 0.24 8.90
150~200 2.08 0.12 4.49
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Table 2 Chang of Fusarium quantity in rootzone of

apple tree on vertical direction

7 1) HIF eI T T AR
Vertical direction Fungi Fusarium Rate of Fusarium
(em) (1()Scfu/g) (1030fu/g) (%)
0~20 3.20 0.25 13.48
20~40 2.43 0.41 22.10
40~60 1.42 0.89 47.97
60~80 0.37 0.09 4.85
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Fig-1 Comparison of Fusarium quantity between continuous

cropping scil and field soil on horizontal direction
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Fig-2 Comparis on of Fusarium quantity between continuous

cropping soil and field soil on vertical direction

2.3 RESHETMERBHMAHEKLEHIZMN
XEARRE A AR K R TR O A A5 R A3k

3.%& 4, TTAE M, 7E 0~200 em 5 A KF 75 1)
F10~80 em i Bl Ay B 7 1) L, SREER X 1 38R 7
AEEA B A KR R I 3R 22,

TFEIKFT7 M) B (3 3), 50~100 em X3 1 1
(0 ZE AR RO AR ) AR R PRORLRE ke | DR
SR bR 5 X H LY 22 S O A X3 Py -+ 3 v
BT TR A B A e s 150~ 200 em XA TSR AL
BREA B B EE A AR bR 5 R H AR LA R R AR
BRI » ZMH I DX A P P R S AR B AR R %

FETE BT 1H B (R 4), 407~60 em tJZ PR 1
5K H - 0 Z R AR B AR I O AR L ke L PR
TR TR 1M 60~80 em LB RE 5K
R AR A AR B AR 22 /D

R3S KFHEEEETMAKELEAENEKRALR

Table 3 Comparison of rootstock seedling growth between continuous cropping soil and field soil on horizontal direction

I 1] R ) MR AR 7N AR

Horizontal direction Root activity Root weight Stem diameter Plant heigh Leaf area
(em) (g/(g-h)) () (em) (em) (em?)

0~50 73.46 b 4.10p 0.52 b 42.87 ¢ 17.17 1
50~100 46.18 ¢ 3.98 ¢ 0.60 b 30.30d 14.21 1
100~150 89.16 b 5.26 b 0.70 a 57.10 ¢ 13.73 b
150~200 106.12 4 8.31a 0.78 a 72.65 b 20.92 a4

K H Field 108.40 4 9.02 a 0.80 a 77.73 a 24.35 4

x4 EEARLEELTMABELHAENEKRIALER

Table 4 Comparison of rootstock seedling growth between continuous cropping soil and field soil on vertical direction

HEH T ot iESCW) iy LiERY il PR T AR

Vertical direction . Root activity Root weight Plant diameter Plant height Leaf area
Potted soil / 2
(cm) g/ (g-h)] (9) (cm) (cm) (em”)

H 7£ 1 Continuous cropping soil 75.24 b 5.26 b 0.70 a 46.34 b 16.43 a

0~20 K H -+ Field soil 77.03 a 6.78 4 0.75a 50.78 a 20.45 4
72{H Margin 1.79 1.52 0.05 4.44 4.02

H 1 + Continuous cropping soil 73.79p 5.70 b 0.68 a 44.27 p 17.67 4

20~40 KH + Field soil 76.29 a 7.24 0.76 a 48.91 a 23.97 a
7218 Margin 2.50 1.54 0.08 4.64 6.30

i 7£ 1= Continuous cropping soil 67.32 b 4.68 b 0.62 a 41.97 p 12.53 p

40~60 KH 4 Field soil 71.24 a 6.32 a 0.76 a 46.97 a 21.09 a
7218 Margin 3.92 1.64 0.14 5.00 8.56

# 1 Continuous cropping soil 76.34 b 5.78 a 0.74 4 50.21p 16.19 5

60~80 KH + Field soil 78.01 a 6.56 a 0.78 2 52.14 o 21.67 a
#{H Margin 1.67 0.78 0.04 1.93 5.48

T [ =3I AR R T8 RoR 2R B3 (P<0.05),

Note ; Different letters in the same column means significant difference ( P=<<0.05),
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Synthesis and characterization of a novel super-absorbent hydro-gel based on
chemically modified pulverized corn stalks and acrylic acid

MIAO Yong‘gangl'zy LIU Zuoxin'» YIN Guang‘hual, WANG Zhen‘yingl
(1. Institute of Applied Ecology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Shenyang, Liaoning 110016, Chinas

2. Graduate University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China)

Abstract: A novel super-absorbent hydro-gels was synthesised based on chemically modified pulverized corn
stalks(CMPCS) and acrylic acid (AA) in aqueous solution: using N N/‘methylenebisacrylamide(MBA) as a
cross-linker and ammonium persulfate(APS) as an initiator- Factors influencing water absorbency of the super-
absorbent composite were investigated, such as reaction temperature, weight ratio of AA to CMPCS, neutraliza-
tion degree of AA, and amount of initiator and crosslinker- The maximum absorbency of the optimized final
product was 823 g/g in distilled water, and 83 g/g in 0.9% NaCl solution. respectively - The super-absorbent
composite exhibited improved water and saline absorbencies compared with that of cross-linked poly (acrylic
acid-co-sodium carboxymethylcellulose) super-absorbent polymer- The structure of the graft copolymer was con~
firmed by IR spectrum and TGA . The surface morphology of gel was examined by scanning electron microscopy
(SEM)-

Key words : super-absorbent copolymer; hydro-gel; swelling ratio; polymerization
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Effects of apple rhizosphere Fusarium on growth of replanted rootstock seedlings

ZHANG Zhimin', ZHAO Zhengyang' "~ » FAN Hongke' ZHANG Xiaocai'> LI Xiao-ming’
(1. College of Horticulture, Northwest A & F University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China;
2. College of Resources and Environment, Northwest A & F University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100, China)

Abstract: Change of Fusarium quantity in 0~~80 cm layer of rhizosphere and far from the trunk 0~200 em
in Weibei dryland apple orchards was studied; combining with experiment of potted rootstocks seedling: to anal-
yse Fusarium quantity effect on the growth of replanted plants in different rhizosphere soil- The results showed
that Fusarium quantity got less and less with the increase of the distance from the trunk, while the maximal
Fusarium quantity was in 40~~60 c¢m layer of rhizosphere; Fusarium quantity in continuous cropping soil was
more than that in the field- Potted rootstock seedling grew weak in continuous cropping soil- It appeared the
symptom of replant disease; Potted rootstock seedling grew weak in rhizosphere with more Fusarium- There
was certain correlation between Fusarium quantity and the growth of potted rootstock seedling through correla-
tion analysis-

Key words . apple; rhizosphere; replant disease; Fusarium



